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Preface 


The Boston Logan International Airport Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report 
(Supplemental DEIS/FEIR) is jointly prepared by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
and the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport). The FAA is the lead federal agency for 
purposes of Airport Layout Plan (ALP) approval and any federal funding approval, which 
are federal actions subject to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The FAA is also 
the project proponent with respect to the reduction in runway approach minimums for 
Runways 15R, 22L, 27 and 33L, and implementation of runway instrumentation. Massport is 
the project proponent for all of the other identified improvement concepts comprising the 
Preferred Alternative, which fall within its purview as proprietor of Boston-Logan 
International Airport. 


This Supplemental Draft EIS has been prepared in response to a decision by the FAA, and 
to satisfy the procedural requirements of NEPA; the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
(CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Requirements of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969, as amended, 40 CFR Part 1500; and the FAA’s Airport Environmental 
Handbook (FAA Order 5050.4A). This document has also been prepared to satisfy the 
requirements of the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) and its 
implementing regulations.’ Because the document fulfills both federal and state purposes, 
it is referred to as a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Final 
Environmental Impact Report. 


Federal EIS Process 


On February 1, 1999, Massport, in a joint effort with the FAA, submitted a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Airside Project 

Draft EIS/EIR) for the Airside Improvements Planning Project (Airside Project). 
Approximately 500 comment letters were received during the applicable Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR federal and state comment periods from various governmental entities, 
including the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection, the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 
Endangered Species Program, the City of Boston, various elected and other public 
officials, community groups, individual residents and other interested parties. 


1 301 CMR 11.00 MEPA Regulations 
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In January 2000, following issuance of the Draft EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a 
Supplemental Draft EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA as a result of 
comments received during the DEIS review process. At the FAA’s direction, a 
Supplemental Draft EIS Panel (SDEIS Panel), consisting of three members appointed by 
the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three appointed by the Mayor 
of the City of Boston, was formed. Under the direction of the FAA New England Region, 
the SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met 12 times, concluding with a 
final meeting in December of 2000. In addition to these formal meetings, the SDEIS Panel 
also made visits to Hanscom Field, Worcester Regional Airport, T.F. Green/Providence 
Airport, Manchester Airport, and the Logan ATC Tower. To provide the the SDEIS Panel 
with appropriate background, it was presented with: (a) an Interim Supplemental Draft 
EIS to the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR; (b) answers to key letters written by members of 
the public, concerned agencies and public officials responding to the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR; and (c) a series of 15 visual and written presentations from the Airside 
Project’s technical consulting team and other independent transportation industry 
experts, both in favor of and in opposition to the Airside Project (minutes from the SDEIS 
Panel meetings are contained in Appendix A). This document reflects a special set of 
work tasks developed by the FAA as a result of the SDEIS Panel review process and 
constitutes the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 


State EIR Process 


The Draft EIR was the subject of an extended pubic comment period including public 
hearings on April 7, 1999 at the State Transportation Building in Boston and April 8, 1999 
at the Holiday Inn in East Boston. On May 7, 1999 the Massachusetts Secretary of 
Environmental Affairs issued a Certificate (“EOEA Certificate”) on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project. The Secretary determined in his Certificate that the Draft EIR had adequately and 
properly complied with the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) (M.G.L. c. 
30, ss. 61-62H) and its implementing regulations (301 C.M.R. 11.00). The Secretary also 
found that the Draft EIR presented enough information on alternatives, impacts and 
mitigation to meet the MEPA standard and should therefore proceed to the stage of a 
Final EIR. The EOEA Secretary directed that the Final EIR must address certain specific 
issues, as well as adequately respond to the substantive comments received. This 
document responds to the EOEA Certificate and includes separate volumes containing 
responses to comments received on the Airside Project Draft EIR. 


Organization of this 
Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR 


Preface 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, submitted in February 1999, provided a comprehensive 

assessment of the benefits and potential impacts of all the project alternatives in accordance 
with federal and state scoping directives. Potential impacts were identified by category and 
quantified in relation to the proposed alternatives. This Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is 
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intended to complement and to be reviewed in conjunction with the Airside Project 

Draft EIS/EIR. As explained below, each chapter in this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
summarizes the major findings of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, focuses on additional 
analyses conducted for the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, and documents impacts associated 
with the Preferred Alternative. The “Key Points” section at the beginning of each chapter 
summarizes the key points for that chapter from the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and 
reflects analyses conducted in response to the EOEA Secretary and/or the FAA’s work 
tasks for the SDEIS. 


A comparison between the chapters of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is provided in Table P-1 at the end of this Preface. Table P-2, 
also at the end of this Preface, outlines the analysis tasks required by the FAA as a result 
of the SDEIS Panel process. To assist the reader, the table outlines where these analyses 
are located within the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


The document is comprised of an Executive Summary and 11 volumes, the contents of 
which are summarized below. 


Executive Summary Available as a separate volume 
Volume 1 Preface 
Executive Summary, 
Chapter 1 - Project Background, Purpose and Need 
Chapter 2 - Logan’s Role in the Regional Transportation 
System 
Chapter 3 — Alternatives 
Chapter 4 - Delay Analysis 
Volume 2 Chapter 5 - Affected Environment 
Chapter 6 - Environmental Consequences 
Chapter 7 - Cumulative Impacts 
Chapter 8 - Preferred Alternative and Mitigation 
List of Preparers 
Reviewers List 


Acronyms 

Index 
Volume 3 Appendix A - FAA SDEIS Panel Process 
Appendices Appendix B - Regional Transportation 


Appendix C - Delay 
Appendix D - Northwest Wind Runway Use Restriction 
Appendix E - Noise 
Appendix F - Air Quality 
Appendix G - Wildlife 
Appendix H - Cultural Resources 
Appendix I - Environmental Justice 
Appendix J - Construction 
Volumes 4 - 11 EOEA Certificate and Responses 
Responses to Comments Comment Letters and Responses 
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Preface — Provides a guide to the organization of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
its relationship to the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Executive Summary — Provides an overview of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and is 
published as a separate document. 


Chapter 1: Project Background, Purpose and Need — In the Airside Project 

Draft EIS/EIR, this chapter served as an introduction and provided the foundation for 
the project purpose and need. In this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, this chapter presents 
asummary of the key points in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and provides further 
clarification of the delay problem at Logan Airport. In response to a number of 
substantive comments, including those of the FAA, the SDEIS Panel and the EOEA 
Secretary, this chapter provides historical context for Logan Airport’s delay problem; 
compares Logan Airport to other major U.S. airports; provides a more comprehensive 
discussion of delays; and guides the reader through complex delay terminology and 
the different measures of delay. Chapter 1 broadens the discussion of delays to 
include those that are caused by Logan Airport, as well as those incurred by 

Logan Airport passengers but caused by conditions at other airports or Air traffic 
Control (ATC) related problems. To respond to a FAA SDEIS work task, Massport has 
also attempted to assess the effect that Runway 14/32 would have had on 

Logan Airport's national delay ranking in 1998 if it had been available. 


Chapter 2: Logan’s Role in the Regional Transportation System — In the Airside 
Project Draft EIS/EIR, Chapter 2 evaluated the extent to which regional transportation 
options, including other New England airports and advances in passenger rail 
services, may affect projected passenger demand at Logan Airport. Many comments 
received on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR focused on regional transportation 
issues and the importance of planning in a regional context. In response to the high 
level of public interest and concern regarding this topic, the EOEA Secretary 
instructed Massport to significantly expand upon the regional transportation analysis 
that was presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The FAA SDEIS Panel 
reinforced the Secretary’s concerns. Throughout the 10-month panel review process, 
the SDEIS Panel indicated the need for ongoing regional planning by all relevant 
regional transportation agencies. As a result of these concerns, and as a follow-up to 
an earlier planning effort, Massport, the FAA, the regional airports, and New England 
state aviation planning agencies are conducting a new regional aviation system 
planning initiative, the New England Airports System Study. 


Chapter 2 describes the purpose and proposed scope of work for the New England 
Airports System Study, which will be sponsored by the FAA, the regional airports 
and Massport. Chapter 2 also provides an updated and more detailed analysis of 
regional transportation options, including a discussion of the evolving roles of the 
major commercial airports that will serve a majority of the region’s passengers for the 
foreseeable future, namely Boston-Logan International Airport; T.F. Green Airport in 
Warwick, Rhode Island; Manchester Airport in New Hampshire, and the Worcester 
Regional Airport in Massachusetts. New analysis is presented to quantify the 
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potential role to be played by Worcester in providing relief for Logan Airport in the 
western portion of its service area and what Massport and the other state 
transportation agencies are doing to encourage that function. In addition, in response 
to the directive of the EOEA Secretary, Massport reports on the current status of 
proposed ground access improvements at Logan, Manchester, T.F. 
Green/Providence and Worcester airports and quantifies any effects these changes 
would have on passenger demand at these airports. In view of the recent rapid 
growth enjoyed by the regional airports and their impact on diverting traffic from 
Logan Airport, the forecast period has been extended from 2010 to 2015, when 
Logan Airport is expected to serve 37.5 million air passengers. The analysis 
supporting this extended forecast period is described in Chapter 2. 


Chapter 3: Alternatives— In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, Chapter 3 provided a 
detailed description of the Alternatives analyzed as part of the Airside Project as 
specified in federal and state scoping directives. In this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
these alternatives are reviewed again, but in more summary form. In response to 
FAA’s additional work tasks for the Supplemental DEIS, this chapter further clarifies 
the proposed Centerfield Taxiway and the number of aircraft queuing on that and 
other taxiways. In response to a number of comments on the Airside Project Draft 
EIS/EIR, this chapter also includes a more detailed discussion of Massport’s Program 
for Airfield Capacity Efficiency (PACE), which provides a more complete context for 
previous demand management programs at Logan Airport, and examines the PACE 
impact for relevance to the Peak Period Pricing concept currently under consideration. 
Chapter 3 also discusses demand management strategies already in place at other US 
and international airports. 


Chapter 4: Delay Analysis — In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, Chapter 4 discussed 
the passenger and aircraft operations forecasts, the delay modeling methodology and 
the results of the airfield delay analysis. Both the EOEA Secretary and the FAA asked 
for clarification regarding the use of 1993 as a base year. Chapter 4 of this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR incorporates 1998 operational data to supplement and 
update the 1993 analysis. By applying the same capacity and delay modeling 
completed for the 1993 Historic Modeled condition, as well as the future forecast 
scenarios, the addition of the 1998 Actual Condition provides a current assessment of 
delay levels at Logan Airport. 


Chapter 4 includes updated operational and environmental analyses of 1998 
conditions similar to that contained in the Logan International Airport 1998 Annual 
Update (October 1999). While the Logan International Airport 1999 Environmental Status 
and Planning Report (ESPR) (December 2000) includes updated analyses for 1999, the 
differences between the two study years are small. Since the relevant comparison for 
evaluating the proposed Airside Project improvements is the comparison between 
the No Action and Preferred Alternatives, and since 1998 and 1999 are similar in 
terms of passengers, operations, and environmental impacts, this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR includes the 1998 modeling analysis as a representation of recent 
conditions at Logan Airport. 
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The FAA conducted further analysis to better understand the future role of regional 
jets (RJs), which are rapidly being added to airline fleets at Logan Airport. 
Specifically, the FAA suggested examining the delay reduction effectiveness of the 
proposed 5,000 foot runway given a fleet with more regional jets than previously 
forecast. This Supplemental DEIS/FEIR presents a third fleet for the 37.5 million air 
passenger level (37.5M) that reflects a high proportion of regional jets, and a 
correspondingly low proportion of turboprops. This additional fleet is referred to as 
the 37.5M High RJ Fleet. In terms of operation levels, the 37.5M High RJ Fleet falls 
between the 37.5M Low and High Fleets.* For the purposes of assessing delay, the 
delay model inputs reflect the recommendation of a separate evaluation by the 
FAA’s consultant regarding the use of the proposed runway by the RJ Fleet. Those 
assumptions are discussed in Chapter 4 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The delay 
reduction results of all five Alternatives (Alternatives 1, 1A, 2,3, and No Action) 
under the 37.5M High RJ Fleet are included at the end of Chapter 4. 


As part of the preparation of this FEIR, the EOFA Secretary instructed Massport to 
complete several analyses that would allow a more complete evaluation of Peak 
Period Pricing including a Peak Period Monitoring System and an Exemption 
Program for communities dependent on Logan Airport. Although Massport does not 
recommend immediate implementation of Peak Period Pricing as part of the 
Preferred Alternative, the Authority recognizes the potential delay reduction benefits 
associated with Peak Period Pricing in an environment of airline overscheduling. 
Massport is prepared to implement Peak Period Pricing when necessitated by airline 
overscheduling. In Chapter 4 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport proposes a 
tightly crafted exemption program that would protect greatly affected communities 
from losing connections to the national air transportation system. Incorporating a 
small community exemption program is intended to reduce the expected degree of 
service disruptions resulting from Peak Period Pricing, without undermining the 
program’s delay reduction benefits. Chapter 4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
presents a Peak Period Monitoring program designed by Massport to determine 
when airline scheduling may become problematic. The EOEA Secretary also 
suggested that specific analysis be conducted to determine whether a peak period 
surcharge could have the adverse impact of encouraging “increased reliance on early 
morning and late evening flights.” Chapter 4 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also 
discusses the potential for alterations in the regional airline fleet mix resulting from 
Peak Period Pricing. 


At the FAA’s and the EOEA Secretary’s request, Massport broadened the discussion 
of the Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) by providing further context to 
the PRAS Program. Chapter 4 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR examines land use 
patterns and residential densities among the affected communities, in order to 


The proposed Airside Project improvements were evaluated against a near-term demand level of 29 million annual passengers and long-term levels 
of 37.5 and 45 million passengers. These demand levels are expected in the years 2003, 2015, and 2024, respectively, and at each passenger level, 
two different operations forecasts were developed. The High and Low scenarios, presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, reflect differing fleet mix 
assumptions. The Low fleets assume more large jet operations than non-jet operations, similar to current conditions. The High fleets assume a greater 
proportion of non-jet aircraft and thus a higher level of total operations for the same passenger level. 
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determine whether they have remained relatively unaltered since the PRAS Program 
was initially developed. Chapter 4 also examines historic PRAS achievement, in 
order to determine its utility as a part of the baseline for the No Action Alternatives. 
The chapter also describes current PRAS monitoring practices and details specific 
Massport commitments for more frequent and comprehensive PRAS monitoring and 
public reporting. 


An important goal of PRAS is to route flights over the water between 12:00 AM and 
6:00 AM. The EOEA Secretary requested that Massport examine the potential for 
extending the nighttime hours for routing aircraft over water. Chapter 4 of this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR examines the feasibility of extending this preferential 
nighttime routing policy. 


The concept of restricting the availability and use of Runway 32 to northwest wind 
conditions only was discussed during the SDEIS Panel process. Appendix D 
addresses the impact of such a restriction on delay reduction, runway utilization and 
PRAS achievement. This analysis was conducted under the 37.5M High RJ Fleet 
scenario. 


Chapter 5: Affected Environment — In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, Chapter 5 
presented an overview of the baseline environmental conditions within the airport 
and surrounding communities. In Chapter 5 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the 
analysis of baseline conditions was expanded to include evaluation of the current 
environmental conditions that were presented in the 1998 Annual Update.3 Chapter 5 
was also modified to include a description of historic properties and parklands within 
the project impact area (this material was previously contained in Chapter 8 of the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR) to support the analysis of potential impacts regulated 
under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, and under Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. 


Chapter 6: Environmental Consequences -- In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 
Chapter 6 described the potential benefits and impacts of each alternative with regard 
to social, cultural and environmental resources. Chapter 6 of this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR repeats much of this analysis, but focuses the comparison between the 
Preferred Alternative (all actions except Peak Period Pricing) and the 

No Action Alternative for the 29 million passengers‘ (29M) Low and the 37.5 million 
passengers® (37.5M) High fleets. These fleets were chosen because the 29M Low 
reflects the worst case in terms of noise, and together they represent the full range of 
potential impacts. In addition, the environmental impacts associated with each 
alternative for the 37.5M High RJ Fleet are included for review in this Supplemental 
DEIS/ FEIR. The remaining alternatives are presented in the Airside Project Draft 
EIS/EIR and repeated again in Appendices E and F of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Boston-Logan International Airport:1998 Annual Update, October 15, 1999. 

The Low operations fleet scenarios assume more large jet operations than non-jet operations, similar to current conditions. 

The High operations fleet scenarios assume a greater proportion of non-jet aircraft and thus a higher level of total operations for the same passenger 
level. 
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To provide further clarity for the affected areas, the noise analysis is presented 
through Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping with a more detailed base 
map and a different scale than was presented in Chapter 6 of the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR. For the Preferred Alternative, the numbers and locations of people 
who are exposed to noise in the No Action Alternative or who will be exposed to 
each 5 decibel (dB) increment of noise exposure from Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) 
values of 60 to 70 dB, and the number and location of people who are expected to 
shift into a different 5 dB increment of exposure, are presented in tabular and 
graphical form. These results are reported for people who experience increases as 
well as decreases in noise exposure. This Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also includes the 
noise contours and noise-exposed populations for Alternatives 1, 1A, 2,3, and 4 for 
the 37.5M High RJ Fleet. 


Chapter 6 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the relationship between the 
Airside Project analysis and FAA’s Runway 27 EIS.6§ Chapter 6 was modified from the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to include a description of historic properties and 
parklands within the Airside Project impact area and a summary of potential impacts 
and mitigation. This material was previously contained in Chapter 8 of the Airside 
Project Draft EIS/EIR. In response to the FAA’s additional work tasks for the SDEIS, 
Appendix E includes a school year/school day 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred 
Alternative for the 29M Low Fleet. 


In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the Environmental Justice analysis was 
presented in Chapter 8. In response to comments received on the Airside Project Draft 
EIS/EIR from the EPA Region 1 and others, the presentation of Environmental Justice 
has been significantly expanded. Chapter 6 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR (Section 
6.8) includes a discussion of Environmental Justice requirements and additional 
Environmental Justice analyses requested by the EOEFA Secretary. The Environmental 
Justice discussion includes more detailed demographic data presented in both tabular 
and GIS map formats; an analysis of impacts at the 60 dB level, as requested by the 
EOEA Secretary; a comparison of the affected population with that of Boston and 
other affected municipalities; a discussion of other environmental and health effects in 
accordance with CEQ guidance; and a discussion of the community participation 
process followed for review of the Airside Project. Finally, the discussion and 
depiction of flight paths is enhanced to show additional geographic coverage. 


Chapter 7: Cumulative Impacts — In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, Chapter 7 
presented an assessment of incremental environmental impacts of the alternatives in 
the context of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects. Chapter 7 of 
this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR presents an updated construction management plan 
that quantifies the number of daily and total truck trips expected in connection with 
the Airside Project and any other major construction activities planned to occur in 
East Boston. 


Runway 27 Environmental Impact Statement, prepared by the FAA, issued June 1996. 
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m= Chapter 8: Preferred Alternative and Mitigation — Chapter 8 describes Massport’s 
project specific mitigation measures which include: 


Q Commitments to reinforce the unidirectional use restriction on Runway 14/32. 


Q Sound insulation for eligible residences located within the Preferred Alternative 
65 dB DNL contour for the 29M Low Fleet scenario. 


Q Relocation assistance for the airport tenants affected by construction of Runway 
14/32. 


Q Habitat enhancement for the state-listed endangered upland sandpiper. 


Q Construction mitigation measures including participation in the Clean Air 
Construction Initiative. 


In addition to project specific mitigation, the May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate required 
Massport to commit to a number of “concrete mitigation measures...that will 
maintain or reduce the existing envelope of cumulative environmental impacts from 
airport operations.” Specific measures identified by the EOEA Secretary that are 
addressed in this Supplemental DEIS/ FEIR include: 


Q Steps to be taken by Massport and other state transportation agencies to ensure 
that the Worcester, Manchester and T.F. Green/Providence airports operate 
jointly with Logan Airport as the key elements in an efficient and 
environmentally balanced regional air transportation network. 


Q Regular monitoring of peak period airline schedules and delays and definition of 
the appropriate conditions at which Massport will implement a Peak Period 
Pricing Program. 


Q Protocols for monitoring adherence to the PRAS goals and periodic disclosure of 
monitoring results. 


Q Massport and the FAA will continue to complete the current 2-year sound 
insulation program as presented in the Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Status 
and Planning Report. 


Q Specific noise mitigation commitments to minimize nighttime noise. 


Q Work with air carriers to reduce the use of noisier “hushkitted” aircraft at 
Logan Airport. 


Chapter 8 also includes Massport’s Draft Section 61 Findings under MEPA. A 
comparison between the chapters of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is provided in Table P-1. Table P-2 outlines the analysis tasks 
required by the FAA following the SDEIS Panel process. To assist the reader, the table 
outlines where these analyses are located within this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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Table P-1 
Airside Project 
Comparison between the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Chapter 


1 


Project Background, 
Purpose and Need 


Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 


Mi Project overview 


HM Foundation of analyses 
QO Logan’s role in the regional economy 
OQ) Passenger volumes and aircraft operations 
Q) Delays at Logan, and cost implications 
() Logan’s operations 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Summary of key points from the Draft EIS/EIR 
Comprehensive discussion of delays at Logan 
Comparison of Logan to other United States airports 
in terms of delay 

Analysis of Logan delays caused elsewhere in the 
system 

Analysis of Logan’s national delay ranking if 
Runway 14/32 were available 


2 


Logan's Role in the Regional 
Transportation System 


Mi Effects of regional alternatives (regional airports 
and rail) to Logan on projected air passenger 
demand 
Q1 Regional transportation context and role of 

Logan 
Q) Role of alternative travel choices 
Q) Report on support for regional alternatives 


Summary of key points from the Draft EIS/EIR 
Expanded regional transportation analysis 


Discussion of changing role of Logan, 

T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester, and Worcester 
airports 

Quantitative analysis of potential relief provided by 
Worcester Regional Airport 


Impact of regionalization on Logan demand 
forecasts 


Report on status of proposed ground access 
improvements at Logan, Manchester, T.F. 
Green/Providence, and Worcester airports 


Report on existing studies relating to environmental 
impacts associated with continued growth at 
regional airports (Refer to Appendix B for additional 
information) 

Describe planned New England Airports System 
Study 


3 


Alternatives 


Detailed description of concepts and 
alternatives analyzed 
Q 1 Unidirectional Runway 14/32 
Taxiway Improvements 


Q 
Q) Reduced Approach Minimums 
QO) Peak Period Pricing 

Q 


Alternative Packages 


Summary of key points from the Draft EIS/EIR 
Detailed discussion of PACE program, and its 
relevance to Peak Period Pricing 

Discussion of demand management strategies used 
by other airports 

Clarification of Centerfield Taxiway on taxiway 
queuing 


Preface 
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Table P-1 (Cont’d.) 
Airside Project 
Comparison between the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Chapter Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
4 Delay Analysis Discussion of passenger and aircraft operations © Ml Summary of key points from the Draft EIS/EIR 
forecasts and assumptions Clarification of use of 1993 Historic Modeled as 
OQ Passenger and Aircraft Operations baseline condition 
Forecasts 


Description of additional analysis condition - 1998 
QO Delay Modeling Approach 


Existing Condition, based on the 1998 Annual 
QO) Peak Period Pricing 


Update 
icra Boley and Bulbay Use Rese Discussion of new 37.5M High RJ Fleet 


@ Evaluation of current assessment of delay levels at 
Logan (1998) 

M@ Expanded evaluation of Peak Period Pricing 

Hi Consideration of small-community exemption 
program 


Discussion of potential for alteration in the regional 
airline fleet mix result from Peak Period Pricing. 
Broadened discussion of PRAS program including 
examination of land use patterns and residential 
densities in affected communities 


Examination of historic levels of PRAS achievement 


Examination of feasibility of extending PRAS 
nighttime hours 


Hi Operational analysis of 37.5M High RJ Fleet 


Discussion of potential northwest wind use 
restriction on Runway 14/32 


5 Affected Environment Mi Overview of baseline (1993 historic modeled) HM Summary of key points from the Draft EIS/EIR 
environmental condition within the airport and MH Comparison of environmental conditions for the 1993 
surrounding communities historic modeled conditions with 1998 actual conditions 
Noise (based on the findings of the 1998 Annual Update) 


OQ) Air Quality/Odors 
QO) Ecosystems 
Q) Water Quality 


Addition of description of historic properties and 


parklands within the project impact area (formerly in 


Chapter 8 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR) 
@ Soil/Sediment Characterization 
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Table P-1 (Cont’d.) 
Airside Project 
Comparison between the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Chapter Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
6 — Environmental H Description of potential benefits andimpacts of © Ml Summary of key points from the Draft EIS/EIR 
Consequences each alternative with regard to social, cultural, Review of potential benefits and impacts of each 
and environmental resources alternative, but with a focused comparison of the 
1 Land Use and Social Impacts Preferred Alternative (all actions except Peak Period 
Noise Pricing), to the No Action Alternative 
Air Quality/Odors 


Analysis of environmental benefits and impacts of a 


Ecosystems 37.5M High Ru Fleet 
Water Resources 


Soil/Sediment Impacts GIS mapping with a more detailed base map 


OCoocodo 


: showing land use at a larger scale 
Construction Impacts 9 9 


M@ Tabular and graphic comparison of the Preferred 
Alternative and No Action Alternative showing the 
number and location of people who are exposed to 
noise 


Discussion of the relationship between the analyses 
conducted for the Airside Project and the 
Runway 27 EIS 


HM Focused noise contour analysis comparing the 
1998 Annual Update, Runway 27 EIS, and the 
Airside Project noise contours 


Discussion of environmental justice 


Hf Addition of description of historic properties and 
parklands within the project impact area and a 
summary of potential impacts and mitigation 
(formerly in Chapter 8 of the Airside Project Draft 
EIS/EIR) 

Hf Inclusion of a school day/school year noise contour 
for the Preferred Alternative under the 29M Low 
Fleet scenario 
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Table P-1 (Cont’d.) 
Airside Project 
Comparison between the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Chapter _ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
7 ~~ Cumulative Impacts Assessment of incremental environmental impacts ll Updated construction management plan 
of the altematives in the context of other airport 


Quantification of the number of daily and total truck trips 


landside projects (including simultaneous construction activity with the 
Hi Comparison of the interrelationship/independence CA/T, other Logan projects, and planned East Boston 
of Massport’s airside and landside initiatives projects) 


Q) Relationship to GEIR 
Q) Relationship to Logan Projects 
Q Long-term Cumulative Effects 
Q Construction Impacts 


8 Preferred Altemative and Mi Updated construction management plan. Hf Proposed Mitigation: Massport 
Mitigation @ Summary of Delay Reduction OQ) Specific steps to be taken by Massport (and 
@ Summary of Environmental Impacts others) to ensure that Worcester, Manchester 
Mi Preferred Alternative Impacts and Mitigation and T.F. Green/Providence airports work with 
HM Compliance with Cultural Resources Laws Logan in a balanced regional air network 
@ Environmental Justice () Regular monitoring of peak period airline 
@ Permits schedules 


Q) Aprotocol to monitor PRAS goals adherence 

Q) Sound insulation of homes eligible as a result 
of the Airside Project 

Q) Progress on working with the air carriers to limit 

the use of “hushkitted” aircraft 

Q) Reinforcement of unidirectional use restriction 

on Runway 14/32 

Q) Provide relocation assistance to affected 

airfield tenants 

Q) Habitat enhancement for upland sandpiper 

Q) Construction mitigation measures 

Q) Participation in the Clean Air Construction 

Initiative 

Q) Inclusion of Massport’s Draft Section 61 

Findings 


HM Proposed Mitigation: FAA 
Q) Sound Insulation 
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Table P-1 (Cont’d.) 
Airside Project 
Comparison between the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Chapter Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
Technical Appendices A: Airspace Management A: FAA SDEIS Panel Process 
B: History of Airfield at Logan B: Regional Transportation 
C: Screening Analysis C: Delay 
D: Reduced Minimums D: Evaluation of Northwest Wind Restriction on 
E: Fleet Forecast Unidirectional Runway 14/32 
F: Regional Carrier Case Study E Noise 
G: Cape Cod Community Case Study F: Air Quality 
H: Runway and Taxiway Delays G: Wildlife 
|: Northwest/Southwest Winds Case Study H: Cultural Resources 
J: Arrival/Departure Push Case Study |: Environmental Justice 
K: Taxiway Delays Case Study J: Construction 
L: Noise 
M: Air Quality 
N: Natural Resources 
_ _0: Construction Noise 
Table P-2 
Airside Project 
Additional Analyses for the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
Action Location in 
Task Document 
1 Is a5,000-foot Runway 14/32 effective given m Verify and confirm previous survey of airlines and manufacturers to Chapter 4 and 
the expected use of regional jets in the future determine minimum arriving /takeoff distances for regional jet aircraft. Appendix C 


fleet mix? m Research regional jet aircraft usage and runway length requirements 


at other airports. 
m Review forecast mix of regional jet aircraft types at Logan. 


m Develop estimate of probable regional jet utilization of a 5,000 foot 
Runway 14/32. 


2 Expand Regionalization analysis containedin m= Discuss proposed New England Airports System Study and proposed = Chapter 2 
Interim Supplemental Draft EIS work scope. 


m Update status of traffic and services at the regional airports, Amtrak’s 
Acela service, and ground access projects. 


m Add historical context and on-going nature of regionalization efforts. 
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Table P-2 (Cont’d.) 
Airside Project 
Additional Analyses for the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Action Location in 
Task Document 
3 Expand analysis of peak period pricing. m Review changes in airline scheduling activity at Logan and assess Chapter 4 


how and why the demand profile has flattened over time. 


Q Determine which new airline/markets have contributed to changes 
in the demand profile. 
a Assess whether the flattened profile or a more peaked profile is 
likely to occur in the new future fleet (37.5M High RJ Fleet). 
m Discuss the design of a Peak Period Pricing program that would Chapter 4 
impact regional jet scheduling practices at Logan. 


Q Base analysis on 37.5M High Ru Fleet, using an updated demand 
profile and a small community exemption program. 


Q 3.2.2 Discuss the economic cost of Peak Period Pricing to the 
consumer. 


Q 3.2.3 Discuss the uniqueness of Cape Air and the communities 
that it serves. 


@ Identify known, comparable demand management strategies that arein Chapter 4 
use or have been proposed by other airports. 


4 What impact does the 2015 Modified 37.5M m Develop 2015 fleet mix and demand profile assuming 37.5M passengers Chapter 6 
RJ fleet mix have on delay reduction benefits and increased RJ utilization. 
and environmental impacts? 


m Assess the impacts of the new fleet on delays, runway utilization, noise Chapter 4 and 
contours and noise-exposed populations for Alternatives 1,1A,2,3and Chapter 6 
4. 


m Assess the impacts of the new fleet on ground noise and air quality for Chapter 4 and 


Alternatives 1/1A and 4. Chapter 6 
m Perform delay sensitivity analysis using varying Ru utilization factor for Chapter 4 and 
Runway 14/32. Chapter 6 
5 Broaden discussion of national delays to put m Assess Logan’s relative national delay ranking if Runway 14/32 was Chapter 1 
Logan delays into context. available in 1998. 


m Discuss how delays at Logan affect the national air transportation 
system. 


m Discuss measures FAA is pursuing to reduce delays nation-wide. 


6 Analyze potential wind/weather use m For the 2015 Modified 37.5M Rd fleet, analyze and compare delay levels + Chapter 4 and 
restrictions on Runway 14/32 and their impact and runway utilization patterns for: (1) No Action, (2) Action [a.] As Appendix D 
on delay reduction, runway utilization, and Modeled with PRAS and [b.] with wind/weather restrictions on the usage 
PRAS achievement. of Runway 14/32. 


m Determine impact of potential restrictions on utilization of Runways 27 
and 33 for departures, PRAS achievement, and ability to reduce 
population exposed to the highest noise levels. 
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Table P-2 (Cont’d.) 
Airside Project 
Additional Analyses for the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Location in 
Task Action Document 
7 Present enhanced flight track graphics on the Chapter 6 
same GIS base map used for the /nterim 
Supplemental Draft EIS noise contours, show 
individual tracks, extend into the South Shore, 
and show altitudes. 
8 Incorporate a summary of existing analyses Appendices 
from the Draft EIS for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 C,E,F 
into the SDEIS in addition to the No Action 
(Alt. 4) and Preferred Alternative (Alt. 1A). 
9 Analyze the potential for proposed Chapter 4 
infrastructure improvements (Runway 14/32 
and taxiway improvements) and Peak Period 
Pricing to induce demand for Logan Airport. 
10 Compare current measured noise levels from Chapter 6 
monitors in residential neighborhoods to 
modeled results from the Integrated Noise 
Model (INM). 
11 Address the following specific issues for m Provide data on predicted change in activity by runway end, including | Chapter 6 
which clarification has been requested: daytime and nighttime distribution. 
m Clarify discussion of proposed Centerfield Taxiway and its impact on Chapter 3 
the number of aircraft queuing on that and other taxiways while waiting 
to depart. 
m Respond to written questions submitted by SDEIS Panel member, Appendix A 
Mary Ellen Welch. 
12 Produce a school year/school day 65 dB Appendix E 


contour for the Preferred Alternative for the 
29M Low Fleet. Research school day 
operating hours in relevant surrounding 
communities to determine the appropriate 
hours for the analysis. 


To assist the reader, a list of commonly used phrases and acronyms used in this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is summarized in Table P-3. 
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Table P-3 


Commonly Used Phrases and Acronyms 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Airside Project 
ALP 

CAA 

CA/T 

dB 

DEP 

DNL 

DOT 

Draft EIS/EIR 


EIR 

EIS 

ENF 

EOEA 

EPA 

ESPR 

FAA 

FONSI 

GEIR 

ILS 

INM 

Logan Airport/Logan 
Massport 
MBTA 

MEPA 

MESA 
MassHighway 
MOU 

NAAQS 
NEPA 

NO, 

NPDES 

PM,, 

PRAS 

ROD 

SDEIS Panel 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 


Airport Layout Plan 

Clean Air Act 

Central Artery Tunnel Project 
decibel 


Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 


Day Night Sound Level 

Department of Transportation 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 
Environmental Impact Report 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Environmental Notification Form 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Status and Planning Report 
Federal Aviation Administration 

Finding of No Significant Impact 

Generic Environmental Impact Report 
Instrument Landing Systems 

Integrated Noise Model 

Boston-Logan International Airport 
Massachusetts Port Authority 


Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 
Massachusetts Endangered Species Act 
Massachusetts Highway Department 
Memorandum of Understanding 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
National Environmental Policy Act 
oxides of nitrogen 


particulate matter less than 10 microns in size 


Preferential Runway Advisory System 
Record of Decision 

Supplemental Draft EIS Panel 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 


Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 


National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 


Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report 


VER Visual Flight Rules 

VOC volatile organic compounds 

29M Low Fleet 29 million annual air passenger Low Fleet 

37.5M High Fleet 37.5 million annual air passenger High Fleet 

37.5M High RJ Fleet 37.5 million annual air passenger High Regional Jet Fleet 
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Project Background, 
Purpose, and Need 


Key Points | 


In 2000, Boston-Logan International Airport (Logan), the nation’s 18" busiest airport, handled 


27.4 million air passengers with 479,000 aircraft operations. Logan suffers from a serious 
aircraft delay problem and is consistently ranked among the most delayed airports in the 
country. Current delays at Logan are principally attributable to adverse wind and weather 
conditions that can produce a significant decline in Logan’s airfield capacity. Logan is the 6" 
most delayed airport in the nation and, because of a limitation in the existing runway layout, it 
fares even worse in arrival delays, ranking as the 2“ most delayed airport in the nation. 
Logan’s delay problem will only worsen as future levels of aircraft operations grow. 


Chapter 1 of the Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report (Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR)' together with Chapter 1 of this 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report 
(Supplemental DEIS/FEIR) provides the purpose and need for the Airside Improvements 
Planning Project (Airside Project). In response to a number of substantive comments on the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, including those of the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA), the SDEIS Panel? and the Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
(EOEA), this chapter provides historic context for Logan’s delay problem; compares Logan 
to other major US airports; and provides a more comprehensive discussion of delays. This 
chapter broadens the discussion of delays to include not only those that are caused by 
Logan, but also those incurred by Logan passengers but caused by conditions at other 
airports. At the FAA's direction, based on input received from the SDEIS Panel, this chapter 
also assesses the effect that the availability of proposed Runway 14/32 would have had on 
Logan’s current national delay ranking. 


m Logan currently experiences approximately 142,000 annual hours of delay 
(120,000 hours runway delay and 22,000 hours taxiway delay), which is more than 
seven times the FAA’s threshold for congestion. 


m Logan delays are estimated to cost airlines and passengers more than $300 million 
annually. 


m There are multiple causes of aircraft delays at Logan and nationwide. Solving such a 
complex problem requires a multifaceted solution. There is no single measure that will 


1 Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR, prepared by Massport and the FAA, February 1999. 

2 In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS. At the FAA’s direction, a 
Supplemental DEIS Panel was formed. The panel consisted of three members appointed by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
three members appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
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resolve all aircraft delays at Logan. Each cause of delay requires a unique solution and 
no single solution diminishes the need for other solutions. 


m The principal cause of delay at Logan is the substantial drop in airfield capacity that 
occurs when wind and weather conditions force air traffic controllers to utilize 
configurations with fewer than three runways. 


m= Further, the lack of a third available runway in the east-west operating direction causes 
an imbalance in the geographic distribution of jet operations at Logan. Approximately 
three-quarters of Logan’s jet flights overfly communities impacted by use of north and 
south runway configurations. Under high demand scenarios, if no actions are taken, 
Logan’s reliance on north/south runway configurations will increase to over 
90 percent. The proposed new runway (Runway 14/32) would allow for a more 
balanced distribution of future operations, with 41 percent in the north/south 
directions, 29 percent to the west and 30 percent over the water. 


m The following solutions to ease airside delays at Logan are proposed: 


Q Construct unidirectional Runway 14/32 to address one of the major causes of delay, 
strong northwest winds, by providing a third active runway in conditions that now 
require Logan to operate on two or fewer runways. This runway will provide a 
second arrival stream and prevent the decline in airfield capacity that currently 
occurs. All flights using the new Runway 14/32 will arrive or depart over Boston 
Harbor, and the additional three-runway configuration will provide an opportunity 
for better achievement of the long-term and short- term Preferential Runway 
Advisory System (PRAS)° goals that are designed to equitably distribute impacts 
among affected communities. 


Q Construct taxiway improvements to reduce taxiway congestion and the potential 
for runway incursions, thereby enhancing the general safety of airside operations. 
The taxiway improvements will facilitate more efficient movement between the 
terminal areas and the runways during takeoff and landing procedures and will 
reduce the associated levels of aircraft delay. 


Q Reduce approach minimums for Runways 15R, 22L, 27 and 33L to increase the 
availability of these runways, reduce reliance on Runway 4R in low visibility and 
enhance safety under adverse operating conditions. The Runway 22L and Runway 
27 minimums will be reduced to levels consistent with the capabilities of the 
existing electronic navigational equipment, while approaches to Runways 15R and 
33L will be upgraded to Category III Instrument Landing Systems (ILSs). 


Q Promote increased utilization of regional airports and highspeed rail to 
accommodate a greater share of the region’s intercity travel demand. 


3 The Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) is a computer program that recommends to the FAA air traffic controllers runway configuration 
options that will meet weather and demand requirements, while providing an equitable distribution of the airport’s noise impacts. The primary 
objectives of PRAS are to distribute aircraft operations in accordance with annual runway utilization goals, and to provide short-term relief from 
continuous operations over the same neighborhoods. 
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m In addition to project-specific mitigation, Massport has developed other mitigation 
commitments including: 


Q To address possible delays caused by airline overscheduling, Massport has 
designed a Peak Period Monitoring System and is committed to initiating a Peak 
Period Pricing program when and if it is needed. 

Q  Massport and the FAA cannot entirely eliminate delays at Logan. However, by 
correcting a shortcoming in Logan’s existing airfield layout and by closely 
monitoring and managing demand, they can significantly reduce delays at Logan. 


1.1. Purpose and Need 


By all accounts, the air transportation industry is currently suffering from a record 
number of flight delays. According to the US Department of Transportation (US DOT), 
27.4 percent of airline flight arrivals in 2000 were delayed by more than 15 minutes, and 
Logan was one of the most delayed airports in the nation.* According to FAA statistics, 
Logan was the 6" worst US airport in terms of total delays and the 2™ worst in terms of 
arrival delays.‘ 


The national delay problem is so severe that it threatens the nation’s productivity and 
undermines economic growth. According to the US Secretary of Transportation, “One of 
the greatest challenges faced by the Department of Transportation, the FAA and the 
commercial aviation industry is to close the gap between demand for air transportation 
and the capacity of our current infrastructure. We cannot afford to delay the work.” § He 
also commented that the nation’s air transportation system faced gridlock in the year 
2000, and that while there is no quick fix to the problem of aviation congestion, airlines, 
airports, and air traffic control must work together to develop innovative solutions. 


The Airside Project identifies physical improvements and actions that address very 
specific causes of delay at Logan Airport. The improvement concepts that were evaluated 
in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR are summarized in 
Table 1.1-1. Proposed airside improvement concepts are designed to enhance Logan’s 
operating efficiency and safety by reducing current and projected runway and taxiway 
delays. 


4 US DOT, Air Travel Consumer Report, December 2000. 
5 FAA, 2000 OPSNET data. (See Section 1.4.1) 
6 U.S. Secretary of Transportation Norman Y. Mineta, Remarks before the US Chamber of Commerce, February 2, 2001. 
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Table 1.1-1 

Purpose of Airside Improvement Concepts 

Improvement Concept Purpose 

Construct Unidirectional Runway 14/32 Reduce Northwest Wind Delays 

Peak Period Pricing Reduce Overscheduling Delays 
Construct Centerfield Taxiway Reduce Taxiway Delays, Enhance Safety 
Extend Taxiway Delta Reduce Taxiway Delays, Enhance Safety 
Realign Taxiway November Simplify Taxiway System, Enhance Safety 
Optimize Southwest Corner Taxiways Reduce Taxiway Delays, Enhance Safety 


Reduce Approach Minimums on Runways 22L, 27, 15R and 33L Provide for Safer Instrument Approaches 


As the gateway to New England, Logan plays a vital role in the region’s current and 
future economic prosperity by ensuring fast and efficient access to the global marketplace. 
Delays at Logan cause an estimated $300 million in unnecessary costs to airlines and air 
passengers annually. In 2000, Logan accommodated 27.4 million passengers, representing 
more than 60 percent of all New England air passengers. Logan is the 18" busiest US 
airport based on passenger volume and the 12" busiest based on aircraft operations 
(arrivals and departures). ’ 


The aircraft delays that plague Logan hamper the airport’s ability to provide efficient and 
reliable access to national and world markets and threatens the region’s long-term 
economic success. 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR analysis demonstrated that a large portion of the aircraft 
delays at Logan are avoidable and can be eliminated by correcting a limitation in the 
airport’s existing runway layout. Approximately one-fourth of the annual aircraft delays at 
Logan occur during periods of northwest winds. While Massport and the FAA cannot 
resolve certain causes of delay, such as inclement weather, they can act to reduce delays that 
occur in northwest wind conditions by improving Logan’s airfield layout. Most often, 
Logan is able to operate on three-runway configurations that can accommodate 
approximately 120 operations per hour. However, moderate to strong northwest winds can 
restrict the airport to low-capacity configurations with two or fewer runways that 
accommodate only 60 to 90 operations per hour. When these configurations are in use, 
Logan cannot accommodate normal levels of demand without incurring serious delays. 


The proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 is designed to increase the reliability of 
Logan Airport by preventing the decline in capacity that occurs during northwest winds. 


By allowing Logan to maintain its normal operating capacity, Runway 14/32 would 
significantly reduce these preventable delays. 
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Delays at Logan can also accrue when airlines schedule beyond the airport’s normal 
runway capacity (120 operations per hour). In the early 1990s, airline overscheduling was 
a significant source of flight delays at Logan. At that time, Massport seriously considered 
establishing a peak period pricing program to eliminate airline overscheduling and 
related flight delays. However, these conditions subsided when one of Logan’s three 
major regional airlines ceased operations, producing an immediate reduction in flight 
volume. 


Logan does not currently suffer from airline overscheduling. However, Massport 
recognizes that overscheduling conditions could re-emerge in the future and exacerbate 
Logan’s delay problem. The Airside Project analysis includes an evaluation of Peak Period 
Pricing as a delay reduction measure across a range of future operating conditions (see 
Chapter 4). The analysis indicates that Peak Period Pricing would be effective in reducing 
delays when the airport suffers from airline overscheduling. However, Peak Period 
Pricing would not address delays caused by northwest winds. Massport has designed a 
Peak Period Monitoring System to identify overscheduling conditions and would initiate 
a Peak Period Pricing program if and when conditions warrant such action. 


In addition to improvements that are designed to relieve airside delays, Massport and the 
FAA examined potential improvements to Logan’s complex taxiway system. The proposed 
taxiway improvements would increase airfield efficiency and decrease taxiway delays by 
simplifying the existing taxiway system. The taxiway improvements would also enhance 
safety by reducing the risk of runway incursions. 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR focuses on the comparison of the Preferred Alternative 
(Alternative 1A) to the No Action Alternative (Alternative 4) for two of the fleets that 
were analyzed in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR.® Table 1.1-2 summarizes the 
combinations of improvement concepts, or “project alternatives,” that were evaluated 
under five future fleet scenarios in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. This Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR focuses the analysis on the 29M Low Fleet, the 37.5M High Fleet, and the 
additional 37.5M High Regional Jet (RJ) fleet, which is evaluated for all Project 
Alternatives. 


8 Appendices C, E and F of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contain the operational and environmental results for the full set of alternatives which were 
described in detail in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
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Table 1.1-2 

Logan Airside Improvements Alternative Packages 
Alternative 1 Alternative 1A Alternative 2 Alternative 3 ‘Alternative 4 
All Actions All Actions Except All Actions Except No Build No Action 

Peak Period Pricing Runway 14/32 
IMPROVEMENT CONCEPT PREFERRED NO ACTION 
ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE 

Runway 14/32 a Z 

Taxiways: 

Centerfield = a rT] 

Extend Delta a | a 

Realign November a a a 

South West Corner Optimization a 7 7 

Operational: 

Reduced Minimums a a = rT] 

Peak Period Pricing a a a 


After careful review in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR of the extent and causes of 
delays at Logan and the comparative benefits of each alternative, Alternative 1A was 
selected as the Preferred Alternative because it would significantly reduce delay without 
imposing unnecessary economic costs on regional carriers and New England communities 
adversely affected by Peak Period Pricing. Additionally, the Preferred Alternative would 
achieve certain environmental benefits, including improved air quality and a reduced 
noise exposure for the most severely affected communities, while causing minimal 
environmental impacts, all of which would be mitigated. 


In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, Chapter 1 served as an introduction and provided 
the foundation for the project’s purpose and need. In this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
Chapter 1 summarizes the project purpose and need and clarifies the issues of delay and 
the extent of Logan Airport’s delay problem. Specifically, this chapter contains a more 
comprehensive discussion of airport delays, provides historical context for Logan’s delay 
problem, and compares Logan’s performance to other major US airports. 


This analysis further confirms the need for the Preferred Alternative. This chapter also 
presents additional analyses identified by the FAA as a result of the SDEIS Panel process. 
These include a discussion of delays at Logan that are caused by other airports and the 
delay reduction benefits that Runway 14/32 would have produced if the runway had 
been operational in 1998. 


1.2 HowLogan Operates 


Airfield capacity is a function of airport design (the number and direction of runways and 
taxiways, runway instrumentation, etc.), weather conditions (visibility and wind 
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1.2.1 


1.2.2 


direction), aircraft mix (heavy, large, small), and FAA Air Traffic Control (ATC) 
procedures that govern the sequencing and spacing of aircraft. Thus, even for a given 
airfield layout, capacity is a dynamic factor that varies with changes in wind direction, 
weather conditions and the mix of arriving and departing aircraft. 


The Airfield Layout 


Logan’s airfield layout, illustrated in Figure 1.2-1, consists of five runways, which vary in 
length from 2,557 feet to 10,081 feet.? Logan’s runways are aligned in three directions with 
runway ends pointing toward six distinct compass headings. Aircraft must generally 
takeoff and land into the wind, so the availability of specific runway configurations is 
determined by wind speed and direction, and other weather conditions. The runway 
layout provides necessary operating flexibility given Logan’s coastal location and highly 
variable wind conditions. Non-coastal airports that do not experience the same variation 
in wind conditions generally have a simpler airfield layout and fewer required operating 
configurations. 


Runway Use Configurations 


While Logan has five runways, typically no more than three runways can be used 
concurrently. Delays occur when only low capacity configurations (i.e., less than three 
active runways) are available and flight demand exceeds available capacity. To operate 
efficiently under all wind directions, Logan requires three active runways for most of the 
operating day. 


There are several primary runway configurations in use at Logan, with over 80 operating 
subsets of these configurations. As described in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the 
operational capacities of Logan’s existing configurations range from a maximum of 
approximately 120 operations per hour when the weather is good, winds are light, and 
three runways are available, to fewer than 60 hourly operations for a single runway. 


Logan’s highest capacity configurations have three active runways which allow FAA 
controllers to segregate arriving aircraft of different size classes into two arrival streams 
and to use the third runway for aircraft departures. High capacity runway configurations 
are available at Logan nearly 80 percent of the year. For the remaining part of the year, 
poor wind and weather conditions restrict the airport to low capacity configurations with 


just one or two available runways. 


lization and can only be used by the smallest-sized aircraft, e.g., Cessna 402s with 9 seats. 
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As shown in Figures 1.2-2 to 1.2-3, the north-south configurations are the highest capacity 
configurations at Logan. These configurations include the Runways 4L, 4R, and 9 
configuration and the Runways 22L, 22R, and 27 configuration. With three available 
runways, these configurations maximize the airport’s operating efficiency by providing 
two runways for arriving aircraft, which permits air traffic control to segregate aircraft of 
different size classes. Conversely, when the airport is restricted to a two-runway or one- 
runway configuration with a single arrival stream, this type of segregation cannot occur. 
As shown in Figures 1.2-4 to 1.2-6, Logan is restricted to two or one runway when 
operating in an east/west orientation. These low capacity configurations include the 
east/southeast configuration of Runways 15R and 9, and the west/northwest 
configuration using Runways 27 and 33L. Under very strong northwest winds, Logan can 
be restricted to just a single runway, Runway 33L, to handle all arriving and departing 
aircraft. 


Because Logan lacks a third available runway in the east-west direction and Runway 
15L/33R is too short to be used by most aircraft, the north-south runway configurations 
are utilized most frequently (see Figure 1.2-7). In 1998, 76 percent of Logan’s jet operations 
landed on or departed from the north/south runway configurations (Runways 4L and 4R 
arrivals, 4R departures, Runway 9 departures, 22L and 22R departures, and 22L and 27 
arrivals). As a result, communities affected by the north/south runway configurations 
bear a disproportionate share of jet overflights. Conversely, 11 percent of Logan’s 1998 jet 
operations were on runways affecting communities west of the airport (Runway 27 and 
33L departures, and 15R arrivals) and 13 percent utilized over-the-water runways (15R for 
departures and 33L for arrivals). 
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RUNWAY LENGTH DATA (feet) 1998 JET RUNWAY USE 
Runway Landing Takeoff Displaced Runway Departure = Arrival 
Length Length Treshold 
4L 0% 2% 
15R 9,201 10,081 880 5 P 
33L 10,081 10,081 2 an ee ate 
4R 8,850 10,005 1,155 9 35% 0% 
22L 8,806 10,005 1,199 15R 6% 2% 
4L 7,860 7,860 7 
22R 7,045 7,860 815 22L 5% i 
9 7,000 7,000 - 22R 28% 0% 
27 7,000 7,000 
, ; = 27 14% 28% 
15L 2,557 2,557 - 
33R 2,557 2,557 7 33L 5% 19% 
Logan Airport Layout Plan Source: 1998 Annual Update 
— Figure 1.2-1 
massport Existing Logan Airfield Runway Layout 
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Three-Runway Configuration 


LEGEND 
Mdsiire Direction 


—S Figure 1.2-2 
massport Northeast Wind Configuration Using Runway 4L, Runway 4R and Runway 9 
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Three-Runway Configuration 


= Figure 1.2-3 
massport Southwest Wind Configuration Using Runway 22L, Runway 22R and Runway 27 
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Two-Runway Configuration 


LEGEND 
NOTE Md sins Direction 
Runway 15L only used for anivals by smalll planes, 
such as the 9-pasenger Cessna used by Cape Air. 
= Figure 1.2-4 
massport East/Southeast Wind Configuration Using Runway 15R, Runway 15Land Runway 9 
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Two-Runway Configuration 
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— Figure 1.2-5 
massport Moderate Northwest Wind Configuration Using Runway 27 and Runway 33L 
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One-Runway Configuration 
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Project Background, Purpose and Need 1-14 


7466-FIG-1.2-6.p65 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Figure 1.2-7 shows that if no action is taken to correct this limitation in the airfield layout, 
Logan’s dependence on north-south runways will increase to more than 90 percent under 
the 37.5M High Fleet'® scenario. With construction of proposed Runway 14/32, Logan’s 
dependence on north-south configurations would decline to 41 percent. By making a third 
runway available in the east-west operating direction, the Preferred Alternative allows for 
a more balanced geographic distribution of jet overflights — 41 percent north/south, 

30 percent east (over water), and 29 percent west. 


Figure 1.2-7 
Geographic Distribution of Jet Flights at Logan 
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122.1 Impact of Wind and Weather Conditions on Airport Capacity 


When weather conditions deteriorate, wind direction shifts to the northwest, or winds 
intensify, Logan is reduced to operating with only one or two active runways. A major 
limitation of Logan’s airfield is the lack of a three-runway configuration in the 
northwest/southeast orientation. Even under clear weather conditions, northwest winds 
can create a situation in which a three-runway configuration is unavailable. Air traffic 
control procedures and other restrictions may further reduce the capacity of the one- or 
two-runway operating configurations. As a result, even when aircraft demand levels are 
moderate, delays can reach severe levels if wind or weather dictates the use of low 
capacity configurations. 


10 The High Fleet assumes a greater proportion of non-jet aircraft and thus a higher level of total operations for the same passenger level than the Low 
Fleet, which assumes more large jet operations than non-jet operations, similar to current conditions. 
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Figure 1.2-8 illustrates the percentage of time that winds from different directions occur at 
Logan during a typical year. In light winds and good visibility, high capacity three- 
runway configurations are generally available. With moderate northeast and southwest 
winds, Logan can also operate on high capacity runway configurations. With northeast 
winds, the Runways 4L, 4R and 9 configuration is available for use (see Figure 1.2-2). 
When wind direction shifts to the southwest, the Runways 22L, 22R and 27 configuration 
is used (see Figure 1.2-3). 


Figure 1.2-8 
Typical Yearly Wind Direction at Logan 


Northeast 
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Wind-related delays become significant when moderate to strong winds originate from 
the northwest, the most common wind direction at Logan. Because northwest winds 
usually coincide with clear, visual flight rules (VFR) weather conditions, operations 
could be accommodated with minimal delay if a three-runway configuration were 
available. In fact, Logan experiences VFR weather conditions 96 percent of the time when 
winds blow from the northwest. Under moderate northwest winds, Logan is forced to 
use the low-capacity Runway 27 and 33L configuration (see Figure 1.2-5). Two-runway 
configurations have an operational capacity of up to 90 operations per hour in VFR 
conditions. 


When northwest winds are especially strong or gusty, Runway 27 cannot be used due to 
excessive crosswinds. Under these conditions, Runway 33L is the only runway available 
for both landings and takeoffs (see Figure 1.2-6). Logan’s operational throughput is 
reduced to 60 or fewer operations per hour; aircraft delays become severe and increase 
exponentially." 


11 This condition occurs approximately 10 days per year. See the Northwest/Southeast Winds Case Study, Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix |. 
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1.2.2.2 Impact of Aircraft Mix on Airport Capacity 


Logan operates most efficiently when air traffic controllers are able to segregate aircraft of 
different weight classes into separate arrival streams, allowing shorter separation 
distances between aircraft. Thus, the highest operating capacities at the airport are 
achieved when a three-runway configuration is available for use. For example, when the 
Runways 4L, 4R and 9 configuration is available, Runway 4L is primarily used for non-jet 
arrivals, Runway 4R is primarily used for jet arrivals and Runway 9 is dedicated to 
departures. '? However, when poor weather and/or wind conditions restrict runway 
availability, controllers are forced to place all aircraft in a single arrival stream, 
diminishing the airport’s capacity. While aircraft are currently limited to a single arrival 
runway during northwest wind conditions, this would be corrected by construction of the 
proposed new runway. 


When wind and weather conditions force Logan to use a single arrival stream, the mix of 
aircraft seeking to use the airfield influences the capacity of the airport’s runways. For 
safety reasons, the FAA sets minimum separation standards, which must be maintained 
between aircraft. All aircraft generate aerodynamic turbulence, known as wake vortices, 
which trail behind the aircraft in flight. Larger aircraft produce much stronger vortices, 
which can upset smaller trailing aircraft. Therefore, if smaller aircraft must operate behind 
larger jets on the same runway, increased separations between aircraft must be 
maintained. Longer separations reduce the capacity of each runway, since fewer planes 
can land in a given hour. Because of its role as a regional hub for New England 
communities and its lack of a dominant jet carrier, Logan exhibits a high proportion of 
small aircraft operations. 


1.2.2.3 Revised Wake-Vortex Turbulence Rules 


In response to recommendations by the National Transportation Safety Board, the FAA 
implemented several revisions to the wake turbulence separations that became effective in 
1996.'3 They are discussed in detail in Section 1.2.3.2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 
These revisions have increased the average separation between arriving aircraft at Logan, 
and as a result, have decreased capacities and increased delay, particularly during use of 
two-runway configurations. These changes make it more important for air traffic 
controllers to be able to segregate aircraft arrival streams at Logan. 


12 Runways 4L and 4R also handle some departures. 
13. “Safety Issues Related to Wake Vortex Encounters During Visual Approach to Landing,” NTSB Report/SIR-94/01, February 1994. 
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1.3 Passenger Volumes and Aircraft 
Operations 


1.3.1 


Current Activity and Historic Trends 


Logan accommodated 27.4 million air passengers and 479,000 aircraft operations in 2000. 
More than 60 airlines, including national and international passenger airlines, commuter 
airlines, and all-cargo airlines, provide direct flights from Logan Airport to over 

100 destinations worldwide. In addition to commercial airline services, Logan also 
handles general aviation activity. In 1999, Logan was the 18" busiest airport in the US in 
terms of passenger traffic; 12" in aircraft operations; and 19” in cargo tons." Logan 
functions primarily as an “origin/destination”" airport, with 88 percent of passengers 
originating or terminating at Logan, and only 12 percent of passengers connecting from 
one flight to another. However, Logan also serves as a regional hub, providing small and 
isolated New England communities with access to the national airport system. While 
regional carrier flights carry only a small percentage of total passengers, approximately 
half of their passengers rely on connections at Logan to reach their ultimate destinations. 


Table 1.3-1 provides a summary of air passengers, flight operations, and freight volume 
from 1980 to 2000. Passenger volume at Logan has increased over time consistent with the 
increasing levels of air passenger traffic experienced nationwide. However, the rate of 
passenger growth at Logan has slowed in recent years. Since 1980, passenger traffic at 
Logan has increased at an average annual rate of 3.1 percent. For the most recent five 
years (1995 to 2000) Logan passengers grew more slowly, increasing by 2.4 percent 
annually. In 2000, Logan’s passenger traffic increased by just 1.3 percent over the prior 
year. The observed slow-down in Logan's passenger growth is attributable to the 
increased role of regional airports and rail as attractive transportation options to Logan 
Airport. 


Aircraft operations at Logan have historically grown at a slower rate than passenger 
volume due to increases in aircraft size and/or passenger load factors. Between 1980 and 
2000, aircraft operations increased at an average annual rate of 2.4 percent. Since 1995 the 
rate of aircraft operations growth has slowed to 0.6 percent per year. In 1999 and 2000, 
aircraft operations declined by 2.5 and 3.2 percent, respectively, as regional airlines 
reduced scheduled services at Logan. 


More than 1 billion pounds of freight (cargo and mail) passed through Logan Airport in 
2000. Approximately half of Logan’s air freight is carried in the belly compartments of 
passenger aircraft and the remaining half is transported by all-cargo airlines, such as Federal 
Express and United Parcel Service. In 2000, all-cargo airlines performed approximately 
12,000 aircraft operations at Logan, or 2.6 percent of Logan’s total operations. Since all-cargo 
operations primarily occur during off-peak nighttime hours (10:00 PM and 6:00 AM), they 
do not contribute to aircraft delays at Logan. 


14 Airports Council International, Worldwide Airport Traffic Report, 1998. 
15 Foran “origin/destination” airport, most passengers either originate or terminate their airline journey at that airport. For a connecting airport, a large 
percentage of passengers stop at the airport as part of their airline journey to transfer from one flight to another. 
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This Supplemental Draft EIS/FEIR includes updated operational and environmental 
analyses of 1998 conditions consistent with those described in the Logan Airport 1998 
Annual Update.'® While the Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Status and Planning Report 
(ESPR)*"’ published in December 2000 includes updated analyses for 1999, the differences 
between the two study years are small. Between 1998 and 1999, operations declined by 2.5 
percent, primarily due to a decline in regional carrier operations. ® Fleet mix and runway 
use varied little, and the shape of the noise contours and population impacts were also 
similar, with slightly less impact in Winthrop and Boston and slightly more impact in 
Chelsea and Revere in 1999 compared to 1998.'° The air quality and other environmental 
analyses also yielded similar results.”° Since the relevant comparison for evaluating the 
proposed Airside Project improvements is the comparison between the No Action and 
Preferred Alternatives, and since 1998 and 1999 are similar in terms of passengers, 
operations, and environmental impacts, this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes the 1998 
modeling analysis as representative of recent conditions at Logan. 


16 —_ Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update, October 15, 1999 

17 Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Status and Planning Report, December 15, 2000. 

18 Amore detailed comparison of the change between 1998 and 1999 passengers and operations is included in Chapter 2 of the ESPR. 
19 Amore detailed comparison of the change between 1998 and 1999 noise impacts is included in Chapter 6 of the ESPR. 

20 The ESPR compares all of the 1998 and 1999 analyses and discusses the differences in detail. 
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Table 1.3-1 
Air Passengers, Aircraft Operations, and Freight: 1980 to 2000 
Air Annual ) Flight Annual Total Cargo ) Annual 
Passengers Percent Operations Percent and Mail* Percent 
Year (000) Change (000) Change (000 Ibs.) Change 
1980 14,850 : 296 : 505,245 - 
1981 14,941 0.6% 284 -4.1% 497,632 -1.5% 
1982 15,959 6.8% 275 -3.2% 503,151 1.1% 
1983 17,905 12.2% 316 14.9% 597,483 18.7% 
1984 19,488 8.8% 351 11.1% 677,803 13.4% 
1985 20,506 5.2% 380 8.3% 666,994 -1.6% 
1986 21,933 7.0% 396 4.2% 664,559 -0.4% 
1987 23,369 6.5% 415 4.8% 706,046 6.2% 
1988 23,732 1.6% 408 -1.7% 784,730 11.1% 
1989 22,274 -6.1% 389 -4.7% 752,554 -4.1% 
1990 22,878 2.7% 425 9.3% 753,253 0.1% 
1991 21,450 6.2% 430 1.2% 766,584 1.8% 
1992 22,723 5.9% 474 10.2% 819,522 6.9% 
1993 23,579 3.8% 493 4.0% 835,746 2.0% 
1994 24,468 3.8% 459 -6.9% 923,557 10.5% 
1995 24,192 -1.1% 466 1.5% 869,642 -5.8% 
1996 25,134 3.9% 456 -2.1% 911,166 4.8% 
1997 25,568 1.7% 483 5.8% 974,170 6.9% 
1998 26,527 3.8% 507 5.2% 970,764 -0.3% 
1999 27,052 2.0% 495 -2.5% 987,655 1.7% 
2000 27,413 1.3% 479 -3.2% 1,047,250 6.0% 


Sources: Boston-Logan International Airport,1994/1995 Generic Environmental Impact Report, Logan Airport Annual Updates - 
1996,1997and 1998; Logan Airport, 1999 Environmental Status and Planning Report. 

Boston-Logan International Airport, Monthly Airport Traffic Summary, December 2000. 

Includes cargo and mail carried in all-cargo aircraft and in the belly compartments of passenger aircraft. 
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1.3.2 


Forecast Aircraft Operations and Passenger Levels 


Airline passenger traffic, both locally and nationally, has increased dramatically over time 
and is forecast to continue to grow into the future. The airfield operational and 
environmental impact analyses presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR are based on forecasts of future aircraft operations and passenger 
demand for Logan Airport. Multiple aircraft fleets were analyzed for each future passenger 
demand level. An aircraft fleet consists of a mix of different aircraft types (i.e., large jets, 
regional jets and non-jets). A fleet with a high proportion of large jets, which carry more 
passengers than regional jets or non-jets, requires comparatively fewer annual aircraft 
operations for a given number of passengers than a fleet with a lower proportion of large 
jets. 


Massport has adopted a range of near-term and long-term activity forecasts for planning 
purposes (see Figure 1.3-1). Annual passenger demand for Logan Airport is forecast to reach 
29 million passengers (29M) early in this decade. Logan’s most recent annual passenger level is 
27.4 million for 2000, or 96 percent of the 29 M near-term passenger forecast.”' If Logan remains 
on its current growth path, which due to the effectiveness of regional planning efforts is slower 
than its historic long-term growth trend, the Airport is expected to reach 29 million passengers 
in 2003, 34 million passengers by 2010, and 37.5 million passengers (37.5M) in 2015. These 
projections are more conservative than the forecasts presented in the Airside Project Draft 
EIS/EIR, which assumed that Logan would reach these activity levels earlier, ie., 29M in 1999 
and 37.5M in 2010. Nevertheless, the analyses presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
remain valid because they present the operational and environmental impacts associated with a 
range of future near-term and long-term operating levels. The revised forecast dates are 
consistent with the FAA’s most recent Terminal Area Forecasts for Logan Airport. In its 1999 
Terminal Area Forecasts, the FAA projects that Logan Airport will reach 33.6 million 
passengers in 2010 and 37.1 million passengers in 2015. 


Figure 1.3-1 
Logan Airside Passenger and Fleet Forecasts — Annual Operations by Fleet 
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21 Massport’s planning forecasts were reviewed in the Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Status and Planning Report, 
December 15, 2000. 
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Massport’s projected operations for the near-term (i.e., 29 million passengers) are 510,000 for 
a Low Fleet scenario and 552,000 for a High Fleet scenario. For the long-term (i.e., 37.5M 
passengers), annual aircraft operations are forecast to range from 543,000 to 608,000. The 
forecast range for aircraft operations reflects different assumptions regarding the aircraft 
fleet mix at Logan. The Low Fleet scenarios assume only two major regional airlines and a 
higher proportion of large jet aircraft operations than assumed in the High Fleet scenarios. 
The High Fleet scenarios assume a fleet mix similar to 1993 conditions, when three major 
regional carriers operating non-jet aircraft accounted for nearly 50 percent of total airport 
operations and airline overscheduling occurred during peak periods. For this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR, an alternative future fleet, which is characterized by a high proportion of the 
new technology regional jets, was evaluated for the 37.5M passenger level. 


The analysis in this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR focuses on a comparison between the 
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1A) and the No Action Alternative (Alternative 4) for 
the 29M Low Fleet and the 37.5M High Fleet scenarios, which were previously analyzed 
in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The operational and environmental analyses for 
Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 for the 29M Low Fleet and 37.5M High Fleet are summarized in 
Appendices E and F. All alternatives for the new 37.5M High RJ fleet are analyzed in this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. For ease of reference, the analysis assumptions used in this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR are summarized in Table 1.3-2. The alternative fleet scenarios are 
more fully described in Chapter 4 of this report. 


Table 1.3-2 
Passenger and Aircraft Operations Analysis Assumptions 

Annual SDEIS/FEIR 
Time Annual Aircraft SDEIS/FEIR Airside 
Frame Passengers Operations Fleet Assumptions Alternatives Scenarios 
Near Term 29 million 510,000 Low Fleet 1A and 4! 29M Low Fleet 


m 2 major regional carriers 
m Noairline overscheduling 


LongTerm 37.5 million 608,000 High Fleet 1Aand 4! 37.5M High 
m 3 major regional carriers Fleet 


m Airline over scheduling during peak periods 


LongTerm 37.5 million 585,000 High Ru Fleet 1, 1A, 2,3 37.5M High RJ 
m 3 major regional carriers and 4 Fleet 


m Regional jet aircraft 31% of the fleet 
m Airline overscheduling during peak periods 


1 Analysis results for Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 are contained in Appendices C, E and F. Analysis results for other fleet scenarios are 
contained in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 
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1.3.3 Logan’s Demand Profile 


While the volume of annual operations is critical for evaluating Logan’s operational and 
environmental impacts, the distribution of that volume is also important. Flight demand 
varies by hour, by day of week, and by season, and this variation can have a significant 
impact on airport delays. This pattern of hourly flight activity is referred to as the airport 
demand profile. 


Logan’s capacity during visual flight rules (VFR) conditions is approximately 

120 operations per hour, and these VFR conditions prevail approximately 80 percent of 
the year. Under these good weather conditions, delays accumulate only when demand 
exceeds the VFR capacity of the airport for a sustained period of time. If demand at an 

airport causes delays even in good weather, an overscheduling situation exists. 


Delays due to airline overscheduling become significant when flight activity levels exceed 
airfield capacity for a sustained period of time. When a short period of excessive demand 
is followed by a period of low activity, the airfield has an opportunity to recover and only 
moderate delays are incurred. If, however, flight activity levels reach or exceed available 
capacity for a number of consecutive hours, delays build rapidly as flights delayed during 
one hour add to schedule demand during the next hour. For this reason, three-hour 
averages of forecast flight activity levels were used to determine the periods when 
sustained airline overscheduling conditions exist. It is during these periods that a peak 
surcharge might be applied. 


Figure 1.3-2 compares the August weekday demand profiles for 1993 and 2000 with the 
forecast demand profile for the 37.5M High Fleet. In 1993, a record year for delays at Logan, 
demand was considerably more peaked than it is today and exceeded the airport’s average 
VER capacity of 120 hourly operations and the average all-weather capacity of 115 for six 
consecutive afternoon hours. In contrast, the August 2000 weekday profile never exceeds 
the average all-weather capacity. The profile comparison clearly demonstrates that while 
overscheduling was a problem in 1993, it is not a problem today. The 37.5M High fleet 
assumes three major regional carriers and a high percentage of non-jet activity. Under this 
forecast scenario, flight demand exceeds Logan’s average VFR capacity for six consecutive 
hours and the average all-weather capacity for most of the day. Clearly, airline 
overscheduling can be expected to cause serious delays under these conditions. 
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Figure 1.3-2 
Logan’s Average Maximum Three Hour Demand Profile - 
1993 vs. 2000 vs. 37.5M High (3 Hour Maximum Average) 
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1.4 Delays at Logan 


Delay simulation modeling conducted for the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR indicates that 
Logan experienced approximately 120,000 hours of runway delays in 1998. This is six 
times the FAA’s threshold of 20,000 annual delay hours for identifying severely congested 
airports, which emphasizes the magnitude of Logan’s delay problem. 


All available measures of delay confirm the severity of aircraft delays at Logan. For 2000, the 
FAA reports that Logan ranked 6" among the nation’s largest airports in delayed operations 
and 2™ in arrival delays, yet it was only the 12” busiest US airport in terms of aircraft 
operations. 


This section presents historical delay statistics for Logan and comparative delay measures 
for Logan and other major US airports. The section also provides a description of existing 
delay measures, identifies the inherent drawbacks of these statistics, and discusses the 
appropriateness of simulation modeling for estimating delays. The various delay databases 
maintained by the FAA and US DOT, and the methodologies employed by each to quantify 
delays are described in Appendix C of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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1.4.1 


Delays at Logan and Other US Airports 


This section presents delay statistics and rankings for Logan from a variety of sources, 
including the FAA, the US DOT and simulation modeling performed by both the FAA and 
the Airside Project study team. While varying methodologies produce different rankings 
and estimates of delay, these sources are consistent in demonstrating a serious delay 
problem at Logan. Table 1.4-1 presents Logan’s rank since 1990 among US airports by total 
delayed operations from the FAA Air Traffic Operations Network (OPSNET).” Based on 
this delay measure, the FAA has consistently designated Logan as a “seriously congested 
airport.” The table also shows that Logan’s rank by arrival delays has progressively 
worsened over the past decade. For the most recent year, Logan ranked second 
nationwide—its worst ranking since at least 1990. 


Table 1.4-1 
Logan’s Airside Delay Rank Among US Airports 


Year Rank by Total Delays Rank by Arrival Delays 


1990 9 9 
1991 6 7 
1992 6 6 
1993 5 6 
1994 6 4 
1995 9 4 
1996 9 4 
1997 9 3 
1998 6 3 
1999 7 5 
2000 6 2 


Source: FAA Air Traffic Operations Network (OPSNET) 


Table 1.4-2 compares operations and delays at ten of the busiest airports in the United 
States based on the FAA OPSNET data. In 2000, New York LaGuardia had the nation’s 
worst delay problem according to OPSNET, followed by Newark and Chicago O’Hare. 
While Logan ranked 5" in delays per 1,000 operations (and 6" in total delays), it 
experienced a significantly higher rate of delay than Atlanta, Dallas/Ft. Worth, and Los 
Angeles even though these airports accommodated 54 to 80 percent more operations than 


Logan. 


is ay reporting rai 
System (ATOMS). Additional information is provided in Appendix C of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. OPSNET counts only the number of flights that suffer a 
delay of more than fifteen minutes at a single element of the air traffic control (ATC) system (a sector or airport). 
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Table 1.4-2 
FAA OPSNET: 2000 Delay Ranking for Ten of the Busiest US Airports 
Airport Operations Flights per 1,000 Arrivals per 1,000 
Atlanta 913,449 28,229 30.9 11,022 24.1 
Boston Logan 508,283 24,120 47.5 6,863 27.0 
Chicago O’Hare 908,977 57,545 63.3 4,801 10.6 
Dallas/Ft. Worth 865,777 20,638 23.8 1,180 2.7 
Los Angeles 783,684 17,141 21.9 1,142 2.9 
New York Kennedy 358,951 13,930 38.8 648 3.6 
New York LaGuardia 392,047 61,120 155.9 3,856 19.7 
Newark 457,182 37,132 81.2 3,836 16.8 
San Francisco 430,612 24,478 56.8 6,541 30.4 
St. Louis 484,224 8,837 18.2 1,178 49 
Comparative 

Operations Index* Rank Rank Rank Rank 
Atlanta 180 4 7 1 3 
Boston Logan 100 6 5 2 2 
Chicago O’Hare 179 2 3 4 
Dallas/Ft. Worth 170 7 8 7 10 
Los Angeles 154 8 9 9 9 
New York Kennedy 71 9 6 10 8 
New York LaGuardia 77 1 1 5 4 
Newark 90 3 2 6 5 
San Francisco 85 5 4 3 1 
St. Louis 95 10 10 8 7 


Note: Boston ranks 5th in operations among the airports listed, but 12th nationally. Other delay rankings for Logan are also national 
delay rankings. 
Operations Index-- Boston = 100 


Source: FAA Air Traffic Operations Network (OPSNET) 


* 
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Table 1.4-3 compares 2000 delay estimates from the US DOT’s Air Traffic Consumer Reports 
(ATCR)* for the same ten busy US airports. This table shows the percentage of arrivals or 
departures that were delayed by more than 15 minutes at each airport. While arrivals are 
delayed more frequently than departures at most airports, Logan has the fourth highest 
percentage of arrival delays based on the ATCR data. This is similar to the OPSNET data that 
showed Logan with the 2™ highest rate of arrival delays. The two rankings differ because of 
different methodologies for counting delays. For example, ATCR estimates that 35 out of 100 
arrivals were delayed at Logan in 2000, but OPSNET counts 3 arrival delays per 100 flights. 
While the methodologies for counting delays differ, both databases indicate that Logan 
experiences a higher rate of arrival delays than nearly all other large US airports. 


Table 1.4-3 
US DOT Air Travel Consumer Report: Percentage of Flights Delayed by 
15 Minutes or More at Ten Busy US Airports in 2000 


Departure Flight Arrival Flight 
Airport Delays Delays 
Atlanta 23.4% 25.1% 
Boston Logan 25.3% 34.5% 
Dallas/Ft. Worth 21.9% 22.0% 
Newark 23.6% 30.8% 
New York Kennedy 20.7% 28.1% 
Los Angeles 27.8% 33.5% 
New York LaGuardia 28.9% 42.9% 
Chicago O’Hare 33.2% 36.8% 
San Francisco 30.0% 39.2% 
St. Louis 22.9% 22.4% 


Source: US DOT, Air Travel Consumer Report. 


Table 1.4-4 ranks the 29 Large Hub* US airports by average minutes of delay by phase of 
flight based on the FAA’s Consolidated Operations and Delay Analysis System 
(CODAS)* data for 12 months ending November 2000. Boston is ranked 5" worst by 
airborne delays, 3" by arrival delays, 7" in taxi-in delays and 10” by taxi-out and gate 
delays. The CODAS data captured 81 percent Logan’s actual 2000 operations. The arrival 
delay ranking is comparable with the OPSNET and ATCR databases. 


23. The US DOT's Air Traffic Consumer Reports (ATCR) provide information about the on-time performance of airline flights. They are based on Airline 
Service Quality Performance (ASQP) data filed by major carriers. See Appendix C for a full discussion of public delay databases. 

24 Large Hub airports are those airports enplaning one percent or more of total passengers. There are 29 Large Hub airports in the US. 

25 — CODAS was created by the FAA, Office of Policy and Planning to provide more consistent estimates of aircraft delay by combining data from several 
existing sources, including data from the FAA, US DOT, the Official Airline Guide (OAG), the air carrriers’ Computerized Reservation System (CRS) 
and the Air Transport Association (ATA). See Appendix C for a full discussion of public delay databases. 
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Table 1.4-4 
FAA CODAS: Average Delay by Phase of Flight at the 29 Large Hub Airports 
(Minutes) - 12 Months Ending November 2000 


Rank Taxi-out Airborne Taxi-In Arrival Gate 


ae 


LGA 15.27 PHL 6.67 DFW 3.57 LGA 24.26 LGA 13.72 


2 EWR 11.94 EWR 6.02 DTW 3.30 SFO 21.52 JFK 13.59 
38 PHL 9.57 ATL 5.85 LAX 3.03 BOS 19.33 DEN 13.51 
4 JFK 7.91 LGA 5.57 LGA 2.66 EWR 18.92 EWR 12.96 
5 ATL 7.67 BOS 5.33 ORD 2.63 ORD 18.78 SFO 12.76 
6 ORD 7.59 JFK 4.38 PHL 2.37 HNL 17.12 ORD 12.30 
7 DTW 7.17 CLT 4.31 BOS 2.28 PHL 17.05 PHX 12.28 
8 MSP 7.10 SEA 4.29 ATL 2.22 JFK 16.72 ATL 11.65 
9 DFW 6.99 SLC 4.10 EWR 2.06 LAX 15.90 PHL 11.46 
10 BOS 6.86 ORD 4.07 JFK 2.01 DEN 14.53 BOS 10.86 
11 STL 6.26 MSP 3.98 DEN 1.90 ATL 14.25 CVG 10.19 
12 CVG 5.61 SFO 3.95 STL 1.76 LAS 14.24 STL 9.93 
13 SFO 5.59 PIT 3.51 LAS 1.72 PHX 14.23 DFW 9.85 
14 IAH 5.53 STL 3.45 MIA 1.71 MIA 13.86 MSP 9.85 
15 DCA 5.38 DTW 3.39 PHX 1.70 SEA 13.82 MIA 9.67 
16 PHX 5.21 DCA 3.36 MSP 1.49 MCO 13.71 LAS 9.50 
17 LAX 5.12 IAH 3.29 SFO 1.48 SAN 13.22 BWI 9.17 
18 MIA 5.06 LAX 3.24 IAH 1.42 BWI 13.15 HNL 9.10 
19 CLT 5.04 DEN 3.20 CLT 1.35 CVG 12.72 DTW 9.10 
20 PIT 4.52 MIA 3.13 HNL 1.31 STL 12.37 MCO 8.91 
21 LAS 4.46 CVG 3.10 SEA 1.20 TPA 12.28 SEA 8.80 
22 SLC 4.24 PHX 3.00 SLC 1.09 IAH 11.40 IAH 8.76 
23 DEN 4.13 DFW 2.87 PIT 1.03 DFW 11.33 SAN 8.69 
24 MCO 3.36 MCO 2.37 BWI 1.01 DTW 11.22 LAX 8.37 
25 SEA 3.05 BWI 2.21 DCA 0.98 DCA 11.03 PIT 8.01 
26 BWI 2.84 TPA 2.01 MCO 0.94 PIT 10.97 SLC 7.77 
27 HNL 2.81 LAS 1.44 TPA 0.73 SLC 10.84 TPA 7.77 
28 SAN 2.75 SAN 1.39 SAN 0.70 MSP 10.75 CLT 7.53 
29 TPA 2.44 HNL 1.20 CVG 0.66 CLT 10.15 DCA 7AI 


Sources: Consolidated Operations and Delays Analysis System (CODAS); FAA Office of Aviation Policy and Plans (APO) 
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1.4.1.1 Comparison of Simulated Delays and Measured Delays 


Many reviewers of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR have inappropriately compared the Airside 
modeled delays with the FAA and US DOT delay reporting databases and suggested that 
Massport’s analysis overstates delays at Logan. These measures are not directly comparable. 
Delay simulation models estimate total annual hours of delay, and are more comprehensive than 
the FAA and US DOT delay reporting systems, which only report a portion of actual delays 
incurred. Table 1.4-5 shows the differences between modeled delays and delays reported in the 
OPSNET and ATCR databases for Logan Airport. As shown, the simulated results for flights 
delayed over 15 minutes in 1993 and 1998 actually fall between the values reported by the FAA 
and the US DOT. 


The differences between the modeled and reported delays reflect the limitations of the OPSNET 
and ATCR delay reporting systems, and the fact that FAA and US DOT delay accounting 
systems serve different purposes than simulation modeling. (These differences are discussed in 
Section 1.6.2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and in Appendix C of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.) Recognizing these differences, the FAA uses delay simulation models to assess the 
benefits of major airport investment projects such as new runways. 


Table 1.4-5 

Comparison of Airside Modeled Delays and FAA/DOT Reported Delays for Logan Airport 
Delay Source Measure 1993 1998 
Airside Analysis Operating Delays > 15 min 13.6% 14.0% 

FAA OPSNET Operating Delays > 15 min 3.9% 3.2% 

US DOT ATCR Arrival Delays > 15 min 26.6% 28.6% 

US DOT ATCR Departure Delays > 15 min 19.2% 19.2% 
Airside Analysis AverageDelay(min) = 56 40 


FAA CODAS Average Delay (min) NA 6.2 


1.4.1.2 Comparison of FAA and Airside Simulated Delays for Logan Airport 


In 1992, the FAA Technical Center simulated Logan airfield operations with the Runway 
Delay Simulation Model (RDSIM) model and estimated that total delay would approach 
270,000 hours per year at an activity level of 504,000 annual operations.*6 In comparison, 
simulation modeling for the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project estimated 
120,000 runway delay hours for an annual operations level of 507,000 in 1998. Table 1.4-6 
compares the FAA Technical Center modeled delay with the Airside Project’s delay 
estimate. As shown, the Airside Project’s results are lower than what the FAA model 
predicted at a similar level of operations. The FAA has concluded that the Airside Project 
modeled delays represent “a plausible and conservative estimate when compared with the 
earlier and simpler Logan Capacity Task Force simulation of the Airport.”’ 


26 Boston Logan Intern pO! cement Plan, FAA, October 1992. 
27 FAA New England Region letter to Massport, dated June 14, 1999. 
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1.4.2 


Table 1.4-6 
Comparison of Airside Project Modeled Delays for Logan Airport 

| Logan | Estimated Annual 
Source Year/Scenario Operations Delay Hours 
FAA Future Year 504,000 268,700 
Airside Project 1998 507,000 120,000 


Source: FAA, Airport Capacity Task Force and Massport, Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Draft EIS/EIR. 


Delays at Other Airports and Changes in Logan’s Delay Ranking 


During the meetings of the SDEIS Panel, a number of questions were raised about the 
delay modeling in the Airside Project and the interpretation of the simulation results. The 
modeling results presented throughout the Draft EIS/EIR and this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR represent only those delays that are attributed to Logan conditions. While 
these Logan-caused delays are clearly the most appropriate measures for evaluating the 
airside improvements, the FAA and Massport decided to also assess these delays within 
the greater context of the total delays at Logan. In addition to delays due to Logan 
congestion, delays can also accrue due to congestion elsewhere in the national air 
transportation system. For example, congestion at LaGuardia frequently results in gate 
holds for passengers departing from Logan; however, since these are not Logan-caused 
delays, they are not reflected in the modeling results for this project. It is therefore 
important to understand not only the impacts of the potential airside improvements on 
the Logan-caused runway and taxiway delays, but also on total delays, including those 
caused by other airports. This requires a basic understanding of how runway and taxiway 
delays relate to total Logan delays, how delays at other airports affect Logan, and how 
congestion at Logan impacts other airports. Within this context, the FAA and Massport 
assessed how Logan’s national delay ranking might change if the proposed airside 
improvements were implemented. 


Section 1.6.2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix C of this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR describe the strengths and limitations of the FAA Consolidated Operations 
and Delay Analysis System (CODAS), which is generally considered to be the most 
comprehensive database of delay statistics available. While these delay statistics are not 
directly comparable to the simulation results, they do contain causal information that can 
be used to better assess the overall delay picture at Logan. CODAS statistics include 
delays for all phases of flight (gate, taxi-out, airborne, and taxi-in), but the gate delays are 
further segregated into Estimated Departure Clearance Time (EDCT) “Where Taken” and 
“Where Caused” delay. For example, a twenty-minute gate hold at LaGuardia due to 
northwest wind congestion at Logan would be counted as twenty minutes of “Where 
Taken” delay for LaGuardia and twenty minutes of “Where Caused” delay at Logan. 
These statistics are the only benchmarks that capture the impact that a disruption at one 
airport can have on the ability of another airport to operate on schedule. For that reason, 
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these measures are the most appropriate for assessing the impact of Logan on other 
airports and the impacts of those other airports on Logan. 


Table 1.4-7 presents CODAS delay statistics for Logan and for the top ten Large Hub 
destinations served from the airport.” For the twelve months ending November 2000, 
Logan was fifth in terms of total delay and third in terms of arrival delay.” While these 
statistics emphasize the delay problems faced at the airport and the need for the proposed 
airside improvements, the EDCT “Where Taken” and “Where Caused” delays further 
explain the interaction between Logan delays and delays at other airports. Figure 1.4-1 
shows the flight frequencies between Logan and its top ten Large Hub destinations. 


Table 1.4-7 
CODAS Delays for Logan and Its Top Ten Large Hub Destinations 


Pct of Logan Total Delay Arrival Delay "Where Taken" Delay "Where Caused" Delay 
Airport Sched Deps' Mins/Op Rank Mins/Op Rank Mins/Op Rank Mins/Op Rank 
Boston BOS 7.86 5 19.33 3 0.79 7 2.75 5 
New York LGA 5.1% 12.12 1 24.26 1 0.46 26 8.08 1 
Philadelphia PHL 5.0% 9.85 3 17.05 7 0.61 13 1.79 7 
New York JFK 4.4% 7.60 6 16.72 8 0.66 11 0.54 11 
Chicago ORD 4.3% 7.39 7 18.78 5 0.37 28 3.54 4 
Washington DCA 3.6% 5.48 17 11.03 25 0.97 3 0.02 21 
Atlanta ATL 3.0% 8.25 4 14.25 11 0.63 12 1.44 8 
Newark EWR 2.2% 10.38 2 18.92 4 0.57 17 4.45 3 
Dallas DFW 2.1% 6.97 9 11.33 23 0.43 27 0.25 15 
Orlando MCO 2.1% 3.99 25 13.71 16 1.04 2 0.02 23 
Los Angeles LAX 1.6% 6.24 12 15.90 9 0.60 15 1.08 9 


Notes: 

Percent of Logan departures for top ten Large Hub destination airports based on CY2000 OAG Schedules 
Delays from FAA APO CODAS for 12 months ending Novermber 2000. 

Rank indicates rank among the 29 US Large Hub airports. 


28 Large Hub airports are those airports enplaning one percent or more of total passengers. There are 29 Large Hub airports in the US. 
29 Note that these rankings are the rankings relative to the 29 Large Hub airports in the US. 
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Figure 1.4-1 
Logan Top 10 Large Hub Destinations 
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Logan ranks fifth in “Where Caused” delay, indicating that Logan is one of the airports 
most likely to cause delays at other airports and departure gate holds in particular. Airports 
ranked above Logan in “Where Caused” delay include LaGuardia, O’Hare, and Newark, 
three of the most delayed airports in the US. LaGuardia and O’Hare are both known for 
causing major delays throughout the air traffic network, and both O’Hare and Newark are 
hub airports with banks of flights that influence airports throughout the country. The fact 
that Logan ranks close behind them in “Where Caused” delays indicates that Logan 
congestion is having a major impact throughout the national air transportation system. 


Logan also experiences a significant number of delays due to congestion at other airports, 
as evidenced by its rank of seventh in “Where Taken” delay. In fact, Logan’s top 
destination, LaGuardia, is not only the most delayed airport in the country in terms of 
total delays and arrival delays, it is also the airport most likely to cause delays at other 
airports. Since LaGuardia is Logan’s top destination, Logan experiences a large number of 
gate hold delays due to LaGuardia congestion. Similarly, major Logan destinations such 
as Philadelphia, Chicago, Atlanta, and Newark are also among the top ten Large Hub 
airports in terms of “Where Caused” delay, creating additional Logan delays that have 
nothing to do with Logan congestion. 


While the “Where Caused” delay statistic represents only a sub-set of the total delays 
experienced at an airport, it removes the influence of other airports, allowing direct 
comparison of the delays caused by individual airports. This makes it useful for 
estimating the total Logan delays caused by other airports relative to the Logan-caused 
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runway and taxiway delays generated by the simulation models and reported throughout 
this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


While Table 1.4-8 presents only the top ten airports in terms of the delay they cause at 
Logan, the calculations shown were performed for each Logan destination. First, the 
“Where Caused” delays for each airport were compiled and compared to Logan’s “Where 
Caused” delay value of 2.75 minutes per arrival (see Table 1.4-7). Next, the most recent 
simulated runway and taxiway delay hours were distributed among the airports served 
directly from Logan. The 142,000 hours of annual runway and taxiway delay developed 
for the updated 1998 baseline analysis were assumed to represent current delays and were 
distributed according to the percentage of Logan departures to each destination airport. 
For example, LaGuardia represents 5.1 percent of Logan’s scheduled departures, it was 
therefore assumed that 5.1 percent of Logan’s 142,000 modeled runway and taxiway delay 
hours (approximately 7,200 hours) were accumulated by operations serving LaGuardia. 


After distributing these Logan-caused runway and taxiway delays, it was then assumed 
that the impact of any airport on Logan is proportional to the ratio of the “Where Caused” 
delays of the two airports. Using the LaGuardia example once again, since LaGuardia had 
nearly three times the “Where Caused” delay as Logan, it was assumed that for each hour 
of Logan-caused delay estimated by the models, Logan passengers also experienced 
nearly three times as many hours of delay due to LaGuardia congestion. Accumulating 
these statistics for each airport served directly from Logan, it is estimated that in addition 
to the 142,000 hours of Logan-caused delay, passengers at the airport currently experience 
an additional 55,000 hours of delay caused by congestion at other airports. 


Table 1.4-8 
Estimated Logan Delays Caused by Other Airports 


Pct of “Where Caused" Delays at Dest Est Annual Est Annual 
Logan Delay per aspctofLogan Delay Caused Delay Caused 
Airport Sched Deps Arrival Delays by Logan by Dest 

New York LGA 5.1% 8.08 294.4% 7,191 21,170 
Chicago ORD 4.3% 3.54 129.1% 6,096 7,869 
Newark EWR 2.2% 4.45 162.2% 3,154 5,114 
Philadelphia PHL 5.0% 1.79 65.1% 7,157 4,657 
San Francisco SFO 1.5% 5.38 196.0% 2,135 4,184 
Atlanta ATL 3.0% 1.44 52.3% 4,328 2,265 
London LHR 0.9% 2.75 100.0% 1,325 1,325 
New York JFK 4.4% 0.54 19.6% 6,186 1,213 
St. Louis STL 0.9% 1.83 66.5% 1,325 881 
Los Angeles LAX 1.6% 1.08 39.5% 2,217 875 
Top Ten Airports 29.0% 0.96 34.9% 41,112 49,551 
Remaining 97 Airports 71.0% 0.10 3.6% 100,888 5,132 
Total 100.0% 1.06 38.5% 142,000 54,683 


Notes: 

When no CODAS delays available, 0.01 for US/Canada/Mexico/Caribbean destinations, 2.75 for European/Pacific destinations 
Top ten airports ranked by "Est. Annual Delay Caused by Dest." 

CODAS delays for 12 months ending November 2000 
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The analysis shows that the majority of Logan’s delays are due to runway and taxiway 
congestion at the airport, but that the role of other airports should not be ignored. In fact, 
the analysis demonstrates that delays at other airports make up nearly thirty percent of the 
total capacity-related delays experienced by Logan passengers. It is also notable that over 
ninety percent of these delays caused by other airports are due to only ten airports, most of 
which have “Where Caused” delays similar to Logan’s. This implies not only that delay 
reductions at these airports would benefit Logan passengers, but also that improvements at 
Logan would benefit passengers at other airports throughout the country. 


Based on the analysis of delays at other airports, it is possible to estimate the potential 
change in Logan’s national delay rankings with implementation of the Preferred 
Alternative. The simulation analysis of 1998 conditions presented in Section 4.6.1 of this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that implementation of the Preferred Alternative would 
reduce the Logan-caused runway delays by 38,000 annual hours or 32 percent. While 
taxiway modeling was not performed for the 1998 analysis, based on the results of the 29M 
Low Fleet analysis, it was projected that the 22,000 estimated baseline taxiway delay hours 
would be reduced by approximately 15,000 hours under the Preferred Alternative. Based on 
this delay reduction and the previous analysis of delays caused by other airports, the 
proposed airside improvements would have reduced total delays at Logan, including those 
caused by other airports, by approximately 27 percent. 


To convert this change in total delays into an estimate of the change in Logan’s delay 
ranking with the Preferred Alternative, assumptions must be made regarding the change 
in delays at other airports. As demand levels increase, delays at other airports will tend to 
rise. However, flight delays are a nationwide problem, and there are numerous initiatives 
underway to address delays at airports throughout the country. These initiatives will tend 
to reduce delays, but without specific details, it is difficult to estimate the magnitude of 
the potential delay reductions that may result. For the purposes of this analysis, it has 
been assumed that delays at other airports remain constant relative to Logan delays. 
However, it is important to understand that improvements at other airports will benefit 
Logan passengers, even if Logan’s delay ranking might be negatively impacted as delays 
at other airports improve. 


Logan-caused runway and taxiway delays represent the largest portion of delays 
experienced at the airport, but Logan is also impacted by delays at other airports, just as 
those airports are impacted by Logan. This relationship means that improvements at 
Logan have benefits around the country and that delay reductions at other airports 
provide benefits to Logan passengers. 


Table 1.4-9 shows how Logan’s current CODAS delay rankings might have changed with 
the proposed airside improvements. Logan’s national delay ranking would have improved 
from third to thirteenth in terms of arrival delays and from fifth to fourteenth in terms of 
total delays if the Preferred Alternative, including Runway 14/32 had been in place. In 
addition, Logan’s arrival delay would be reduced by 5.2 minutes per operation. If other 
airports made improvements similar to those proposed at Logan (reducing delays by 
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nearly thirty percent), Logan’s delay rankings would be unchanged from the current 
rankings, but Logan passengers would experience an even greater reduction in delays. 


Table 1.4-9 
Estimated Change in Logan’s CODAS Delay Rankings 


Before Airside Improvements After Airside Improvements 
Arrival Delay Total Delay Arrival Delay Total Delay 

Airport MinyOp Rank Mins/Op Rank Mins/Op Rank Mins/Op Rank 
New York LGA 24.26 1 12.12 1 24.26 1 12.12 1 
San Francisco SFO 21.52 2 5.89 13 21.52 2 5.89 12 
Boston BOS 19.33 3 7.86 5 14.13 13 5.74 14 
Newark EWR 18.92 4 10.38 2 18.92 3 10.38 2 
Chicago ORD 18.78 5 7.39 7 18.78 4 7.39 6 
Honolulu HNL 17.12 6 2.78 29 17.12 5 2.78 29 
Philadelphia PHL 17.05 7 9.85 3 17.05 6 9.85 3 
New York JFK 16.72 8 7.60 6 16.72 7 7.60 5 
Los Angeles LAX 15.90 9 6.24 12 15.90 8 6.24 11 
Denver DEN 14.53 10 5.03 20 14.53 9 5.03 20 
Atlanta ATL 14.25 11 8.25 4 14.25 10 8.25 4 
Las Vegas LAS 14.24 12 4.51 24 14.24 11 4.51 24 
Phoenix PHX 14.23 13 5.54 16 14.23 12 5.54 16 
Miami MIA 13.86 14 5.45 18 13.86 14 5.45 18 
Seattle SEA 13.82 15 4.64 23 13.82 15 4.64 23 
Orlando MCO 13.71 16 3.99 25 13.71 16 3.99 25 
San Diego SAN 13.22 17 3.27 27 13.22 17 3.27 27 
Baltimor BWI 13.15 18 3.56 26 13.15 18 3.56 26 
Cinicinnatti CVG 12.72 19 5.07 19 12.72 19 5.07 19 
St. Louis STL 12.37 20 6.25 11 12.37 20 6.25 10 
Tampa TPA 12.28 21 3.12 28 12.28 21 3.12 28 
Houston IAH 11.40 22 5.65 15 11.40 22 5.65 15 
Dallas DFW 11.33 23 6.97 9 11.33 23 6.97 8 
Detroit DTW 11.22 24 7.30 8 11.22 24 7.30 7 
Washington DCA 11.03 25 5.48 17 11.03 25 5.48 17 
Pittsburgh PIT 10.97 26 4.86 22 10.97 26 4.86 22 
Salt Lake City SLC 10.84 27 5.03 21 10.84 27 5.03 21 
Minneapolis MSP 10.75 28 6.57 10 10.75 28 6.57 9 
Charlotte CLT 10.15 29 5.75 14 10.15 29 5.75 13 
Notes: 


Delays from FAA APO CODAS for 12 months ending Novermber 2000. 
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1.4.3 


Overall, this analysis of the interdependencies between airport delays leads to a number 
of conclusions: 


m Logan-caused runway and taxiway delays are the most appropriate measure for 
evaluating the relative benefits of the proposed Airside Project improvements. While 
these delays represent the largest portion of Logan delays, Logan is also impacted by 
delays at other airports. 


m Logan-caused runway and taxiway delays account for approximately 70 percent of 
total capacity-related delays for Logan flights; but the significant proportion of delays 
caused by other airports indicates a strong relationship between Logan delays and 
delays at other airports in the national air transportation system. 


m = This relationship means that improvements at Logan have benefits for air 
transportation as a whole, and that delay reduction initiatives at other airports will 
provide benefits to Logan passengers. 


m The Preferred Alternative provides a significant benefit, and would have improved 
Logan’s national CODAS delay rankings from third to thirteenth in terms of arrival 
delays, and from fifth to fourteenth in terms of total delays, assuming no 
improvements at other airports. 


FAA Measures to Reduce Delays Nation-wide. 


FAA efforts to improve safety, to reduce congestion and delays, and to accommodate a 
growing volume of air traffic within the national airspace system are continuing on 
several fronts: airport development, airspace design, air traffic operational procedures 
and system modernization.” 


Improving airport infrastructure is the most direct and effective means of reducing 
delays. FAA efforts in this area include studies of airport delays and potential 
improvements, review of airport proprietary improvement initiatives at existing airports, 
funding airport development through the Airport Improvement Program (AIP) and 
Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs), development of new airports, and conversion of 
military airfields to civil use. 


National Airspace Redesign (NAR) is an ongoing FAA activity to reduce delays by 
providing more efficient handling of current and future aircraft flows. The NAR Program 
is addressing existing chokepoints as well as introducing enroute alternatives. Other 
efforts involve consolidating Terminal Radar Approach facilities for more efficient 
control, and developing Area Navigation Routes which are not constrained by fixed 
ground-based navigational facilities. 


Improved operational procedures are being developed and implemented to maximize the 
capacity of existing or planned airports and airspace. Some specific items in process are 


nhancement (ACE) e of System Capacity, December 2000. 
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reducing the required vertical or horizontal separations between aircraft, increasing 
civilian access to military special use airspace, implementing GPS approaches, removing 
the 250-knot airspeed limit below 10,000 feet, Simultaneous Offset Instrument Approaches 
(SOIA) to closely spaced parallel runways, and greater use of Land and Hold Short 
Operations (LAHSO). 


To handle the growing demand on the air traffic system and associated delays, the FAA 
has prepared a long-term plan for National Airspace System (NAS) Modernization. The 
concept of Free Flight is the impetus for many of the elements of NAS Modernization. 
Free Flight will give pilots more flexibility in determining routes and speeds. Future NAS 
users will face fewer enroute restrictions—and thereby fewer delays—in their flight 
operations. The NAS Modernization Plan contains many interrelated projects, which are 
described in detail as “NAS Architecture”.”’The Plan includes a combination of hardware, 
software, new technology, procedural innovations, and collaborative decision-making 
that will increase system efficiency and reduce delays. 


1.5 Logan’s Role in the Regional Economy 


1.5.1 


Efficient aviation facilities are a critical component of a region’s economic system and 
structure. As the largest airport in the six-state New England region, Logan provides air 
passenger and cargo services to international and domestic destinations, which play a 
significant role in the Boston and New England economies. This section discusses the 
importance of convenient air service to the local and regional economies, as well as the effects 
of Logan as an economic entity that provides employment and other direct and indirect 
benefits to the economy. 


Boston’s Need for Efficient Air Travel 


The New England economy is largely based on a mix of travel-intensive service industries 
that depend on high-quality air transportation services. As illustrated in Table 1.5-1, the 
economies of Boston and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts have higher proportions of 
employment in the services and finance, insurance, and real estate sectors, than the nation as 
a whole. Section 1.2.1 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR provides a more detailed 
description of the service industry in the region, including the number and names of major 
employers. 


31. The complete NAS Architecture 4.0 and a summary called the Blueprint for NAS Modernization are posted on the FAA web site at 
www.faa.gov/nasarchitecture. 
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1.5.2 


1.5.3 


Table 1.5-1 

Share of Employees by Industry Sector 
Industry Sector Boston MA US 
Services 40% 36% 30% 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 22% 23% 23% 
Manufacturing 11% 14% 15% 
Government 11% 12% 15% 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 8% 7% 6% 
Construction and Mining 3% 4% 5% 
Transportation, Communications and Utilities 4% 4% 5% 


Source: US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment and Eamings, September 1998. 


The major service industries in the region include financial services, research and develop- 
ment, higher education, consulting, high technology, and health care and medical services. 
All of these industries are travel intensive because they operate in national and global 
markets with clients around the world. These industries often involve collaborative efforts 
among individuals or corporations that work closely together despite distances. Boston’s 
hospitals and medical services are internationally recognized and highly rated, and therefore 
draw patients from around the world. As a global center for these industries, the region also 
hosts related conferences and conventions. Similar large gatherings from many other 
industries are drawn by the region’s historic, cultural and natural attractions. 


Tourism and the Regional Economy 


Tourism is a key sector of the local and regional economies, and tourists that arrive by air 
typically spend more, stay longer, and provide more economic benefits to the region than 
those arriving by other modes. In Massachusetts, approximately 108,000 full-time jobs are 
created by the tourism industry, and 30,000 of these are located in Boston.%* The number of 
visitors to the Greater Boston area has increased by 5 percent annually between 1992 and 1997, 
rising from 8.8 million to 11.1 million.*$ Visitors come from all over the US and the world. 
Over half of Boston’s US visitors come from outside New England and more than one-fourth 
arrive by air. More than a million international visitors (excluding residents of Canada and 
Mexico) come to Boston annually, each spending an average of $1,400 during their stay. 


Logan is a Major Employer and Economic Catalyst 


In addition to supporting the intercity travel needs of the region’s businesses and 
facilitating the tourism trade, Logan itself is a major contributor to the regional economy. 
Activity at Logan generated an estimated $1.4 billion in direct economic benefits and 


32 1997 Fact Sheet, Greater Boston Convention and Visitors Bureau 
33. 1998 Fact Sheet, Greater Boston Convention and Visitors Bureau 
34 1997 and 1998 Fact Sheets, Greater Boston Convention and Visitors Bureau 
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$5.0 billion, or an average of $13.6 million every day, in total economic benefits during 
Fiscal Year 1998 (see Table 1.5-2).% 


As owner and operator of Logan Airport, Massport provides most of Logan’s major 
facilities, leases land and building space to other businesses at the airport, and coordinates 
ground access services to Logan. Massport employs more than 700 people at Logan. 
Massport is also continually planning for the airport’s future needs through capital 
investment programs and is responsible for financing the facilities, as well as raising the 
necessary capital by leveraging revenue primarily from fees and rentals paid by airport 
users. Some airport costs are partly offset by federal grant money. 


More than 60 airlines serve Logan and some 100 aviation-related businesses provide airport 
support services. Passenger travel services are augmented by restaurants and retail shops in 
the terminals; hotels; banks; medical offices; rental car agencies; and limousine, bus and taxi 
services. Of the 15,000 people working at Logan, only about 5 percent are employed by 
Massport, with the remaining 95 percent are employed by private industry and other 
government entities. In addition to the direct economic impacts of these activities at Logan, 
indirect benefits are generated as the tourist and supplier industries support the air 
transportation business at Logan. Additional economic activity and jobs, generated by these 
employees through the “multiplier” effect as they spend their paychecks, are included in the 
$5.0 billion of total economic benefits generated by Logan each year (see Table 1.5-2). 


Table 1.5-2 
Estimated Economic Impact of Logan - Fiscal Year 1998 
Activity ~ Amount in $ millions 
Direct Economic Benefits: 
Employee Payroll and Benefits from Direct Activity $713 
State and Local Tax Revenue from Direct Activity 84 
Mass Turnpike Authority Tolls and MBTA* Fare Revenue 31 
Public and Private Expenditures of Facility Tenants and Operators 381 
Direct Income to Select Companies/Tenants _ 162 
Subtotal Estimated Direct Economic Benefits $1,371 


Indirect and Induced Economic Benefits: 


State and Local Tax Revenue from Indirect Facility Activity $ 178 
Visitor Expenditures 2,467 
Travel Agency Commissions 298 
Income Multiplier (on Employee Payroll and Benefits only - net of taxes) _ 654 

Subtotal Estimated Indirect and Induced Economic Benefit $3,597 
Total Estimated Economic Benefits $4,968 


* 


MBTA -- Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
Source: Massachusetts Port Authority, Economic Impact Analysis, Fiscal Year 1998. 
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1.6 Cost of Delay on Logan Users 


1.6.1 


1.6.2 


1.6.3 


Delays at Logan impose substantial costs on airlines and passengers. Massport estimates 
that Logan flight delays cost airlines and passengers more than $300 million in 1998. 
When flights are delayed, the following types of costs are incurred: 


m Airlines experience additional operating costs such as increased fuel, maintenance and 
crew costs; 


m Passengers onboard the aircraft risk missed connections and lose personal or work- 
related time. 


Additional costs, that have not been quantified, accrue to people waiting to meet delayed 
passengers and to shippers who may miss important flight or delivery times. Additional 
discussion of the costs of delay was provided in Section 1.6 of the Airside Project Draft 
EIS/EIR. 


Cost of Delay to Airlines 


The costs associated with delay are often difficult to quantify and require the use of 
different metrics. The magnitude of airport user costs can be estimated from data on 
airline operating costs and from FAA statistics on the value of time. Based on these 
metrics, the estimated airline cost per hour of delay ranges from $348 for a representative 
regional carrier non-jet aircraft up to $1,585 for a representative 150-seat jet. Given the 
mix of aircraft operating at Logan, the average airline cost of delay is estimated at $1,115 
per hour. 


Cost of Delay to Airline Passengers 


When flights are delayed, passengers incur lost time. The average passenger aircraft at 
Logan enplaned (or deplaned) 53 passengers in 1998.3” On average, when a Boston aircraft 
is delayed by a single hour, 53 passengers each lose one hour of time. In a 1997 FAA 
Office of Aviation Policy and Plans (APO) Bulletin, the US DOT/FAA recommended the 
use of a $27 per hour value of time** for the evaluation of regulatory programs impacting 
airline passengers. Using this value, the average economic cost to airline passengers for a 
single hour of aircraft delay is $1,431 per flight. 


Total Cost of Delay 


Considering the impact of delay on both airline operating costs and lost passenger time, 
the total cost of delay at Logan is estimated at approximately $2,500 per hour, producing 


36 Regional aircraft costs reflect a blend of 19-seat Beech-1900 and 34-seat Saab 340. In 1998, these were the most prevalent regional aircraft at Logan. 
37 Massport statistics. 
38 US DOTI/FAA, ‘Treatment of Values of Passenger Time in Economic Analysis,” APO Bulletin (APO-97-1), June 1997. 
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an annual cost of more than $300 million in 1998.9 The hourly cost of delay can be applied 
to the estimated hours of delay reduction that will result from the various Airside Project 
Alternatives, in order to quantify the benefit associated with each. 


1.7 Federal/State Purpose of this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR 


This Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, like the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, was jointly 
prepared by the FAA and Massport. Because this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and the 
Draft EIS/EIR form parts of the federal record of compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and related provisions of federal law, both have been 
prepared under the control and responsibility of the FAA. 


Massport is the proponent of all the actions studied in this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR with 
the exception of the proposed reduction in approach minimums on Runways 22L, 27, 15R, 
and 33L. FAA is the proponent of the reduced approach minimums. FAA also has primary 
federal jurisdiction and responsibility with regard to regulatory review and approval of 
airport layout plans, and airport improvement program grants of financial assistance for 
such projects. Therefore, FAA is acting as the lead federal agency under NEPA with 
responsibility for preparing this Supplemental DEIS. The Massachusetts Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs, MEPA Office, is the reviewing agency for the Final EIR. 


1.7.1 NEPA/MEPA History of the Airside Project 


A range of Logan-specific alternatives to reduce congestion and delay and enhance safety 
and efficiency at Logan have been considered in the Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project (Airside Project). The Project was initiated in 1993 as a feasibility study that 
examined the nature of delays at Logan and evaluated the potential delay savings and 
efficiency and safety enhancements for a range of improvement concepts.° The concepts 
evaluated in the Airside Improvements Feasibility Study evolved from alternatives 
considered in previous studies, most notably the FAA’s Boston Logan International Airport 
Capacity Enhancement Plan (CEP) published in October 1992. Additional sources for the 
concepts included the Logan Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 


(December 1993) and recommendations by Massport staff, airlines, and the Air Transport 
Association (ATA). 


40 Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase | Report, prepared by Jason M. Cortell Associates, Inc. for the Massachusetts Port Authority, 
July 20, 1995. 
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Based on the results of the Airside Improvements Feasibility Study completed in 1995, the 
Massport Board in July 1995 selected seven improvement concepts for advancement of a 
more detailed operational and environmental analysis through a joint federal and state 
EIS/EIR. The seven alternatives were presented in the Environmental Notification Form 
(ENF) for the Airside Project and further developed during the federal and state EIS/EIR 
scoping process. Consistent with the federal and state scopes, the Airside Project Draft 
EIS/EIR assessed the following improvement concepts: 


m Construction of a unidirectional Runway 14/32; 

m Construction of a Centerfield Taxiway; 

m Extension of Taxiway Delta; 

m Realignment of Taxiway November; 

m Optimization of taxiways in the southwest corner of the airfield; 

@ Reduction in approach minimums on Runways 22L, 27, 15R, and 33L; and 


m Implementation of Peak Period Pricing. 


The analytic framework for assessing the various alternatives was structured to provide a 
comprehensive assessment of improvement concept packages. 


Out of the possible alternatives, Alternative 1A emerged as the one best able to satisfy the 
Airside Project’s purpose and need. If available in 1998, Alternative 1A would have reduced 
delays during northwest wind conditions by nearly 90 percent. Alternative 1A, the 
Preferred Alternative includes all actions analyzed with the exception of Peak Period 
Pricing. 


The Preferred Alternative reduces delays without unnecessarily imposing the economic 
costs associated with Peak Period Pricing on regional carriers and small communities. 
Airline overscheduling is not currently a problem at Logan but could emerge in the future. 
Massport has designed a Peak Period monitoring system for early identification of airline 
overscheduling, and will initiate a Peak Period Pricing program if warranted by future 
conditions. 


The Preferred Alternative significantly reduces congestion and delay at Logan particularly 
during northwest wind conditions; achieves important air quality and noise benefits; and 
increases the safety and efficiency of airfield operations. 


There is no feasible and prudent alternative to the Preferred Alternative that would achieve 
the purpose and need of the Airside Project. The Preferred Alternative is part of a broader 
program that includes aggressive development of regional options to relieve Logan and all 
reasonable steps to minimize adverse effects of airport operations. 
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On February 1, 1999, Massport and the FAA jointly submitted the Airside Project Draft 
EIS/EIR that analyzed proposals contained in the Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project. After careful review of the extent and causes of delay at Logan, the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR evaluated the likely level of delay and the environmental implications if 
nothing is done. This evaluation was completed using state-of-the-art delay modeling 
techniques and reflected the range of likely activity levels at Logan over the coming decades 
and the projected role played by regional airports and rail to divert traffic which would 
otherwise utilize Logan. 


A Notice of Availability of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was published in the Federal 
Register on February 26, 1999 and in the Environmental Monitor on February 23, 1999. The state 
and federal comment periods, which started on the notification dates, ended on April 22 and 
April 23, 1999, respectively. Public Hearings were held by the FAA on April 7, 1999 at the 
State Transportation Building in Boston and on April 8, 1999 at the Holiday Inn in East Boston. 


On May 7, 1999, the Secretary of Environmental Affairs issued a Certificate on the Airside 
Project Draft EIR which determined that the Draft EIR adequately and properly complied 
with the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (M.G.L. c. 30, §§ 61 - 62H) and with its 
implementing regulations (301 C.M.R. 11.00) and provided specific direction for additional 
analysis to be included in the Final EIR. 


In January 2000, after reviewing a draft Final EIS, the FAA requested preparation of a 
Supplemental Draft EIS to address a series of specific issues. At the FAA’s direction, an 
SDEIS panel was formed consisting of three members appointed by the Governor of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three members appointed by the Mayor of the City of 
Boston. Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the SDEIS panel convened in 
March of 2000 and held 12 formal meetings and five informational visits to the regional 
airports and the Logan air traffic control tower. To provide appropriate background, the 
SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS; answers to key letters 
written by members of the public, concerned agencies and public officials responding to the 
Draft EIS/EIR; and a series of 15 visual and written presentations from the Airside Project’s 
technical consulting team and other independent industry experts. Based on the SDEIS 
Panel process, the FAA developed specific additional analytic tasks to be included in this 
Supplemental Draft EIS. (The FAA task directive and minutes from the SDEIS Panel 
meetings are contained in Appendix A of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). 


This document includes the additional analysis identified by the FAA as a result of the 
SDEIS Panel review process and constitutes the Supplemental Draft EIS. This document also 
responds to the EOEA May 7, 1999 Certificate on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and 
includes separate volumes containing responses to individual comment letters received on 
the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 
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1.7.2 


FAA Determinations 


1.7.2.1 NEPA Record of Decision 


Final FAA NEPA determinations are to be made in the FAA Record of Decision following 
completion of the EIS process. 


1.7.2.2 FAA’s Regulatory Determinations 


Pursuant to FAA’s regulatory responsibilities, this Supplemental Draft EIS sets forth 
evidence demonstrating that: 


(a) The project is reasonably consistent with existing plans of public agencies for 
development of the area; 


(b) Fair consideration has been given to the interests of communities in or near the 
project location; 


(c) Appropriate action has been or will be taken to restrict, to the extent reasonable, the 
use of land in the vicinity of the airport to purposes compatible with airport operations; 


(d) Appropriate air and water quality requirements will be satisfied; and 


(e) The action is consistent with the approved state coastal zone management program. 


1.7.2.3 FAA’s 4(f) Assessment 


As set forth in this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the Preferred Alternative will not use any 
publicly owned land from a public park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or 
land of an historic site. As a result, a Section 4(f) finding is unnecessary. 


1.7.2.4 FAA’s Non-Applicability Finding with Respect to Clean Air Act 
Conformity 


There are no adverse air quality impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative. In fact, 
the Preferred Alternative provides air quality benefits when compared to the No Action 
Alternative. Under Section 176(c) of the Federal Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. § 7506(c)(1), the 
FAA is prohibited from engaging in, supporting in any way, or providing financial 
assistance for, licensing or permitting, or approving any activity that does not conform to 
a state implementation plan (SIP). Massport is seeking various FAA approvals for the 
Preferred Alternative at Boston-Logan International Airport in Boston and Winthrop, 
Massachusetts. Massachusetts has developed a SIP to achieve attainment of the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for ozone and a SIP maintenance plan to 
maintain the NAAQS for carbon monoxide (CO). The Massachusetts SIP lays out a 
program of controls which seek to control CO emissions directly, and seeks to reduce 
ozone by reducing emissions of the ozone precursors volatile organic compounds (VOC) 
[or non-methane hydrocarbons] and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). 
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1.7.2.5 ALP Approval 


The FAA examines, prior to issuing an airport layout plan (ALP) approval or approving 
financial assistance, whether the Preferred Alternative conforms to the Massachusetts 
State Implementation Plan’s (SIP’s) purpose of controlling CO and ozone precursor 
emissions. For purposes of Section 176(c), the Preferred Alternative is a non- 
transportation project, subject to the general conformity regulations, 40 C.F.R. Part 51, 
Subpart W and 40 C.F.R. Part 93, Subpart B. 


The Preferred Alternative would not cause emissions that exceed annual General 
Conformity threshold levels, nor is it a regionally significant action; therefore the 
proposed action is presumed to conform to the SIP. By reducing congestion and delay in 
aircraft operations, the Preferred Alternative is expected to reduce CO and VOC 
emissions under predicted future conditions. 


Since the Preferred Alternative will result in a net reduction of emissions over the 

No Build alternative for both the 29M Low Fleet and the 37.5 M High Fleet scenarios, the 
project advances the purposes of the Massachusetts SIP. Because the Preferred Alternative 
will not cause or contribute to any NAAQS violation in any area, and will not delay 
timely attainment of any NAAQS or any required emission reductions or other milestones 
in any area, the FAA finds that the Preferred Alternative conforms with the Massachusetts 
SIP, with the statutory requirements of 42 U.S.C. § 7401 ands 7506(c)(1), and with the 
regulatory requirements of 40 C.F.R. Part 51, Subpart W and 40 C.F.R. Part 93, Subpart B. 


1.7.2.6 FAA’s Determination Regarding Environmental Justice 


For the reasons set forth in Section 6.8 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the FAA 
concludes that the Preferred Alternative does not have a high and adverse 
disproportionate impact on populations protected by federal environmental justice 
policies. FAA has committed to approve and fund under the Airport Improvement 
Program, sound insulation of all residences falling within the predicted 65 dB Day-Night 
Sound Levels (DNL) contour for the Preferred Alternative under the 29 M Low Fleet 
scenario, the worst case scenario in terms of noise exposure levels. This includes all areas 
within the City of Chelsea that would be newly included in the 65 dB DNL contour with 
the Preferred Alternative. The FAA commitment will be set forth in the Record of 
Decision. Massport has committed to sponsor and pay for the state’s share of sound 
insulation costs. 
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1.8 Conclusion 


By every available measure of delay, Logan has a serious delay problem. In 2000, Logan was 
the 6" most delayed airport in the US based on FAA OPSNET statistics, yet it ranked 12” in 
terms of total aircraft operations. FAA data indicate that Logan’s record for arrivals is even 
worse, ranking as the 2 most arrival-delayed airport in the nation. 


Logan generally operates on three-runway configurations that can accommodate 
approximately 120 aircraft operations per hour. Most Logan delays occur when wind or 
weather conditions require all aircraft arrivals and departures to be accommodated on 
two or fewer runways, producing a substantial decline in airfield operating capacity. As 
described in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the following chapters, the Preferred 
Alternative includes construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32, which would correct 
an underlying limitation of the Logan airfield — the lack of a third available runway in the 
northwest/southeast operating direction—and allow normal operational capacity to be 
maintained during northwest wind conditions. With construction of Runway 14/32, the 
Preferred Alternative will address the most preventable cause of serious delays at Logan 
Airport. 


It is clear that growth in the Boston and regional economies will continue to stimulate 
increasing demand for air transportation services at Logan. The challenge faced by 
Massport and the FAA is to safely and efficiently accommodate current and future levels of 
demand in an environmentally responsible manner, given the existing physical and 
operational constraints at Logan. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR explored actions that 
Massport and the FAA can take to improve operational efficiency and enhance safety at 
Logan. The individual improvements and alternative packages, including the Preferred 
Alternative, are discussed in Chapter 3 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


The following chapter of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR examines the emerging role that 
regional airports and high speed rail will play in absorbing an increasing portion of the 
region’s air travel demand, and assesses the impact of these regional options on the need for 
airside improvements at Logan. 
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Logan’s Role in the Regional 
Transportation System 


Key Points 


Many comments received on the Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report’ (Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR) focused on 
regional transportation issues and the importance of planning for Boston-Logan International 


Airport in a regional context. These comments were reiterated by the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) appointed Supplemental Draft EIS Panel (SDEIS Panel) throughout 
the nine-month review process. The SDEIS Panel repeatedly voiced the need for ongoing 
regional planning by all relevant regional transportation agencies. In response to the high 
level of public interest and concern, this chapter expands upon the regional transportation 
analysis that was presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and reports on the progress 
of regionalization efforts. Specifically, this chapter describes the impact that regional 
transportation options are having on Logan Airport, the role that Logan plays in a regional 
system, and planned initiatives to promote a coordinated regional transportation system. 


m For more than a decade, transportation planning studies have recommended a regional 
transportation strategy for New England that includes an expanded role for the regional 
airports, high-speed inter-city rail as an alternative to air travel, and physical 
improvements at Logan Airport. 


m The region has made considerable progress towards achieving the vision of these 
regional transportation studies. Substantial capital investments and marketing 
initiatives have increased passenger acceptance and use of regional airport options to 
Logan Airport. The December 2000 launch of Amtrak’s Acela service will provide 
Boston-New York passengers with high-speed rail service, another option to Logan 
Airport service. These accomplishments will divert considerable air passengers from 
Logan Airport to other regional airports or travel modes and will reduce the region’s 
reliance on Logan for high-speed, intercity travel. 


m Service expansion at T.F. Green/ Providence Airport to the south and Manchester 
Airport to the north has created regional air travel options in New England. By 
attracting a substantial level of airline services to short- and medium-haul’ markets, 
these airports are not only recapturing passengers generated within their own primary 


1 Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report, Massport, February 1999. 
Short-haul services are less than 750 miles, medium-haul services are 750 to 1,499 miles, and long-haul services are greater than 1,500 miles. 
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service areas, but are also absorbing demand from the periphery of Logan Airport’s core 
service area. 


m Massport’s 1999 Passenger Survey confirms that aggressive service expansion at other 
regional airports, particularly the Manchester and T.F. Green/Providence Airports, is 
diverting passengers from the areas outside of Metropolitan Boston away from Logan 
Airport. The share of Logan air passengers with a trip origin in the geographic area 
outside Interstate-495 has decreased over time, from 22 percent in 1993, to 14 percent in 
1999. Massport estimates that regional airports diverted 2.4 million passengers from 
Logan in 1999, 


m Massport is enhancing the capabilities of Worcester Regional Airport and Hanscom Field 
to offer more choices to air carriers, general aviation users and the traveling public. 


Q Since 1995, Massport has been working with the City of Worcester to market 
Worcester Regional Airport to air carriers. In January 2000, Massport assumed 
operating responsibility for this airport, and is committed to developing a critical 
level of air services. Massport has already been successful in attracting several new 
services to Worcester. These include Delta Connection service to Atlanta, American 
Eagle service to New York JFK, and Pan Am service to Orlando Sanford 
International Airport. These services and continued air service development will 
enable Worcester Regional Airport to attract a meaningful share of Logan Airport 
passengers from central Massachusetts and the Metro West suburbs of Boston. 


Q Massport is also committed to maintaining Hanscom Field within the regional 
transportation system. Hanscom will continue to serve primarily as a general 
aviation reliever for Logan Airport, with regional carriers operating niche- 
commercial air services. 


m Massport is promoting increased utilization of regional airports and high speed rail to 
accommodate a greater share of the region’s inter-city travel demand. 


m Convenient ground access to Logan Airport as well as the regional airports will promote 
an efficient regional transportation network. Several progressive ground access 
improvement projects at Logan, as well as T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester, and 
Worcester Regional airports, will likely reduce ground traffic congestion and improve the 
convenience of regional airports. 


m Massport supports the regionalization of New England’s transportation network and 
continues to work with aviation transportation agencies including the FAA, the 
Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission (MAC), other New England State Aviation 
Directors, and the regional airports, to ensure the efficient use of the region’s 
transportation infrastructure. Massport, the FAA, and the regional airport directors 
have agreed to undertake an update of the 1995 New England Regional Airports Air 
Service Study. This New England Airports System Study will evaluate the impact of recent 
regional airport developments on Logan Airport, identify constraints to regional airport 
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growth, and highlight strategies for optimizing New England’s regional aviation 
system. 


m Every major regional transportation study has recognized that the proposed Airside 
Project improvements at Logan are critical to the success of an efficient regional 
transportation system in New England. Logan will continue to function as the region’s 
primary airport, accommodating the core Metropolitan Boston demand and the region’s 
demand for international and domestic long-haul travel. The Airside Project 
improvements that Massport and the FAA have proposed would rectify an underlying 
limitation of the Logan airfield that causes excessive delays in northwest wind 
conditions. While regional airports and rail are essential elements of a balanced and 
efficient inter-city travel network, they cannot relieve Logan delays that occur in specific 
weather conditions because of a shortcoming in the airfield geometry. 


2.1. Overview 


Even before the inception of the Airside Improvements Planning Project various concerned 
citizens and transportation planners have questioned whether increased utilization of other 
airports and high-speed rail would negate the need for Airside Project improvements at 
Logan. This question was also raised during the Supplemental DEIS Panel process. Both 
opponents and proponents of the proposed Logan Airside Project improvements agree that 
increased utilization of other facilities and modes is a necessary strategy for meeting the 
growing demand for inter-city travel and maintaining the region’s economic success. But, 
even with high utilization levels, regional airports and high-speed rail would not reduce 
Logan’s demand to levels that would solve Logan’s delay problem. 


Enhancing the region’s transportation infrastructure requires continued development of 
regional transportation options and investment to improve the efficiency of Logan Airport. The 
analyses in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR clearly 
demonstrate that regional airports and improved rail services are not “alternatives” but rather 
“complements” to the proposed infrastructure improvements at Logan. Regional airports and 
high-speed rail are part of a balanced and efficient regional transportation system. Developing 
and promoting these options will slow the growth in future demand for Logan Airport, but will 
not eliminate Logan’s essential role in the regional transportation system. 


Transportation planners have long identified the need for other airports and transportation 
modes to accommodate a greater share of the region’s travel demand. Historically, Logan 
accommodated the majority of the region’s demand for high-speed, inter-city travel, 
accounting for more than three-quarters of the region’s air passengers in the early 1980s. 
Transportation agencies, including Massport, have actively pursued strategies to increase 
the use of regional transportation options with the goal of reducing the region’s reliance on 
Logan Airport. Through a combination of these efforts and market forces, the regional 
airports have increased their share of New England’s air passengers from 22 percent in the 
early 1980s to 38 percent in 1999 (Figure 2.1-1). 
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Figure 2.1-1 
Regional Airports’ Share of New England Air Passengers 


45% 


40% 4 38% 
36% 
34% 


35% 4 32% 32% 33% 350, 31% 31% 31% 32% 


30% 4 
25% 1 22% 
20% + 


15% 4 


10% 


1982 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 


L_i| | — I | | 
Boston Strategic NE NE 
NETI 


Regional High Assessment Regional Regional 
Airport Speed Second Report Airports Airports 
System Rail Major Study Study 

Study Benefits Airport Phase 1 Phase 2 


Study Study 


Regional Transportation Studies 
Source: U.S. DOT, Form 41, Part 298/C and airport records. 


While regional transportation options increase the efficiency of the overall transportation 
system, they do not diminish the need for an efficient Logan Airport. Logan plays a critical 
role in the regional transportation system by serving the Boston market area, which 
represents the largest concentration of population and commerce in the entire six-state 
region. As the most populous area in New England, Boston is also the region’s largest 
generator of inter-city trips. In the global economy, high-speed access to distant markets on 
this continent and beyond is increasingly important to the region’s economic success. Since 
the region’s demand is primarily concentrated in the Boston area, Logan is the cornerstone 
of a regional transportation system and the principal airport for reaching distant long-haul 
domestic and international markets. 


Ongoing efforts to improve regional transportation options are already changing the dynamics 
of inter-city travel to and from New England. Passenger traffic at the regional airports has 
increased by 13 percent per year since 1996, while Logan’s passenger traffic grew by only 

2.5 percent. As efforts to develop regional options have increased, Logan’s share of the region’s 
air passengers has declined from 68 percent in 1996 to 62 percent in 1999. 


Although more passengers than ever are choosing regional airports and Logan’s passenger 
growth has slowed, flight delays at Logan have not abated. The analysis conducted during 
this Airside Project EIS/EIR review process as well as all FAA and Department of 
Transportation (DOT) data, show a consistently high level of flight delays at Logan even as 
passenger growth has slowed. 


While there are several causes of the delays that Logan passengers experience, a principal 
cause of Logan’s delay problem is the inability of the airport to handle normal demand 
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during strong northwest winds. Proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 is specifically 
designed to correct the underlying shortcoming in the airfield layout that causes excessive 
delays in northwest winds. There is no regional transportation alternative that could address 
the limitations in Logan’s existing runway geometry and eliminate northwest wind delays. 


Several regional transportation planning studies have concluded that regional transportation 
options and physical improvements at Logan are both essential for satisfying New England’s 
transportation need. The region must work to expand transportation options and at the same 
time improve the efficiency of Logan Airport. This was reiterated by independent 
transportation experts who participated in the Supplemental DEIS Panel process. A truly 
regional transportation system cannot function without an efficient Logan Airport and Logan 
cannot operate efficiently if the source of northwest wind delays is not addressed. 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR presented a detailed description of Logan’s role within the 
broader regional transportation network and an analysis of alternatives to Logan Airport that 
included regional airports, rail and videoconferencing. It was estimated that these 
alternatives could divert up to 7.3 million air passengers from Logan over the next decade. 


The Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA) May 7, 1999 
Certificate on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR® requested that Massport report on the 
current status of ground access improvements at the regional airports and their potential 
impact on future passenger levels; update estimates of passenger diversion to regional 
alternatives; and summarize the environmental impacts of regional airport expansion. 
Based upon discussions during the SDEIS Panel process, the FAA also stressed the 
importance of regional system planning and requested that Massport expand the 
regionalization analysis by reporting on the planned New England Airports System Study. 
This study will identify additional regional strategies for reducing Logan delays, by adding 
historical context to regional planning issues, and by describing the on-going nature of 
regionalization efforts. This chapter responds to these concerns by: 


m Summarizing key points from the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 


m Describing the regionalization of air transportation in the eastern New England area 
and presenting an expanded regional transportation analysis 


m Discussing the increasing role of the regional airports in accommodating the region’s air 
travel demand and the evolving role for Logan within the regional airport system 


m Addressing the roles that T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester, Worcester Regional, 
Hanscom, and Logan airports can play in the emerging regional aviation system 


m Analyzing the potential Logan traffic relief that could be provided by Worcester 
Regional Airport 


3 The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the Logan 
Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report, May 7, 1999. 
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m Summarizing the status of various rail projects and their potential to divert passengers 
from Logan 


m Discussing the impact of all of the regional alternatives (regional airports and rail), on 
the future demand for Logan and the need for Airside Project improvements 


m Reporting on the status of proposed ground access improvements at Logan, 
Manchester, T.F. Green/Providence and Worcester Regional airports 


m Summarizing the documented environmental impacts of growth at the regional airports 
(See Appendix B of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR) 


The findings of this expanded regional analysis are consistent with the conclusions of the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR: (1) even with increased utilization of the regional airports 
and high-speed rail, the demand for Logan services generated within its primary market 
area (inside I-495) will continue to grow; (2) in light of this continuing demand for air 
service out of Logan, delays will not improve solely as a result of increased utilization of 
regional airports and high-speed rail; and (3) Logan’s current and projected level of delay 
can be relieved only through the additional Airside Project improvements that comprise 
the Preferred Alternative. 


2.2 The New England Regional Airport System 


2.2.1 


Logan Airport’s Role in the Regional Airport System 


Boston is the largest metropolitan area and the center of commercial activity in New 
England. In 1999, there were 3.9 million people residing in the Boston metropolitan area, or 
29 percent of New England’s total population (Figure 2.2-1). Boston’s high concentration of 
people, businesses, and attractions, makes it the largest generator of inter-city passenger 
trips in the region. Since air travel demand is primarily a function of the local population 
base, income levels, and economic activity, Boston’s Logan Airport has naturally developed 
into the largest and busiest airport in the six-state region. 
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As Figure 2.2-2 shows, Logan historically has accommodated most of the air passenger 
activity in New England, in addition to the demand generated by the Boston area. In the 
early 1980s, Logan accounted for a disproportionate share of the region’s air travel demand 
capturing more than three-quarters of New England’s air passengers. By the late 1980s, 
Logan’s passenger share declined to 68 percent as airlines responded to deregulation by 
adding services to other New England airports. However, in the early 1990s, when 
economic conditions weakened, air travel demand declined throughout the region. As a 
result, the regional airports failed to gain ground and Logan’s passenger share remained 
constant at around 68 percent. 


Figure 2.2-2 
Logan’s Share of Passenger Enplanements in New England 
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Note: Includes enplaned passengers at Logan, Hartford/Bradley, T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester, Portland, 
Burlington, Bangor, Tweed New Haven, and Worcester. 


Source: US DOT, Form 41 and Part 298/C. Airport records for Logan and various regional airports. 


Recognizing that the region’s demand for air travel would grow over time and that Logan 
was becoming increasingly delayed, transportation planners began to develop regional 
transportation strategies to actively promote growth at the region’s other airports and to 
develop alternative modes to air travel. Since 1989, a series of transportation planning 
studies, which are summarized in Table 2.9-2, examined regional transportation options for 
accommodating future demand. Many of these studies were cooperative efforts that reached 
across transportation agencies and state borders and involved public participation. 


The outcome of the regional transportation studies was a shared commitment among the 
New England states, Massport, and other transportation agencies to develop and promote 
inter-city travel options throughout the region. Recommendations included increasing the 
use of underutilized airports and developing high-speed rail as an alternative mode to air 
travel. The studies also recognized Logan’s central role in the region’s intercity travel 
network and consistently concluded that landside and airside infrastructure improve- 
ments, which would improve the efficiency of Logan, were a critical component of a 
successful regional transportation strategy. 
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Many of the regional transportation strategies articulated by these studies are being 
implemented and are having a meaningful impact on intercity travel to and from 

New England. In terms of air travel, the region has further reduced its reliance on Logan 
Airport. In 1999, Logan enplaned 62 percent of the region’s air passengers compared to 
68 percent in 1990 and 78 percent in 1980. The decline in Logan’s share is a result of 
coordinated efforts to increase air service options at the regional airports. 


The growth exhibited by the regional airports is changing the role of Logan within the 
broader regional airport system. In the new regional environment, Logan is serving two 
primary functions. First, because of its proximity to the greatest concentration of travel 
demand in the region, Logan is the primary airport for passengers originating within 
Interstate 495. Logan is the best airport for serving the majority of the air travel needs of these 
passengers. It is not only the closest airport for most of these passengers, but it receives 
service from more airlines to more destinations than any other airport in New England. 


Logan also functions as the primary airport for the long-haul’ domestic and international 
travel needs of the entire region. Currently, there is only a single daily flight from a 
regional airport to a long-haul domestic market’ and no scheduled flights to overseas 
destinations. Long-haul services have not developed at the regional airports, because the 
areas served by the regional airports lack a sufficient base of demand for travel to these 
destinations as well as connecting traffic. Opportunities for future growth in long-haul 
domestic and international services at the regional airports will be explored in the 
upcoming New England Regional Airport System Plan. For the foreseeable future, Logan is 
the only airport in New England that can serve as an international gateway for the region. 


Logan’s role as the primary airport for passengers that originate outside of I-495 has already 
diminished and is expected to diminish even further over time. Several of the regional 
airports have made considerable gains in obtaining direct services to short-haul high density 
markets and airline connecting hubs. Massport and the regional airport authorities are 
working together to ensure continued growth in air services at the regional airports. 


The Logan Airport 1999 Air Passenger Survey, which tracks ground origin patterns of 
Logan Airport passengers over time, indicates that the geographic area which Logan serves 
has narrowed over time. As Figure 2.2-3 shows that in 1993 and 1996, approximately 

20 percent of Logan’s passengers originated from cities and towns outside of 1-495. The 
most recent survey shows that in 1999 the share of Logan’s passengers originating outside 
of I-495 decreased to just over 14 percent. These data confirm that aggressive service 
expansion at the surrounding regional airports is diverting passengers from Logan to the 
regional airports. The 1999 Air Passenger Survey data implies that approximately 

2.4 million air passengers opted to use one of the regional airports instead of Logan. 


4 Long haul markets are markets that are over 1,500 miles in distance. 
5 Southwest Airlines operates a daily flight from T.F. Green/Providence to Houston Hobby Airport in Texas. Additional long-haul domestic services are 
available at the Hartford/Bradley Airport, but, because of distance, this airport is not an option for air travelers in the Boston metropolitan area. 
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2.2.2 


Logan’s Role in the Regional Transportation System 


Figure 2.2-3 
Logan’s Passenger Demand is Concentrated within 1-495 
Percentage Point Change in Logan 1999 Logan Passengers 
by Ground Origin 
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Source: Massport Logan Passenger Survey, 1996, 1999 


In addition to expanded service options at the regional airports, high-speed rail is also 
expected to relieve some of the burden on Logan Airport. On December 11, 2000, Amtrak 
initiated its high-speed Acela service, between Boston’s South Station and New York’s 
Pennsylvania Station offering passengers an alternative mode to air travel. This service, 
which continues on to Washington, DC represents an attractive and competitive option to 
high-speed air travel in the Northeast Corridor. As this service develops and more trains 
are added to Amtrak’s schedule, as many as 1.2 million passengers’ are expected to switch 
from air travel to rail travel, further reducing the region’s reliance on Logan for travel to 


short-haul markets. 


The Role of Regional Airports 


In addition to Logan, the New England region is also served by several smaller commercial 
service airports throughout the six-state area (see Figure 2.2-4). ’ The regional airports closest to 
Logan’s core service area, defined as the region within Interstate 495, have the greatest potential 
for serving some of the demand that has historically used Logan Airport. These airports include 
the T.F. Green/Providence Airport to the south, Manchester Airport to the north, and Worcester 
Regional Airport to the west. In 1999, these airports accommodated a combined total of 

8.0 million passengers, approximately 30 percent of Logan’s passenger traffic. These have been 
among the fastest growing airports in New England. In 1997 and 1998, T.F. Green/Providence 
Airport and Manchester Airport, respectively, were the fastest growing airports in the nation. In 


6 Final EIS/EIR and 4(f) Statement, Northeast Corridor Improvement Project, U.S. DOT, Federal rail Administration, October 1994. 

7 The New England Regional Airports Air Passenger Service Study defined the Hartford, Providence, Manchester, Portland, Bangor, Burlington, 
Worcester and New Haven airports as the region’s principal commercial airports, other than Logan Airport, since all of these airports either supported or 
had previously supported commercial jet passenger services. Limited commercial passenger service was subsequently introduced at Hanscom Field in 
Bedford, Massachusetts and at Pease International in Portsmouth, New Hampshire in 1999. Commercial service at Hanscom Field is on regional airline 


turboprop aircraft while Portsmouth is served with jet aircraft. 
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2000, passenger traffic at Worcester Regional Airport more than doubled as a result of 


Massport’s aggressive efforts to attract new airline services to Worcester. The remarkable growth 


at these airports signals an important change in how the region’s air travel demand is 


accommodated. Through extensive investments and growth in new, competitive services, the 


regional airports have become attractive service options and are capturing increasing numbers 


of passengers that have historically relied on Logan Airport. 


In 1999, Manchester and T.F. Green/Providence remained the fastest growing airports in 


New England, with passenger levels increasing by 45 and 11 percent, respectively, over 
1998 levels (see Table 2.2-1). Hartford/Bradley International, the largest of the regional 
airports, grew by only 2.1 percent in 1999, but growth for 2000 increased to double digits 


due to the initiation of Southwest Airlines’ service at the end of 1999. Over the past decade, 


the Worcester Regional Airport experienced a steep traffic decline, but that trend was 


reversed in 2000. New airline services initiated at Worcester Regional Airport in February 


and July 2000 caused passenger activity levels to more than double from 50,000 in 1999 to 


106,000 by the end of 2000. 


Figure 2.2-4 
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Regional CY 1999 
Rank Airport Passengers 

1 Hartford/Bradley 5,751,578 

2 T.F. Green/Providence 5,146,854 

3 Manchester 2,825,136 
4 Portland 1,372,016 
5 Burlington 871,110 

6 Bangor 418,838 

7 Tweed/New Haven 90,808 

8 Worcester 49,976 
Subtotal 16,526,304 

Logan 27,052,078 

Total Region 43,578,382 


Note: Passengers are enplaned/deplaned passengers 
For Logan Airport and enplaned passengers times 2 
for regional airports. 
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Table 2.2-1 
Passenger Activity at New England Regional Airports and 
Logan Airport — 1998 to 1999 


1998 1999 

Passengers“ § Passengers** Percent Percent 

Airport* (millions) (millions) Change of Total 
Hartford Bradley International, CT 5.63 5.75 2.1 13.2 
T.F. Green/Providence, Warwick, RI 4.62 5.15 11.3 11.8 
Manchester, NH 1.94 2.83 45.4 6.5 
Portland, ME 1.31 1.37 5.0 3.1 
Burlington, VT 0.88 0.87 (0.8) 2.0 
Bangor, ME 0.45 0.42 (7.7) 1.0 
Tweed New Haven, CT 0.09 0.09 11 0.2 
Worcester, MA*** 0.08 0.05 35.2 0.1 
Subtotal 15.01 16.53 10.1 37.9 
Logan Airport* 26.53 27.05 2.0 62.1 

Total 41.53 43.58 49 100.0% 


Source: The New England Regional Airports - 1999 Annual Summary, Massport. 

" New England airports that have historically supported regularly scheduled passenger services. 

Enplaned plus deplaned passengers. 

In 2000, Worcester Regional Airport passengers more than doubled from approximately 50,000 in 1999 to 106,000 passengers. 
+ Includes international passengers. 


From 1996 to 1999, passengers using the regional airports increased by 13 percent a year, 
while passenger traffic at Logan Airport increased by only 2.5 percent annually 

(Figure 2.2-5). This is in contrast to the period from 1990 to 1996, when Logan’s passenger 
traffic increased by 1.6 percent and the regional airports grew more slowly, at 1.0 percent 
per year. The significance of this is that, since 1996, the regional airports began to 
accommodate an increasing share of the region’s passenger traffic. 


The regional airports have been able to increase their share of the region’s travel demand 
because airlines have begun to change the way in which they serve the region. Historically, 
the airlines concentrated their services at Logan and only offered limited air services at the 
regional airports. Regional airport services were infrequent, higher-priced, operated with 
smaller, less desirable turboprop aircraft, and required connecting flights to reach most 
destinations. In 1996, the regional airports, particularly T.F. Green/Providence and 
Manchester, began to receive significantly improved services, including lower-priced 
flights, more frequencies, and more direct jet flights, due in part to marketing efforts by 
individual airports, as well as cooperative marketing efforts. As a result, these airports 
have experienced exceptional air passenger growth (Figure 2.2-6). 
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Figure 2.2-5 
Comparison of Air Passenger Growth Trends for New England and 
the US — Average Annual Passenger Growth 
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Source: Massport, and FAA, FAA Aerospace Forecasts, various years. 


Figure 2.2-6 
Average Annual Passenger Growth by Airport- 1996 to 1999 
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The groundbreaking 1995 New England Air Passenger Service Study, which was the first 
study to assess air service opportunities from a regional perspective, identified the need for 
low-fare services at the regional airports. The study concluded that the introduction of low- 
fare, jet services would increase the utilization of the regional airports. If services at the 
regional airports were competitive with services at Logan, the regional airports would be 
able to attract passengers who originate within the regional airport service areas, but travel 
to Logan Airport for air service. This study led to the first cooperative air service marketing 
efforts in the region and a change in perceptions among airline planners as to how to serve 
the New England market. 


Higher service levels have raised the profile of regional airports, particularly T.F. Green/ 
Providence and Manchester, and transformed them into attractive options for many Logan 
Airport passengers. A major accomplishment has been the introduction of Southwest 
Airlines, the nation’s premiere low-fare carrier, into the New England market. Southwest 
Airlines decided to avoid Logan Airport and to serve the Boston Metropolitan region by 
establishing operations at T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Hartford /Bradley 
International airports.” This is further evidence that Logan and the regional airports are 
operating as a regional system of airports. 


As Figure 2.2-7 shows, since 1996, the regional airports have accommodated most of the air 
passenger growth in New England. During the 1980s and the early 1990s, Logan 
accommodated 60 to 77 percent of the region’s new passenger traffic. More recently, from 
1996 to 1999, only 27 percent of the region’s passenger growth occurred at Logan Airport 
and 73 percent occurred at the regional airports. 


Figure 2.2-7 
Distribution of New England Passenger Growth — Regional Airports vs. Logan 
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Note: Regional airports include Providence, Manchester, Worcester, Bangor, Burlington, Hartford, New Haven, and Portland. 
Source: Airport Records and US DOT, Form 41 schedules. 
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Regional airports are playing a larger role in serving the region’s demand because they have 
benefited from substantial increases in air service offerings over the last three years. The airports 
that have benefited the most by achieving a critical mass of competitive services are the ones 
closest to the core Boston Logan Airport service area, ie. T.F. Green/Providence and Manchester 
airports. 


2.2.3 T.F. Green/Providence Airport 


In October 1996, Southwest Airlines and Delta Express both commenced low-fare jet services at 
T.F. Green /Providence Airport.’ Southwest Airlines, which strategically offers low-fare, 
short-haul, high-frequency, point-to-point service, is the nation’s fourth largest airline in 
passenger boardings. Figure 2.2-8 displays non-stop service from Providence (and Manchester) 
to key destinations in the eastern US. Southwest Airline’s entry at T.F. Green/ Providence 
Airport was also its first entrance into the New England market. 


Figure 2.2-8 
Comparison of Nonstop Jet and Turboprop Markets Served from T.F. Green/ 
Providence and Manchester Airports— August 1995 and August 2000 
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9 Both airlines initiated service in October 1996. Delta Express served the market for the entire month, while Southwest service commenced on 
October 27, 1996. 
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Southwest began its operation at T.F. Green/ Providence Airport with 14 daily, nonstop flights 
to several key business and leisure markets: Baltimore / Washington, Chicago Midway, 
Orlando, Tampa and Nashville. By December 1999, Southwest Airlines increased its overall 
services at T.F. Green/Providence to 23 daily, nonstop departures. In 2000, Southwest Airlines 
continued to expand its services and now provides 27 daily, nonstop departures from 

T.F. Green/Providence. 


Also in October 1996, Delta Express, a low-fare subsidiary of Delta Air Lines, inaugurated 
low-fare jet services at T.F. Green/Providence, providing two daily, nonstop flights to 
Orlando and a daily, one-stop flight to West Palm Beach." 


Figure 2.2-8 (Cont'd) 
Comparison of Nonstop Jet and Turboprop Markets Served from T.F. Green/ 
Providence and Manchester Airports— August 1995 and August 2000 
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10 Delta Express service between T.F. Green and West Palm Beach was subsequently discontinued. 
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Other significant service improvements at T.F. Green/Providence Airport are as follows: 


In June 1998, US Airways’ low-fare service operation, MetroJet, entered the 

T.F. Green/ Providence market with six daily nonstop flights to Baltimore, with 
connecting services to Florida destinations. By August 1998, MetroJet had increased 
its service to seven daily, nonstop departures from T.F. Green/Providence Airport. 


In 1998, Air Ontario, an Air Canada regional commuter carrier, began serving the 
Providence-Toronto, Ontario market with three, daily, roundtrip, non-jet commuter flights. 


In 1999, Continental Airlines began offering nonstop service to Houston. It also 
supplemented its nonstop Cleveland jet service with two daily roundtrip flights on 
regional jets. In 1999, Continental upgraded its nonstop services to Newark from 
turboprop to large jet aircraft. 


In 2000, Southwest Airlines added four daily nonstops services to Islip and one daily 
nonstop service to Phoenix. 


Also in 2000, Atlantic Coast, a regional partner with United Airlines, upgraded its 
service to Washington Dulles Airport from turboprop to regional jet aircraft. 


The introduction of these services to the Providence market has been highly successful. 


Between 1996 and 1999, passenger traffic at T.F. Green/ Providence Airport increased by 


2.7 million passengers. In 1997, the year after the beginning of Southwest Airlines and 


Delta Express services, the airport achieved 63.5 percent passenger growth, making it 


the fastest growing United States airport in 1997. In 1998, growth slowed to 13.7 percent, 


and in 1999, to 11.3 percent, but it is still well above the average growth rate for the New 


England region and the United States industry. 


Over the last several years, the Rhode Island Airport Corporation (RIAC) and the FAA 
have made a number of capital investments at T.F. Green/ Providence including: 


Construction of a $207-million terminal building with seven additional aircraft gates, 
and addition of a dual level roadway and access road. 


Construction of two 1,500-space parking garages to accommodate the increase in 
automobile traffic. 


Construction of various taxiway and runway improvements, including a Category II 
Instrument Landing System (CAT II ILS), to accommodate the increase in aircraft 
traffic. 


Construction of a new Federal Inspection Services (FIS) facility. 


On-going residential and school sound insulation. 
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2.2.4 


RIAC is about to embark on a new airport master plan for the T.F. Green/ Providence 
Airport to address future airport needs. This will be, at least, a 2-year effort that will 
consider the feasibility of extending both runways. 


Manchester Airport 


In June 1998, Southwest Airlines continued its expansion into the New England market 
by inaugurating services at Manchester Airport in New Hampshire. The airline began 
serving Manchester with 12 daily, nonstop flights to key markets including Baltimore / 
Washington, Chicago Midway, Nashville and Orlando. By 1999, Southwest Airlines 
added one daily, nonstop flight to Kansas City, totaling 13 daily departures. 


In June 1998, MetroJet also commenced services at Manchester Airport. MetroJet offered 
four daily, nonstop jet departures to Baltimore/Washington, with connecting services to 
Florida destinations. By August 1998, MetroJet increased its nonstop Baltimore service to 
five daily, nonstop flights. 


Other key service improvements at Manchester Airport are as follows: 


m In1998, Northwest Airlines introduced three daily, nonstop jet flights to its Detroit 
connecting hub; by 2000, it increased its service to five daily flights during the peak 
travel months. 


m In1999, Continental Express inaugurated twice-daily, nonstop service to Cleveland 
with regional jet aircraft. In 2000, Continental upgraded its Manchester-Newark 
services from turboprop aircraft to large jet and regional jet aircraft. 


m= InFebruary 2000, Delta Air Lines added two daily nonstop regional jet flights to its 
Atlanta hub. Later in the year, Delta upgraded the service to large jet aircraft. 


Consistent with the experience at T.F. Green/Providence Airport, the introduction of 
these services at Manchester substantially increased passenger traffic. Between 1996 and 
1999, passenger traffic increased by 1.6 million passengers. In 1998, traffic increased by 
73.6 percent over the prior year, making Manchester the fastest growing airport in the 
United States. Extraordinary growth at Manchester continued in 1999, with passenger 
traffic increasing by 45.4 percent over the preceding year. 


Since the early 1990s, significant capital investments at Manchester Airport have 
included: 


m Construction of a 158,000-square-foot passenger terminal. 


m Construction of a six-level parking garage with a capacity for 4,800 cars. 
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m Construction of a new airport entrance road. 

m Construction of a 97,000-square-foot general aviation terminal. 

m Reconstruction/extension/instrumentation of Runway 6/24 from 5,000 feet to 7,000 feet. 
m Construction of anew United States Customs facility. 

m Ongoing residential sound insulation. 


Most of the FAA funds for the development of Manchester’s new terminal in the 1990s 
were discretionary funds provided by the Military Airport Program (MAP). MAP is a 
special feature of the Airport Improvement Program (AIP) allocated to former military 
bases that can serve to complement congested airports such as Logan Airport. 
Manchester Airport expects to handle five to seven million annual passengers by 2005. 
In November 2000, the Manchester Airport Authority announced plans to seek $121.5 
million to fund additional airport development over the next five years. The plan calls 
for two terminal building additions, including a 70,000-square-foot addition, 
construction of a second parking garage, and roadway improvements. When completed 
in 2005, the project will have added eight additional aircraft gates. The second parking 
garage will be similar in size to the recently completed garage with more than 4,000 
spaces. Recently the FAA announced approval of Manchester Airport’s request for a 
Letter of Intent (LOI) of approximately $60 million over the next seven years to 
reconstruct and extend Runway 17/35 from 7,000 feet to 9,000 feet. 


On the air service side, airport management is instituting an aggressive marketing 
program to attract new airline services to Manchester Airport. 


2.3. The Complementary Roles of Logan and 
the Regional Airports in a Regional 
Airport System 


The recent airline service expansions at the T.F. Green/Providence and Manchester 
airports are significant accomplishments from a regional planning and development 
perspective. The expanded service offerings have created true airport options for air 
passengers, and have effectively expanded the roles of these airports in serving the 
region’s air travel demand. These airports now have a critical mass of low-fare, direct 
services to popular short- (under 750 miles) and medium-haul (750 to 1,499 miles) 
destinations giving many passengers that originate north and south of I-495 an attractive 
option to Logan Airport. 
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The T.F. Green/ Providence and Manchester Airports now offer a considerable portion 
of the available airline services in the region. In 2000, the Providence and Manchester 
Airports provided 28 percent of available seat capacity to short-haul markets. Earlier, in 
1990 and 1996, Providence and Manchester were providing less than 20 percent of short- 
haul seat capacity (Figure 2.3-1). Similarly, their service share to medium-haul markets 
rose from 12 to 22 percent, but their share of long-haul capacity increased to just one 
percent. 


Figure 2.3-1 
Share of Nonstop Seat Capacity by Market Distance - T.F. Green/Providence and 
Manchester Compared to Logan Airport for 1990, 1996 and 2000 
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While the T.F. Green /Providence and Manchester Airports have increased their roles in 
the short- and medium-haul sectors, lower overall traffic densities within their respective 
market areas will prevent them from materially penetrating the thinner, long-haul market 
sector. Because of basic airline operating economics, Logan itself is served with fewer 
nonstop flights to long-haul markets, such as Los Angeles, compared to frequently 
traveled-to short-haul markets, such as New York. Hence, it is unlikely that the smaller, 
less-dense markets at T.F. Green/ Providence, Manchester, and other regional airports 
could support a significant level of nonstop, long-haul services. Logan will remain the 
region’s primary airport for reaching long-haul domestic and international destinations, 
while also serving the short- and medium-haul demand generated within its core market 
area (the area inside I-495). 


By garnering a critical mass of services in the short- and medium-haul market segments, 
the T.F. Green/Providence and Manchester airports have been able to accommodate the 
majority of the region’s passenger growth in these segments. From 1996 to 1999, short- 
haul demand generated by the three-airports increased by 2.3 million passengers. 
Seventy percent of this growth, or 1.6 million, new, short-haul passengers used the T.F. 
Green/ Providence or Manchester Airports instead of Logan Airport (see Figure 2.3-2). 


The substantial increase in medium-haul services at the two regional airports had a similar 
impact on airport usage. The three-airport system generated 2.0 million more medium- 
haul passengers, with the T.F. Green/ Providence and Manchester Airports 
accommodating 78 percent of the increase, or more than 1.6 million passengers, as 

Figure 2.3-2 shows. 


Figure 2.3-2 
Share of Absolute O&D Passenger Growth in the Logan/T.F. Green/Providence/ 
Manchester Airport System - By Market Distance Category, 1996 - 1999 
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Source: USDOT, O&D Survey, and T-100. 
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The new traffic captured by the regional airports consists of untapped passenger 
demand stimulated by the introduction of low-fare services, passengers who shifted 
from ground modes to air because of the lower cost of air travel, and passengers who 
would have otherwise used Logan Airport, but switched to the regional airports because 
of new service offerings, competitive air fares and greater convenience. 


Logan continues to be the primary airport for long-haul passengers (traveling to/from 
domestic and international markets), accommodating nine out of 11.2 million long-haul 
passengers generated by the three airports. From 1996 and 1999, the airport system 
generated 2.8 million additional long-haul passengers. Because Logan Airport leads the 
available services in this market segment, the regional airports attracted only half of this 
increase, or 1.4 million origin-destination (O&D) passengers, as Figure 2.3-2 shows." 


Figure 2.3-3 shows recent growth trends at Logan Airport which confirm that the 
region’s reliance on Logan for travel to short- and medium-haul destinations is 
declining. From 1996 to 1999, the number of Logan Airport passengers traveling to 
short- and medium-haul markets grew relatively slowly at average annual rates of 
3.3 and 2.1 percent, respectively. The number of long-haul passengers using Logan 
Airport grew at a faster rate, increasing by 5.6 percent per year. 


Figure 2.3-3 
Logan Airport’s Average Annual 0&D Passenger Growth by 
Trip Length to 1996 to 1999 
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Source: US DOT, Origin-Destination Survey, and T-100. 


11. The majority of T.F. Green/Providence and Manchester passengers traveling to/from long-haul domestic and international markets require 
connecting service. 
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Figure 2.3-4 shows that Logan Airport’s dominance in the long-haul sector is especially 
evident when examining its international traffic growth. From 1996 to 1999, the number 
of international passengers at Logan Airport increased almost five times as fast as 
domestic passengers. While total Logan Airport passengers increased by 2.5 percent per 
year during that period, international passengers grew at 7.5 percent per year and 
domestic passengers grew by just 1.6 percent per year. 


Over time, long-haul traffic at Logan is expected to continue to grow faster than the 
short- and medium-haul market segments, solidifying its role in the regional airport 
system as the primary airport for long-haul travel. 


Together, Logan and the regional airports will play essential roles in the emerging 
regional airport system. Logan Airport will remain the primary airport for passengers 
originating within I-495 and traveling to short-, medium- and long-haul destinations. 
The regional airports will play larger roles by functioning as the primary airports for 
short- and medium-haul demand that originates outside of I-495. Demographics, the 
distribution of demand within the region, and airline operating economics all dictate 
that Logan will continue to function as the region’s primary airport for travel to long- 
haul domestic and international airports. 


New England is well on its way towards achieving a true regional system of airports, but 
more can be done. Massport is working towards developing the Worcester Regional Airport 
to create a new airport option for passengers that originate in central Massachusetts and the 
western suburbs of Boston. The T.F. Green/Providence and Manchester Airports are 
engaged in development and planning efforts to ensure that they can continue to capture 
and accommodate passenger demand from their primary and expanded service areas. 


Figure 2.3-4 

Average Annual Passenger Growth at Logan Airport by 
Type of Service - 1996 to 1999 
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Source: Massport 
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The Pease Development Authority seeks to increase the role of the Pease International 
Tradeport in the regional transportation system and is aggressively marketing the facility to 
passenger and cargo airlines. Massport and the regional airports are undertaking 
cooperative marketing campaigns to increase passenger awareness of regional airport 
options to Logan. All of these efforts will move the region closer to the goal of a more 
efficient and balanced system of airports. 


2.4 The Role of Worcester Regional Airport 


T.F. Green/Providence and Manchester Airports are models of successful air service 
development that have contributed to the development of a regional system of airports 
in New England. Massport envisions the Worcester Regional Airport as the regional 
airport solution for air travel demand generated in central Massachusetts and the 
MetroWest suburbs. (see Figure 2.4-1). 


Figure 2.4-1 
Worcester Regional, T.F. Green/Providence, and Manchester Airports’ 
Service Area and Location Relative to Logan Airport 
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2.4.1 Worcester Regional Airport Catchment Area 


Worcester Regional Airport’s natural catchment area is similarly sized to that of the 
Manrchester Airport, which currently supports 50 daily jet departures to 15 destina- 
tions.” Each airport has a population base of about 1.0 million people residing within a 
25-mile radius. For Worcester Regional Airport, this natural service area extends east to 
the Framingham/ Natick area, north to Fitchburg, west to Belchertown, and south 
beyond the Connecticut and Rhode Island borders. 


Four competitive airports are within an approximate one-hour drive of Worcester 
Regional: Logan is 46 miles east, T.F. Green/ Providence Airport is 41 miles south, 
Manchester Airport is 67 miles north, and Hartford /Bradley International Airport in 
Windsor Locks, Connecticut is about 71 miles southwest of Worcester Regional. Since 
these larger, well-served airports are within a reasonable driving range, the Worcester 
Regional Airport must attract a competitive level of services that includes frequent jet 
flights and attractive airfares to compete with these nearby airports. 


2.4.2 Worcester Regional Airport Service Area Demand 


The Worcester Regional Airport service area, defined by a 25-mile radius, generates 
about 2.1 million annual origin-destination passengers.’ This is an estimate of 
unconstrained demand, which essentially assumes equal access, service levels, and 
airfares for Worcester Regional and the surrounding airports. Since Logan Airport will 
continue to have a higher level of air services than Worcester, the Worcester Regional 
Airport will never capture 100 percent of its market area demand. However, in 1998, 
Worcester Regional Airport captured only three percent of its estimated passenger 
demand, indicating that the airport has substantial growth potential. 


A survey conducted in 1999 of Worcester-area travel agencies and their airline ticket 
sales indicated that more than half of the demand generated within the Worcester 
Regional market area uses Logan Airport and almost one-third uses the T.F. Green/ 
Providence Airport, as Figure 2.4-2 shows." 


The large portion of Worcester area passengers that uses Logan Airport indicates that 
service development at the Worcester Regional Airport would provide relief to Logan 
Airport. Similarly, the large portion of traffic using the T.F. Green/Providence Airport is 
an indication that T.F. Green/Providence is already providing relief to Logan Airport. 
Before the low-fare service expansion at T.F. Green/Providence, Logan Airport was 
capturing 80 percent of Worcester area passengers,’ thus T.F.Green/Providence is 
capturing Worcester-area passengers that were formerly using Logan Airport. 


12 Official Airline Guide, October 2000. 

13 Based on previous estimates of Worcester’s catchment area passenger demand as presented in the New England Regional Airports Air 
Passengers Service Study, 1995 by SH&E and the Passenger, Cargo, Economic Feasibility Study for Worcester Airport, 1995 by Sabre Decision 
Technologies. 

14 Worcester Travel Agency Ticket-Lift Survey, conducted by SH&E, Inc. during summer 1999. 

15 New England Regional Airports Air Passenger Service Study — Phase 2, Worcester Travel Agency Ticket-Lift Survey, 1996. 
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Figure 2.4-2 
Worcester Area Passengers by Originating Airport - 1999 Travel Agency 
Ticket Lift Survey 
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Source: Worcester Ticket Lift Survey, 1999 


The Worcester Travel Agency Ticket Lift Survey also revealed airport usage patterns by 
destination (see Table 2.4-1). It showed that Logan Airport was the airport of choice for 
key, short-haul, business markets capturing 51 to 70 percent of area passengers traveling 
to Washington, Atlanta, New York and Philadelphia. Offering a minimum of hourly 
service to each of these destinations, the carriers operating at Logan Airport provide a 
distinct advantage over the services provided by carriers at other airports. 


Passengers traveling to markets with a lack of direct flights from the regional airports, 
such as Tampa, Ft. Myers, Dallas/Ft. Worth and St. Louis, most often used Logan 
Airport. T.F. Green/Providence attracted high shares of passengers (48 to 77 percent) in 
several markets, particularly destinations served with nonstop or multiple-stop flights 
on Southwest Airlines: Orlando, Chicago, Los Angeles, Detroit, Phoenix, and Baltimore. 
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Table 2.4-1 
Airport Usage Patterns by Destination for Worcester-Area Passengers- 1998/1999 


Rank Market BOS PVD BDL MHT ORH Total 
1 Orlando 31.9% 18.9% 1.3% 0.5% 100.0% 
2 Chicago 3.7% 4.0% 0.8% 100.0% 
3 New York 23.0% 2.1% 1.8% 8.7% 100.0% 
4 Atlanta 13.5% 20.4% 1.3% 1.7% 100.0% 
5 Detroit 29.2% 7.9% 3.4% 0.5% 100.0% 
6 Tampa 28.4% 17.4% 2.2% 2.6% 100.0% 
7 Washington 23.8% 3.7% 0.5% 20.8% 100.0% 
8 Fort Lauderdale 18.7% 0.1% 1.6% 100.0% 
9 Fort Myers 23.2% 15.3% 1.8% 1.2% 100.0% 

10 Phoenix 31.0% 2.3% 1.9% 0.3% 100.0% 
11 Los Angeles 36.9% 3.7% 1.1% 0.0% 100.0% 
12 Philadelphia 13.8% 3.9% 1.3% 11.0% 100.0% 
13 Baltimore 11.0% 2.6% 7.9% 2.0% 100.0% 
14 Dallas/Fort Worth | 64.8% 13.5% 19.4% 1.0% 1.3% 100.0% 
15 St Louis 73.4% 23.1% 3.1% 0.4% 0.0% 100.0% 


Subtotal 46.2% 36.8% 11.7% 2.0% 3.3% 100.0% 
All Other 60.8% 27.6% 74% 2.5% 1.8% 100.0% 


Total 53.5% 32.2% 9.6% 2.3% 2.5% 100.0% 


Source: Worcester Travel Agency Ticket Lift Survey, 1999. 
Note: | Shaded box indicates the airport with the highest market share. 
BOS = Logan PVD=T.F.Green BDL=Bradley MHT=Manchester ORH = Worcester 


2.4.3 Worcester Regional Airport Air Traffic and Service Trends 


Worcester Regional Airport has accommodated scheduled passenger service since the late 
1940s.'° However, these services were limited and passenger traffic grew only modestly. After 
reaching 90,000 passengers (enplaned and deplaned) in 1957, passenger levels declined until 
1986. In that year, Worcester Regional Airport experienced brief unprecedented growth. 
Airport passenger traffic increased sharply from 58,000 in 1985 to a peak of 355,000 in 1989, as 
Figure 2.4-3 shows. 


Between 1986 and 1989, Worcester Regional enjoyed exceptionally strong air traffic growth. 
This was a period of rapid growth in the local and national economies and of major expansion 


within the airline industry. In 1989, Worcester Regional received daily jet services to Baltimore, 
Newark, Detroit, and Pittsburgh. 
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Figure 2.4-3 
Worcester Airport Passenger Enplanements — Calendar Year 1984 to 2000 
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Source: USDOT, Form 41 - Schedule T3 and Part 298/C, and Airport Records. 


Worcester Regional Airport’s passenger traffic began to decline again in 1990, the same 
year that the Massachusetts economy entered a difficult recession. Massachusetts was 
particularly hard hit because the local economy was heavily tied to the defense and 
mainframe computer industries, which were also declining. At the same time, the airline 
industry was consolidating, which, coupled with slower economic growth and 
weakened air travel demand, led to severe financial losses. As airlines tried to 
rationalize their merged networks and stem financial losses, they withdrew services 
from many small communities like Worcester. Worcester itself was impacted by the 1990 
merger of US Airways (then USAir) and Piedmont Airlines. 


In 1993, the New England economy entered another period of prosperity, but passenger 
traffic at Worcester Regional Airport did not rebound to previous levels as other 
regional airports did. In 1999, 50,000 commercial airline passengers used Worcester 
Regional Airport, compared to its peak of 355,000 passengers in 1989. After aggressive 
marketing efforts by Massport, traffic at the Worcester Regional Airport more than 
doubled to 106, 000 passengers in 2000. 


As Figure 2.4-4 shows, in its peak year, Worcester Regional Airport was served with 

15 daily departures to nine destinations, nine on jet aircraft and six on turboprops. In 
1989, Worcester Regional received scheduled passenger services from Piedmont (now 
US Airways), US Airways, Continental and Northwest Airlines. The airport had nonstop 
services to New York LaGuardia, Newark, Baltimore, Pittsburgh and Detroit. Worcester 
Regional Airport’s peak level of service, however, proved to be insufficient to attract the 
necessary levels of passenger traffic to relieve growth pressures at Logan Airport or to 
establish Worcester Regional as a viable air service market. The resulting effects of this 
were the withdrawal of carriers from the market and the decline of traffic. 
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2.4.4 


Figure 2.4-4 
Worcester Regional Airport Nonstop Service - August 1989 
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As of August 2000, the Worcester Regional Airport was served by three commercial 
passenger airlines. US Airways Express provides four daily, nonstop turboprop flights 
to Philadelphia. Atlantic Southeast Airlines, a Delta Connection carrier, provides two 
daily, nonstop regional jet flights to Delta Air Lines’ Atlanta hub. Finally, American 
Eagle flies three times a day to New York JFK International with turboprop aircraft. In 
February 2001, Pan Am initiated nonstop service between Worcester and Orlando 
Sanford International Airport. In April 2001, Delta Connection will increase its service to 
Atlanta to three daily roundtrips. 


In addition to general industry and economic conditions, facility, equipment, and 
ground access constraints also contributed to Worcester Regional Airport’s decline and 
slow recovery. The sections below explore these constraints. 


Worcester Regional Airport Service Feasibility 


Worcester Regional Airport’s past experience and the recent successes at T.F. Green/Providence 
and Manchester airports demonstrate that, to be an effective reliever in the regional airport 
system, the Worcester Regional Airport requires a critical mass of competitively priced services 
to key connecting hubs and major destinations. To assess Worcester Regional Airport's potential 
in serving the central Massachusetts and MetroWest passenger demand, the feasibility of 
potential Worcester Regional Airport air-service routes was analyzed. The carrier routes selected 
for feasibility analysis were based on existing air service patterns at the T.F. Green/Providence, 
Manchester, and Portland, Maine airports. Based on the same planning models and 
methodologies that airlines use to assess competitive market shares in a multi-airport 
environment, several jet, regional jet and turboprop routes were found to be feasible (see 

Figure 2.4-5). The analysis assumed convenient ground access to Worcester Regional Airport. 
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2.4.5 


Figure 2.4-5 
Candidate Worcester Regional Air Service Routes 
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Candidate air service routes from Worcester Regional Airport would include service to 
short-haul, high density, business markets such as Washington Reagan National and New 
York LaGuardia; service to major airline connecting hubs such as Atlanta, Philadelphia, 
Pittsburgh, Chicago O’Hare, Newark, and Cincinnati; and low-fare service to leisure 
markets, such as Orlando. If just four to five of these candidate air-service routes were in 
place in 2010, Worcester Regional could achieve 600,000 to 800,000 passengers per year, 
depending upon the exact routes. At this level of activity, Worcester Regional Airport 
could potentially recapture about 300,000 to 400,000 passengers that otherwise would use 
Logan Airport. 


Worcester Regional Airport’s Ability to Attract Air Service 


Several factors influence the ability of a regional airport, like Worcester Regional, to 
attract and sustain airline services. These include: 


The size of the airport’s catchment area and the associated demand for air travel 
The proximity of alternative airports 
The availability of airside facilities 


Effective marketing efforts to attract both airlines and passengers 


Adequate ground access to the airport 
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In nearly all of these measures, Worcester is a favorable air service market. The market 
area of the Worcester Regional Airport is sizeable and generates approximately 

2.1 million annual O&D passengers. However, because of its proximity to alternative 
airports, the Worcester Regional Airport requires a critical mass of air services in order 
to attract passengers from its substantial market area. 


Massport, with the aid of an air service marketing consultant, is engaged in an 
aggressive marketing campaign to attract new airlines and passenger services to the 
Worcester Regional Airport. On January 15, 2000, Massport assumed actual operating 
responsibility for Worcester Regional Airport with the goal of developing a more 
efficient regional transportation network by increasing the airport’s utilization. 
Massport has presented air service proposals to several airlines including Spirit Airlines, 
Jet Blue, American Trans Air, American Airlines, Delta Air Lines, Continental Airlines, 
Shuttle America, and Pan Am. Massport will continue these efforts, which have already 
resulted in several new services at Worcester: 


m = InFebruary 2000, Atlantic Southeast Airlines (Delta Connection), a regional carrier 
subsidiary of Delta Air Lines, began serving Worcester Regional Airport market with 
two daily flights to Atlanta, with 50-seat Canadair Regional Jets. This service has 
been so successful, with passenger load factors reaching 94 percent in August, that 
Delta Connection is adding a third daily roundtrip in April 2001. 


mg InJuly 2000, American Eagle initiated nonstop flights to New York JFK International 
Airport. The service is operated three times per day, with 34-seat Saab 340 turboprops. 


m On February 6, 2001, Pan Am began nonstop service from Worcester to the Orlando 
Sanford International Airport. This service operates once a day with Boeing 727 jet 
aircraft. 


The FAA and the City of Worcester have invested $33 million in airside and landside 
improvements to upgrade the Worcester facility. In the mid 1990s, a $15.7-million 
passenger terminal was constructed and more than $8 million was invested in navigational 
equipment and airfield improvements to enhance the Airport’s operational reliability. 


As part of a regional transportation project, the Massachusetts Highway Department 
(MassHighway) is working to improve road access to the Worcester Regional Airport. A 
number of ground access routes that will improve access in the city and provide a 
connection between the airport and the inter-state highway system are being evaluated 
by MassHighway. A surface route would not only reduce congestion on major 
thoroughfares in the city and improve access to several western suburbs, it would also 
provide a safe, direct route from the Massachusetts Turnpike (I-90) and 1-290 to 
Worcester Regional Airport. MassHighway submitted an ENF on the access road 
options to EOEFA and received a Certificate from the Secretary on February 11, 2000. A 
combined Draft EIS/EIR is expected to be filed in October 2001. If approved, 
construction of a new road is expected to begin in 2004 and be completed by 2007. 
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The Worcester Airport is an example of how Massport is actively involved in promoting 
a regional airport system and the extent to which coordination with federal, state and 
local agencies can effectively promote and improve transportation options in the region. 


2.5 Impact of Regional Alternatives on Logan 
Airport Demand 


Despite the strength of the local and national economies, Logan’s passenger traffic has 
grown more slowly than the United States average and the New England region for 
several years. The slower growth observed at Logan Airport coincides with 
extraordinary growth at neighboring regional airports. 


The regional airports, particularly T.F. Green/ Providence and Manchester, have 
become attractive options for many former Logan Airport users because of their 
proximity to the Boston metro area, lack of congestion, improved air service offerings, 
and low airfares. These airports will continue to dampen future growth at Logan by 
capturing a greater portion of the region’s growth in air travel demand, particularly in 
the short- and medium-haul travel sectors. 


Also, many of the inter-city rail projects, which were discussed in the Airside Project Draft 
EIS/EIR, are closer to implementation. These projects, which include Amtrak’s high-speed 
Acela service between Boston’s South Station and New York’s Penn Station, should also 
divert passengers from Logan Airport and reduce Logan’s future passenger growth. 


The increased role of regional airports and improved inter-city rail will continue to 
diminish passenger growth at Logan Airport. Based on this assumption, Massport has 
lowered its passenger growth projections. If growth continues at the slower rate 
observed over the last several years, Logan is expected to reach 34 million passengers in 
2010 and will not achieve 37.5 million passengers until 2015 (Figure 2.5-1). This revised 
passenger forecast, which assumes that regionalization continues, is carried through the 
operational and environmental analyses in Chapters 4 and 6. 


The operational analysis indicates that the proposed Airside Project improvements at 
Logan are necessary even with increased regional transportation options and significant 
passenger diversion from Logan to the regional airports and rail. While the expansion of 
regional transportation options will play an important role in reducing future demand 
for Logan Airport, it will not reduce passenger demand generated within Logan’s core 
market area or the long-haul domestic and international travel demand of the broader 
region. The proposed Airside Project improvements, particularly the construction of 
Runway 14/32, are needed to improve the reliability, efficiency and safety of current 
and future operations at Logan. Runway 14/32 is the only measure that will correct the 
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existing limitation in Logan’s airfield layout that causes excessive, yet avoidable, delays 
during northwest wind conditions. 


Figure 2.5-1 
Logan Airport Passenger Forecasts: Impact of Regional Transportation Options 
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2.6 Role of Other New England Commercial 


Airports 


2.6.1 


In addition to Logan, T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester, and Worcester Regional 
Airports, several other airports serve the New England region. These airports which are 
depicted in Figure 2.2-4, and described below, primarily serve areas outside the Boston 
Metropolitan Service Area in northern and southwestern New England. Because of their 
distance from Logan’s core service area, the potential role that these airports can play in 
diverting demand from Logan is limited. 


Hartford/Bradley International Airport, Hartford, Connecticut 


The Hartford/Bradley International Airport is the second largest airport in New England 
after Logan Airport. Located in northern Connecticut, its primary function is to serve air 
passenger demand that originates in the southwest region of New England. Because of its 
distance from Boston and its proximity to New York, the Hartford airport primarily serves 
passengers that would otherwise use New York City airports, and has no potential to 
divert passengers from Logan Airport. 


In October 1999, Hartford/Bradley International Airport became the third New England 
airport to receive Southwest Airlines’ low-fare jet services. As of October 2000, 
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2.6.2 


Southwest Airlines provides 13 daily departures from Hartford to Baltimore, Chicago 
Midway, Nashville and Orlando. Also in 1999, America West, another low-fare jet 
airline entered the Hartford market. America West provides one daily jet flight to Las 
Vegas, one daily jet flight to Phoenix, and three daily jet flights to Columbus, Ohio. 


Over the last year, other carriers have also expanded services at Hartford. Delta Air 
Lines added one daily jet flight to New York JFK International; Midway Airlines added 
an additional flight to Raleigh/Durham; Continental Airlines upgraded its Newark 
flight to a larger aircraft; and US Airways upgraded its services to Baltimore from US 
Airways Express turboprops to MetroJet jet services. 


Recent facility improvements at Hartford /Bradley International include renovations to 
Terminal B, the construction of anew FAA Tower, and a new firehouse. 


Portland International Jetport, Maine 


The Portland International Jetport, in Portland, Maine primarily serves the southern 
Maine area. The 1995 New England Airports Air Passenger Study concluded that the 
Portland Airport had only a minimal ability to attract passengers that originate in Logan 
Airport’s outer market area. However, Portland has historically relied on air services to 
Logan for connecting flights to destinations outside of New England. Thus, expanding 
air services at Portland can provide relief to Logan Airport by reducing the need for air 
services between Portland and Boston, which are often operated with small commuter 
aircraft. The economic feasibility of additional direct services from Portland will be 
analyzed in the upcoming New England Airports System Study (see Section 2.9.1, Table 2.9-3 
and Appendix B for a description of the study and the proposed work scope). 


In 1999, there was a decline in scheduled airline services at the Portland International 
Jetport compared to 1998. In terms of jet service reductions, Continental Airlines 
eliminated its daily nonstop service to Newark, United Airlines reduced it nonstop jet 
services to Chicago O’Hare from three daily roundtrips to 2, United discontinued one 
daily roundtrip to Washington Dulles, and US Airways reduced its Philadelphia service 
by one daily roundtrip. Among the regional carriers, both Business Express (now 
American Eagle) and US Airways Express reduced services to Boston and New York 
LaGuardia. 


Since 1999, the Portland International Jetport benefited from several airline service 
additions. Continental Airlines added two daily, nonstop jet departures to its Cleveland 
connecting hub. Northwest Airlines increased jet services between Portland and its 
Detroit connecting hub. US Airways added an additional daily jet flight to Philadelphia 
and a new nonstop regional jet flight to Washington Reagan National. These additional 
flights at Portland reduce the need for Portland passengers to fly to Logan Airport for 
connecting services. In fact, in 2000 American Eagle (formerly Business Express) reduced 
its turboprop services between Portland and Boston by three daily roundtrip flights. 
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Capital investment projects for the Portland International Jetport include a new 
roadway system, a 50,000-square-foot terminal with two new gates and a ramp addition, 
and improvements to the Maine Turnpike-Jetport interchange. 


Bangor International Airport, Maine 


The Bangor International Airport, in Bangor, Maine, is even more distant from Logan 
Airport and the Boston market area than the Portland International Jetport, so it plays 
no role in relieving local passenger demand for Logan Airport. Because of its distance 
from Boston and its comparatively small population base, Bangor is even more reliant 
than Portland on air services to Logan Airport for connections to national and 
international destinations. Thus, improving air services at Bangor can reduce the need 
for direct air services to Logan Airport. The economic feasibility of these types of 
services will be analyzed in the upcoming New England Airports System Study (see 
Section 2.9.1, Table 2.9-3 and Appendix B for a description of the study and the 
proposed work scope). 


In 1999, Delta Air Lines withdrew its mainline jet services at Bangor International 
Airport and replaced them with Delta Connection regional jets, operated by Comair, to 
Cincinnati. The change in Delta’s service pattern eliminated single plane services from 
Bangor to Delta Air Lines’s Atlanta hub and replaced two daily onestop departures to 
Cincinnati on large jets with four daily nonstops on regional jets. Other service changes 
included reductions in Continental Express services to Newark and US Airways Express 
services to Boston. Business Express added two daily nonstops to New York LaGuardia 
on non-jet aircraft. 


In 2000, overall airline services increased slightly at the Bangor International Airport. Pan Am 
entered the Bangor market with nonstop services to Pittsburgh and Portsmouth, NH (Pease 
International). However, Bangor Airport lost several of its direct services to the New 

York /Newark area. Continental Express withdrew its two daily, turboprop flights to Newark 
and American Eagle discontinued two of its daily, nonstop, turboprop flights to New York 
LaGuardia. To compensate for these service reductions, US Airways Express added a 
nonstop flight to Portland with continuing single-plane service to New York LaGuardia; four 
daily, nonstop flights to Boston; and two daily, nonstop flights to Philadelphia. 


Several facility improvements have been made at Bangor International Airport over the 
last several years. These improvements include taxiway improvements, the expansion of 
the commuter airline parking apron, the addition of enclosed passenger walkways, the 
rehabilitation of terminal and general aviation aprons, and the construction of a general 
aviation hanger. Over the next couple of years, the runway at Bangor International 
Airport will undergo major renovations to renew the life of the runway pavement. 
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2.6.5 


Burlington International Airport, Vermont 


Burlington International Airport is another distant airport that primarily serves air 
passenger demand originating in Vermont. Like other northern New England airports, it 
relies on air services to Logan Airport for connecting flights. To the extent that Burlington 
can attract more direct services to short-haul high density markets and airline connecting 
hubs, its reliance on air services to Logan will diminish. The economic feasibility of these 
types of services will be analyzed in the upcoming New England Airports System Study (see 
Section 2.9.1 and Appendix B for a description of the study and the proposed work scope). 


In 1999, the Burlington Airport benefited from several service upgrades. US Airways 
replaced a non-jet service to New York LaGuardia with a regional jet service. Similarly, 
United Express replaced a non-jet flight to Washington Dulles with a regional jet. 
Continental Express initiated new nonstop regional jet service to Continental’s 
Cleveland connecting complex. 


In 2000, Burlington International Airport gained many new air services. JetBlue, the 
nation’s newest low-fare jet carrier, entered the Burlington market with two daily, 
nonstop flights to its New York JFK hub. JetBlue, which former Southwest Airlines 
executives operate, is rapidly expanding its operations at JFK, offering connecting 
services to destinations throughout the country. Continental Express expanded its 
operation at Burlington International Airport by supplementing its turboprop services 
with regional jet flights to its Newark and Cleveland hubs. United Express upgraded its 
Washington Dulles services from turboprops to regional jets. Similarly, US Airways 
Express upgraded one of its flights to Washington Reagan National from a turboprop 
aircraft to a regional jet. 


Several significant capital improvements to Burlington International Airport are in 
various stages of construction. A 17,000-square-foot expansion to the terminal building 
is under construction. Other projects include the addition of a commuter ramp extension 
to accommodate regional jets, and construction of a 40,000- square-foot maintenance 
hanger and a three-level parking garage. 


Tweed-New Haven Airport, Connecticut 


Located in southern Connecticut, the Tweed-New Haven Airport has no impact on 
Logan Airport. It is not close enough to Logan’s core market area to provide any 
passenger relief and there are no scheduled services between New Haven and Logan 
Airport. Its service area largely overlaps with the Hartford/Bradley Airport service area. 


In 1999 and 2000, the airline services offered from the Tweed-New Haven Airport have 
remained unchanged. The airport continues to receive eight daily, nonstop departures 
from US Airways Express. Five flights link New Haven to US Airways’ Philadelphia 
hub and three nonstop flights are operated to Washington Reagan National. 
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The Tweed-New Haven Airport is currently conducting a Master Plan Study. In terms of 
capital improvements, an existing building has been modernized to serve as a new terminal. 


2.6.6 Other New England Commercial Passenger Airports 


In addition to New England’s principal, commercial service airports, described above, 
there is another tier of airports that serve isolated communities or provide niche- 
commercial airline services. (Figure 2.6-1) 


Several of these airports serve very small, remote communities that can only support 
services to Logan Airport. For these communities air service to Logan Airport is their 
sole access to the national air transportation network and destinations beyond Boston. 
These airports include Augusta, Presque Isle and Rockland, all in Maine. Other airports, 
such as Hyannis, Nantucket and Martha’s Vineyard, serve higher-demand markets with 
services to Logan Airport and other major Northeast airports during the peak travel 
season. New Bedford, MA” and Westerly, RI, are only served with air-taxi operations 
to/from island markets (Nantucket, Martha’s Vineyard and Block Island). Hanscom 
Field and Pease International did not receive scheduled passenger services until 1999. 
Both airports are now served with scheduled niche scheduled commercial airline 
passenger services. 


Most of these airports are very remote from the core Logan service area and have 
limited market areas. Consequently, they are unable to support a sufficient level of air 
services to attract passengers that now use Logan Airport, and play virtually no role in 
relieving Logan Airport. Since Hanscom Field is part of Massport’s proprietary airport 
system, it is somewhat of an exception and deserves further discussion. Because of the 
proximity of Pease International Tradeport, it also deserves further focus. 


2.6.7 Hanscom Field 


Hanscom Field, which Massport owns and operates, plays an important role in the regional 
transportation system as a general aviation reliever to Logan Airport with niche commercial 
passenger service. Hanscom Field accommodates a variety of general aviation operations, 
including private, business, charter and air taxi operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. 


17 —_ Environmental analysis for the potential lengthening of the runway at New Bedford to accommodate integrated cargo services, as well as regional 
jet services, is currently underway. A Draft EIS/EIR is expected to be filed with MEPA and FAA/NEPA by the end of 2001. 
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Figure 2.6-1 
Other New England Airports Receiving Commercial Air Passenger Service 
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Source: Official Airline Guide 


In 1999, there were 197,302 general aviation operations at Hanscom Field, an increase of 

7.7 percent over 1998 activity. Hanscom Field accommodated more than five times the 
number of general aviation operations that occurred at Logan Airport, which accommo- 
dated 38,000. Approximately 45 percent of Hanscom Field’s operations were conducted 
with single-engine, piston aircraft. Training operations, which consist primarily of 
practice take-offs and landings by flight school students and staff, represented over 

37 percent of Hanscom Field’s operations. Business jets, twin-engine turboprop aircraft, 
helicopters, and military aircraft accounted for the remainder of the activity. 
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Even when its training activity is excluded, Hanscom Field handles more than three 
times the number of general aviation operations that occur at Logan Airport. Moreover, 
there are about 400 general aviation aircraft based at Hanscom Field, while there are 
none based at Logan Airport. For many general aviation users, Hanscom Field is a more 
attractive facility than Logan Airport because it has lower user fees and less restrictive 
airspace. Massport does not require general aviation users to pay a landing fee at 
Hanscom Field,'* whereas Logan Airport users are required to pay a landing fee. These 
factors divert many operations from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field each year, as the 
substantially higher volume of general aviation activity at Hanscom Field indicates. 


In September 1999, Shuttle America, a new entrant regional/commuter airline began 
scheduled commercial passenger service from Hanscom Field to Trenton/Philadelphia 
and Buffalo (one stop via Trenton) with four daily, roundtrip flights on 50-seat Dash-8 
turboprop aircraft. In 1999, Hanscom Field accommodated 22,924 Shuttle America 
passengers and 1,164 Shuttle America aircraft operations. In 2000, the first full year of 
Shuttle America’s Hanscom services, there were 162,147 scheduled service passengers 
and 6,572 scheduled operations at Hanscom Field. In October 2000, Shuttle America 
scheduled four daily, nonstop flights to Buffalo and seven to Trenton/Philadelphia. On 
November 1, 2000, Shuttle America began serving the Hanscom Field-LaGuardia market 
with five daily roundtrip flights and increased its Hanscom—LaGuardia service from five 
to seven daily roundtrips in February 2001. 


Because the service areas of Logan, Manchester and Worcester Regional Airports 
envelope Hanscom Field’s service area and there has been rapid low-fare service 
development at Manchester Airport, Hanscom Field will continue to be a general 
aviation reliever for Logan Airport, while offering niche commercial airline flights, such 
as the Shuttle America services. 


Pease International Tradeport 


In 1991, the federal government transferred operational authority for the Pease Air Force 
Base in Portsmouth, New Hampshire to the Pease Development Authority (PDA). Since 
assuming control over the former military base, the PDA has worked to develop the 
facility into an international aviation hub. A new, 20,000-square foot passenger terminal 
with a Federal Inspection Service facility and a Federal Trade Zone designation was built 
at the Pease International Tradeport. In addition to the terminal, the FAA has provided 
funds to rehabilitate the taxiway and apron, as well as upgrade/add the runway ILS and 
approach lighting systems. Like Manchester Airport, Pease has received, and continues 
to receive, MAP funds, which are allocated to former military bases that can serve to 
complement congested airports, such as Logan. 


18 Hanscom Field operations that occur between 11:00 PM and 7:00 AM are assessed a nighttime surcharge of $42.00 for aircraft under 12,500 Ibs. 
and $306 for aircraft over 12,500 Ibs. For operators with more than 5 violations (on arrival or departure) in a single year, the nighttime surcharge is 
doubled starting with the sixth violation. 
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The PDA is marketing the airport, which has an 11,300-foot runway in addition to its new 
passenger terminal and FIS facility, to large air carriers. With these new facilities, the Pease 
International Tradeport is potentially an attractive market for charter operators and cargo 
airlines. The potential long-term role of Pease International Tradeport will be evaluated in 
the New England Airports System Study (see Section 2.9.1). 


In 1998, Pan American Airlines signed a long-term lease with the PDA, and, in 1999, it 
initiated scheduled and charter passenger service from the airport. Pan Am currently 
provides nonstop jet service to Orlando Sanford International Airport and Gary, 
Indiana. Emery Worldwide, an all-cargo airline, also serves Pease International 
Tradeport with one daily Boeing 727 freighter to Emery’s Dayton, Ohio cargo hub. In 
addition to aviation uses, there has been tremendous growth in other land uses on the 
former military base which have contributed to the local economy. 


General Aviation Reliever Airports 


In addition to New England’s regional commercial service airports there is another tier 
of airports that supports the general aviation component of the system. The role of these 
general aviation airports is appropriately identified in FAA’s National Plan of Integrated 
Airport Systems (NPIAS) as “Reliever” airports. General aviation reliever airports 
typically are located and developed to attract the general aviation activity that would 
otherwise be active at a nearby congested airport. The Boston regional system has five 
such airports: Hanscom Field in Bedford, MA; Norwood Memorial in Norwood, MA; 
Beverly Municipal in Beverly, MA; Lawrence Municipal in Lawrence, MA ; and Boire 
Field, in Nashua, NH. Almost 1,000 aircraft are based at these airports and they 
accommodate about 750,000 operations annually. Runway lengths at these airports 
range in length from 4,000 feet to 7,000 feet, and except for Nashua, all have crosswind 
runways. They also have instrument capabilities to service non-precision or precision 
approaches. This reliever general aviation system receives priority consideration when 
FAA considers federal funding for capital improvement projects. Although no major 
improvements are planned for these facilities, there are on-going projects to maintain 
safe operations. 


2.7 Other High-Speed Intercity Travel Options 


2.7.1 


Rail Service 


In addition to the regional airports, several rail projects in the New England area will 
increase options for inter-city travel and create a more efficient and environmentally 
balanced regional transportation system. Table 2.7-1 provides the status of each of these 
projects and their potential impact on reducing air travel out of Logan Airport. 
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Table 2.7-1 
Regional Rail Projects with Air Diversion Potential from Logan Airport 
Estimated 
Projected 2010 Air 
Project Lead Agency Description Status Completion Diversion 
Northeast Corridor High = Amtrak Reduce Boston to New York City | Completed Acela Regional 1,220,000! 
Speed Rail rail travel times to four hours for started January 2000 
Acela Regional Service and about Acela Express 
three hours for Acela Express. started December 
2000 
Portland-Boston Amtrak = Amtrak Reinstate Portland, ME/Southern Completed Service to begin in 133,0002 
Service New Hampshire/ Boston North 2001 
Station service using existing rail 
lines. 
Warwick/T.F. Green/ Rhode Island DOT = Amtrak/Commuter Rail service EA approved by Construction to begin  128,000° 
Providence Intermodal from Boston South Station to FHWA in July 1999. — by late 2001. 
Station Warmick Station with People 
Mover Connection to T.F. Green/ 
Providence Airport. 
North Station-South MBTA Construction of a rail tunnel to link += Under environmental = — 
Station Rail Link North Station and South Stationin study 


TOTAL 


Boston.4 
Up to 1,481,000 


1 Latest publicly available data. Appendix B provides Amtrak’s reply to request for updated numbers. 

Interpolated from estimated 2015 diversion of 200,000 passengers annually. 

3 Interpolated from 2000 and 2020 ridership estimates assuming 67 percent are non-airport employees (based on Survey of 
Warwick Intermodal Station at T.F. Green/Providence Airport Warwick, Rhode Island, May 1, 1999). 

4 North-South Rail Link is not expected to be operational until after 2020. 


ine} 


Northeast Corridor High-Speed Rail 


Of all rail projects, Amtrak’s high-speed, Boston-New York Acela service offers the 
greatest potential for reducing Logan Airport’s air travel demand in the Boston-New 
York corridor. By reducing the travel time between downtown Boston and downtown 
New York to about three hours, the Acela service will be an attractive alternative to the 
Boston-New York air shuttles for business passengers.” This will provide relief to Logan 
Airport by accommodating up to 1.2 million Logan passengers or one-third of the 
estimated future air-travel demand in Logan Airport's largest origin-destination market, 
the Boston-New York market. For more information on Northeast Corridor Amtrak 
Service see Sections 2.4.2.2 and 2.4.2.5 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


19 — While Acela service is an attractive option for Boston-New York air passengers, it is not competitive with air travel in the Boston-Washington market 
due to its longer distance (470 miles versus 250 miles for the Boston-New York City train) and uncompetitive travel time (6 hours, 30 minutes for 
Acela versus one hour, 40 minutes for air travel). 
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Boston-Portland, Maine Rail Service 


In 2001, rail service between Boston and Portland, Maine will be restored. The service, called 
the “Downeaster,” will be provided by Amtrak with conventional diesel locomotives 
reaching a maximum speed of 79 miles per hour. The service will terminate at Boston’s 
North Station with stops in Woburn at the Woburn Regional Transportation Center (RTC), 
Haverhill, Dover, NH, Durham, NH, Exeter, NH, Wells, ME, and Saco, ME. Total trip time 
between Portland and Boston is projected to be two hours and 30 minutes compared to 2 
hours by automobile. By 2010, with eight trains per day, the service is expected to divert 
approximately 133,000 air travelers by 2010 


Warwick/T.F. Green Commuter Rail Station 


An intermodal station is being developed at T.F. Green/Providence Airport in Warwick, RI. 
This station will provide a commuter rail link from Boston’s South Station and the Route 128 
Station to the Warwick, RI Station, with people mover access to T.F. Green/ Providence 
Airport. This access improvement will allow more residents of the Boston Metropolitan Area 
to use the frequent, low-fare air services of T.F. Green/ Providence Airport. It is estimated 
that this service will divert approximately 128,000 passengers from Logan Airport in 2010. 
The Environmental Assessment was approved in 1999. The design process is underway with 
construction slated to be completed by the end of 2002. 


North-South Rail Link (NSRL) 


A rail tunnel linking North Station and South Station, which is a Massachusetts Bay 
Transportation Authority (MBTA) initiative, has been under environmental review by 
the MBTA for several years. The proposed rail tunnel would improve the Boston 
metropolitan commuter rail system by allowing the MBTA to link both of its commuter 
rail systems and would improve intercity travel by allowing Amtrak to extend its 
Northeast Corridor rail service to North Station and beyond to the Woburn RTC. Early 
analysis indicated that the project could divert approximately 47,000 air passengers in 
the year 2020. Completion of the NSRL Draft EIR has been delayed because of a lack of 
funding for the project. 


Northern New England High Speed Rail Initiative 


In March 1999, the states of Massachusetts, Maine and New Hampshire filed a joint 
application with the Federal Railroad Administration to designate the Portland-Boston rail 
corridor a high-speed corridor. In August 2000, Massachusetts joined with Vermont and 
New Hampshire to file a similar application for the Boston-Montreal corridor (which would 
run diagonally across New Hampshire). Federal transportation officials approved both of 
these applications in October 2000, making the participating states eligible to apply for 
Federal money to fund safety and capacity improvements on higher-speed rail lines. 
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Video Conferencing 


Section 2.4.3 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR identified video conferencing as a 
potential substitute for business-related air trips. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR also 
noted that while video conferencing capabilities could reduce the need for certain 
business-related air trips, it was also likely to create new, global business opportunities 
and stimulate business-related air travel. Many analysts anticipate that video conferencing 
will result in a net increase in air travel demand. Thus far, the technology has failed to 
advance as quickly as telecommunications analysts had envisioned and has not been 
widely adopted by businesses. For this reason, Massport does not anticipate that video 
conferencing will have a material impact on Logan’s air travel in the near term. 


2.8 Ground Access Improvements at Logan 
and the Regional Airports 


In his Certificates on the Logan Airside Improvements Draft EIS/EIR and the 1998 Annual 
Update, the Secretary of Environmental Affairs directed Massport to report on the status of 
the ground access improvements at Logan Airport and at the primary regional airports that 
can relieve Logan Airport: T.F. Green / Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
airports. Table 2.8-1 describes the major ground access projects at the regional airports. 


The Secretary also directed Massport to quantify the impacts of these ground access 
improvements on passenger levels at the specified airports. Ground access enhancements 
can improve passenger convenience by reducing roadway congestion and travel times. 
However, adequate ground access is just one of many factors that affect a passenger’s 
decision when choosing from multiple airport options. Other factors that override the 
ground access factor include airline services available at each airport: the number of daily 
flight frequencies; the timing and availability of the flights; whether the services are 
operated with jet or turboprop aircraft; airfares; the particular airlines that serve the 
airport; and whether the destination can be reached with a direct or a connecting flight. 


Ground service improvement projects that improve access to airports that already 
benefit from convenient access, such as the widening of Route 3 north leading to the 
Manchester Airport, are not expected to materially alter airport usage patterns. Other 
ground access projects which offer alternative modes to an airport, such as the Silver 
Line or Airport Intermodal Transit Connector (AITC) projects that create bus links to 
Logan Airport, are also not expected to alter air passenger levels at Logan Airport. 

On the other hand, projects which conveniently link a congested airport service area to 
an alternative, less congested airport, such as the Warwick Intermodal Station, may have 
the potential to influence airport usage patterns. It is estimated that the Warwick 
Intermodal Station, which will provide a rail link from downtown Boston and the 
Route 128 station to the T.F. Green/Providence Airport, could divert up to 128,000 
passengers annually from Logan Airport to T.F. Green/Providence (see Table 2.8-1). 
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Ground Access Planning Initiatives at Logan, T.F. Green/Providence, and Manchester Airports 


Projected 
Initiative Project Description Lead Organization Status Report Completion Date 
Logan Airport 
Airport Intermodal Transit Connector (AITC) Implementation of a Bus Rapid Transit Route to connect South Station with Logan Airport through the Ted Williams Tunnel. Massport Fully approved. In process of selecting and purchasing vehicles. Service will commence as soon as the 2002 
The project will use 60-foot, low-floor, articulated buses in conjunction with the Silver Line. MBTA Transitway is completed. In the interim, the Logan DART bus service opened on November 16, 
2000, and links South Station and the Logan Airport terminals. 
Silver Line MBTA See Below. 


Three-part project to develop Bus Rapid Transit routes in Boston. Includes Washington Street Replacement Project, 


Includes one-mile tunnel and surface sections to be operated by dual-mode (electric/diesel), articulated buses. Massport will MBTA Construction has begun on a $600M bus tunnel to connect South Station to the South Boston Waterfront. 
use eight of the vehicles ordered for the AITC to connect South Station with Logan Airport through the Ted Williams Tunnel. 
Silver Line: Transitway Phase 2 Bus Rapid Transit route to connect Washington Street Replacement Project with Transitway Phase |. Tentatively planned to connect with MBTA In September 2000, construction for the Dudley Square to Chinatown segment began. At acost of $52M, 2004-2008 
Boylston and Chinatown MBTA subway stations. project will be completed in 2003. Funding for the Chinatown to South Station tunnel is expected in 2004 
with construction completed by 2008. 
Fourth Logan Express Planning is underway for a fourth Logan Express location which would serve the North Shore, areas of northeastern Massachusetts, southern Massport Site identification and feasibility study underway Late 2001 
New Hampshire, and southeastern Maine. Massport is currently considering a candidate site and moving forward with conceptual design of 
this facility. 
Urban Ring Currently, a series of cross-town bus routes linking low-income and developing Boston area neighborhoods with access to MBTA subway MBTA In study phase. Implementation not expected for several years. 
lines. Long-term vision would see the project develop into light rail or dedicated bus ways. One of these cross-town bus routes, the CT3, 
currently goes from the Longwood Medical area through Roxbury to Logan Airport. 
Worcester Regional Airport 
Worcester Access Road Improvements Improvement of access to Worcester Regional Airport from nearby interstate highways. The Regional Access Improvement Study, MassHighway Department Projects in the pre-permitting stage. Alternative routes are being analyzed and discussed with the City of | 2004-2007 
prepared for the MassHighway in October 1998, identified three feasible alternatives to construct new highways, construct short linking Worcester. An ENF was filed, and a Certificate issued on February 11, 2000. A combined Draft EIS/EIR is 
segments and develop existing roads. anticipated to be filed in October 2001, with a Final EIS/EIR filed in Spring 2002. 
T.F. Green/Providence Airport 
Warwick Intermodal Station at T.F. Green/ Proposed construction of an Amtrak/ Commuter Rail Station on the Northeast Corridor with a people mover connection to Rhode Island Department — Environmental Assessment, which was completed in July 1999, received a Finding of No Significant Impact December 2002 
Providence Airport T.F. Green/Providence Airport. Most likely scenario includes moving sidewalk similar to new Logan Airport pedestrian ways; and of Transportation from the Federal Government. Conceptual design for the project is underway. The City of Warwick and RI 
horizontal elevator similar to Wellington Shuttle in Medford, MA. The governors of RI and MA signed a formal agreement that will Economic Development Council have issued an RFP to develop land near the station. Design work for the 
allow the MBTA to extend Commuter Rail service to the station when it is completed. station will coordinate with development efforts. Station construction anticipated to begin by the end of 2001. 
Manchester Airport 
Manchester Airport Access Road Construction of a limited access highway to connect Route 3 (F.E. Everett Turnpike in New Hampshire) directly to Manchester Airport. New Hampshire Department Undergoing final phase environmental review process. 2004-2005 
of Transportation 
Route 3 North Improvements Upgrade of Route 3 from Route 128 in Burlington to the New Hampshire state line in Tyngsborough. A third travel lane will be built in MassHighway Department —_In spring 2000, MassHighway awarded contract to design/build consortia. Multiyear construction beganin —_Not earlier than 2003 
each direction and shoulders will be widened. October 2000. 
Manchester Airport Entrance Roadway Reconfiguration of Manchester Airport main entrance to ease traffic flow in and out of the airport and connect to the Manchester Manchester Airport Phase 1 began Summer 2000. Phase 2 is scheduled to begin in 2001. Phase 3, the final phase, is 2004 
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The Greater Worcester Access Road Improvement Project, is expected to significantly 
improve access from major inter-states to the Worcester Regional Airport. The current 
access routes to the airport are perceived by passengers and airlines as confusing and 
inconvenient. By significantly improving access to the airport, The Greater Worcester 
Access Road Improvement Project, can positively impact airport passenger levels. The 
impact of the proposed project on Worcester Regional Airport passenger levels is being 
studied and will be reported on in MassHighway’s Greater Worcester Access Improvement 
Project, Draft EIS/EIR (expected filing date is October 2001). 


2.9 Initiatives in Support of Regional 
Transportation Options 


2.9.1 


Federal, state, and local transportation agencies are collaborating to develop and 
evaluate regional transportation options in New England which will ease the burden on 
Logan Airport. This section discusses the ways in which these agencies are achieving 
this shared goal. Table 2.9-1 summarizes major past and planned investments at regional 
airports and highlights cooperative funding efforts. 


Agency Roles in Regional Transportation Planning 


Massport 


Massport is promoting the use of regional airports and travel modes to provide relief to 
Logan Airport. As an independent authority that owns and operates Logan Airport and 
Hanscom Field, operates Worcester Regional Airport, and owns and operates the Tobin 
Bridge as well as many properties in the Port of Boston, Massport is just one of many 
agencies that influence regional transportation policy. With regard to aviation, Massport’s 
primary responsibilities are the provision, operation, and maintenance of airport 
infrastructure at Logan Airport and Hanscom Field, and operation of Worcester Regional 
Airport. On April 15, 1999, Massport entered a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
with the City of Worcester, Massachusetts and the Worcester Airport Commission. The 
MOU contemplates Massport’s takeover of Worcester Regional Airport in two separate 
phases. In January 2000, the first phase, assumption of operating responsibility, occurred. 
The second phase, transfer of ownership, is anticipated to be effected by separate 
agreement by 2005. 
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Investments in the Region’s Airports 


Airport 


Investments up to December 2000 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Proposed Investments in Next Five Years 


T.F. Green/Providence 


$100M FAA Funds 

$11M Rhode Island Airport Corp. 
New Passenger Terminal 

New Roadways 


New Parking Garage 


Airfield Improvements — Taxiway and Runway Reconstruction 


Residential and School Sound Insulation 


$25M FAA Funds 

$18M Rhode Island Airport Corp. 
$25M Federal Rail Administration 
$5M State 


Expand Terminal Facilities 


Amtrak Rail Station and People Mover to Terminal Complex 


Improved Runway Safety 


Complete Residential and School Sound Insulation 


Manchester Airport 


$75M FAA Grants 

$7M Manchester Airport Authority 
New Passenger Terminal 

New Parking Garage 

Improved Runway Instrumentation 
Runway Extensions (under construction) 


Residential & School Sound Insulation 


$70M FAA 

$105M Manchester Airport Authority 
$75M Federal Highway Administration 
Expand Terminal 

Expand Parking Garage 


Provide CAT Ill Instrumentation to Runway 35 and add 
ILS to Runway 24 


Continue Sound Insulation and Property Acquisitions 
Complete Runway and Taxiway Extensions 


Access highway connection to F.E. Everett Turnpike and 
Route 3 


Worcester Regional Airport 


$17M FAA Grants 

$2M City of Worcester 
New Terminal Building 
Improved Runway Safety 


Improved Instrumentation to reduce Weather Cancellations 


$20M FAA 

$2M City of Worcester 
$50M Mass Highway 
Airfield Enhancements 
Improved Runway Safety 


Greater Worcester Access Improvements 


Pease International Tradeport 
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$23M FAA Grants 

$2M Pease Development Authority 
New Terminal Building 

Reconstruction of Runways and Taxiways 


Improved Instrumentation and Approach Lighting 
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$10M FAA Grants 
$1M Pease Development Authority 
New Access Road/Auto Parking 


General Airfield Improvements 
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Since Massport has no jurisdiction over the development, operation, or use of 
infrastructure at airports other than Logan, Hanscom Field, and Worcester Regional, or 
over the use of inter-city rail, Massport’s role in regional transportation planning often 
focuses on cooperative planning with other airports and agencies. The following 
subsections discuss those agencies, other than Massport, that assume responsibility for 
the development and operation of other airports and inter-city rail 


Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 


The FAA, an agency of the US Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT), is the principal Federal 
entity responsible for national aviation planning and airspace management in the United States. 
The FAA employs several mechanisms for supporting the planning and development of the 
nation’s airport infrastructure: prepare the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems; administer 
the Airport Improvement Program (AIP) Trust Fund; approve Passenger Facility Charges 
(PFCs); and promulgate standards and guidelines for airport design and construction. By law, 
the FAA cannot dictate the airports that an airline may serve; the schedules that an airline may 
offer; or the fares that an airline may charge. The airlines make all of these decisions according to 
market conditions and their respective operating strategies. However, the FAA does approve 
operating specifications with respect to new entrant airline services at individual airports. 


Beginning with the first regional assessment for a new airport, the FAA New England Office 
has been an active partner in regional aviation planning in New England. The FAA has also 
funded all of the aviation planning efforts listed in Table 2.9-2. The FAA will play the same 
role in the upcoming New England Airports System Study. The study will evaluate the impact of 
recent regional airport developments on Logan Airport, identify constraints to regional airport 
growth, and highlight strategies for optimizing New England’s regional aviation system. 


The proposed draft scope of work outline for this study is presented in Table 2.9-3 (see 
also Appendix B). As early as 1990, the FAA began prioritizing its Airport Capital 
Improvement Plan (ACIP) to reflect the importance of AIP funding development at the 
Manchester and T.F. Green/ Providence Airports in the regional system. 


In conjunction with the proposed New England Airports System Study, the FAA, through 
the United States Department of Transportation’s “One DOT” initiative, has formed an 
intermodal group that includes the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the 
Federal Transit Authority (FTA), and the Federal Rail Administration (FRA). The 
purpose of the intermodal group is to discuss and coordinate planning and 
development that can impact the Boston regional transportation system. 
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Table 2.9-2 
New England Regional Transportation Planning Studies 

Year Study Author Conclusions 

1989 Boston Regional Massport Scheduled service at regional airports will re-capture some passengers that were using 
Airport System Logan, but growth in demand at Logan will continue. High speed rail service to New York 
Study provides some relief, but there will be a need for a major second airport beyond 2010. 

1990 High Speed Rail Coalition of Electrification of Northeast Corridor rail would shift 2.2 million passengers from air to rail by 2010. 
Benefits Study* Northeastern 

Governors (CONEG) 
1991 Second Major Massachusetts Developing a second major airport would require a 10- to 15-year planning horizon for site 
Airport Study* Aeronautics selection and environmental review in addition to a multi-year construction period. While the SMA 
Commission (MAC) identified sites for further study, none of the sites had good access to Logan’s core market area 
and there was significant opposition to siting a new airport anywhere in Massachusetts. Therefore 
construction of a second airport is not a solution for accommodating demand for the foreseeable 
future. 

1993 Strategic FAA and High speed rail, development of the regional airports, and infrastructure improvements at 
Assessment Report Massachusetts Logan Airport are all needed to accommodate the region’s growing demand for inter-city 
(SAR) * Aeronautics travel. The SAR recognized the importance of Runway 14/32 for reducing delays at Logan 

Commission (MAC) and the limitations of peak hour pricing. Further, the SAR clearly stated that peak hour 
pricing would impose “significant costs to travelers, commuter operators and air carriers, 
and the local economies of numerous cities and towns.” 

1995 New England New England Coordinated planning is necessary to enhance the competitiveness of regional airports and 
Transportation Governor's Council the efficiency of the region’s air transportation network. Procedural and infrastructure 
Initiative (NETI) improvements at Logan are also necessary to mitigate increasing congestion and delay at 

the region’s primary airport. 

1995 New England New England Council, The study identified sufficient demand at the outlying airports to support improved jet 
Regional Airports Air 6 New England services. The study concluded that expanded jet services, particularly low-fare airline 
Passenger Service States, FAA, Massport _ services, at the regional airports would enhance their ability to attract passengers that 
Study* and MAC bypass the regional airports in favor of Logan. 

2000  NewEngland Council of New The first ICC meeting was held in February 2001. The Council is establishing committees to 
Intergovernmental England Governors examine opportunities for inter-modal connections and to recommend interstate 
Coordinating Council transportation initiatives. The ICC members are the six state transportation secretaries, 

Massport and the regional airport directors. 

2001 New England New England Council, | The New England Airports System Study will evaluate the impact of recent regional airport 
Airports System 6 New England developments on Logan Airport, identify constraints to regional airport growth, and highlight 
Study Update* States, FAA, Massport __ strategies for optimizing New England’s regional aviation system. See Table 2.9-3 for the 


* 


and MAC 


Partial funding provided by Massport. 
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proposed scope of the study update. 


2-50 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Table 2.9-3 


New England Airport System Study Proposed Scope of Work 


Tasks Products 


Phase 
| Regional Aviation Forecasting m New Regional Passenger and Cargo Forecasts 
Studies to Facilitate a Possible Reshaping of the Market m Updated Passenger and Fleet Forecasts 
m Identification of Updated Catchment Areas 
m Identification of New Service Market Opportunities 
Il Evaluation of Major Public Policies, Alternate Airline m = Implementation Plan/Program of Major Actions Required to 
Strategies, Federal Aviation Policies and Regulations Support a Regional Strategy to Enhance Air Passenger Service 
that Guide Regional Systems Planning m = Ongoing Planning and Evaluation Capability to Guide Evolution 
Evaluation of Federal Aviation Policies or Regulations of Regional Strategy 
that Restrict Cooperative Intermodal System Planning 
Public Policy Development and Action 
Recommendations 
| and Il Ongoing Public and Agency Consultation with Congressional, Business, Environmental and Community Groups 


State Aviation Authorities and Departments of Transportation 


State entities involved in aviation planning in New England include statewide aviation 
authorities and transportation departments. In Massachusetts, the Executive Office of 
Transportation and Construction (EOTC) coordinates statewide transportation planning and 
compiles the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). The Massachusetts 
Aeronautics Commission (MAC) performs licensing and reviews activities at all civil 
airports in the state, except for Logan Airport and Hanscom Field, which fall under 
Massport’s jurisdiction. The MAC was also the lead agency for the State Airport System Plan, 
The Second Major Airport Study, and the Strategic Assessment Report. In addition, MAC was a 
co-sponsor, along with Massport, for the New England Regional Airports Air Service Study. 


The New England state aviation directors and departments of transportation formed a 
unique alliance with the FAA, Massport and regional airport authorities to study regional 
airports in 1994. This alliance produced the New England Regional Airports Air Passenger 
Service Study in 1995. 


Local Airport Proprietors 


At the local level, airport authorities, commissions and municipal departments own and 
operate civil airports. Local airport proprietors supply, operate, and maintain airport 
infrastructure, which includes the runways, taxiways, terminal facilities, parking facilities, 
and access roads. The airport proprietor plays no role in the decisions of private airlines 
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2.9.2 


regarding airfares, airline routes or service levels, but routinely engages in marketing 
activities to foster air service development. 


Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) 


The FRA is the Federal agency within the U.S. DOT that plans and funds inter-city 
railroad projects. The agency promotes safe, environmentally sound and effective rail 
transportation in the United States. The FRA was the principal funding source for the 
recently-completed Northeast Corridor Improvement Project (NECIP), which allows 
high-speed train travel between Boston and New York. 


Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 


The FHWA is the federal agency within the U.S. DOT that provides expertise, resources, 
and information to continually improve the quality of the nation’s highway system and 
its intermodal connections. These goals are accomplished through two main FHWA 
programs. The Federal-Aid Highway Program provides federal funds to the States for 
new construction and improvements to the National Highway System, urban and rural 
roads, and bridges. The Federal Lands Highway Program provides access to and within 
public lands, such as national forests, by preparing plans, letting contracts, supervising 
construction, and conducting bridge inspections and surveys. The FHWA also conducts 
and manages a comprehensive research, development, and technology program to 
support the nation’s highway system. 


Regional Transportation Planning and Development in New England 


The proposed Airside Project improvements at Logan are an important component of a 
broader regional transportation strategy that has been evolving for more than a decade. A 
series of regional transportation planning studies beginning in 1989 examined various 
strategies and modes for accommodating the growing demand for inter-city travel and for 
relieving congestion and delays at Logan Airport. Each study built upon the conclusions of 
prior studies and included participation from a range of transportation interests and 
agencies. 


The key regional planning efforts and their principal conclusions, which were described 
in Section 2.2.1 of the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR, are 
summarized below and in Table 2.9-2. 


These regional transportation planning studies have consistently recommended the 
development of High Speed Rail in the Northeast Corridor, a growing role for the 
regional airports, and infrastructure improvements at Logan as essential elements of a 
regional transportation strategy. The recommendations and goals put forth by these 
regional planning efforts are now being achieved in New England. 
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m Low-fare airlines, notably Southwest Airlines, Delta Express, and MetroJet, as well as 
other major United States airlines, have substantially expanded jet services at the 
T.F. Green/Providence and Manchester airports. As a result, these airports have 
increased their roles in accommodating the region’s air travel demand and are 
providing considerable traffic relief for Logan Airport, particularly for passengers 
originating from points to the north and south of Logan’s core service area. 


m The electrification of the northern portion of the northeast corridor rail has been 
completed and Amtrak’s high speed Acela service was initiated in December 2000. 
This service will provide relief to Logan by accommodating some of the inter-city air 
passenger demand in the Boston-New York market, which is Logan Airport’s largest 
origin-destination market. 


m An intermodal station being developed at T.F. Green Airport in Warwick, RI will 
provide a commuter rail link from Boston’s South Station and the Route 128 Station 
to the Warwick, RI Station with people mover access to T.F. Green Airport. This 
access improvement will allow more residents of the Boston Metropolitan Area to 
utilize T.F. Green’s frequent, low-fare air services. 


m Substantial infrastructure improvements at the regional airports have been 
completed and others are in various stages of planning or construction. 


Q Since 1996, investments made at T.F. Green Airport include a $207-million 
terminal building and seven additional aircraft gates. In 1999, investments 
included a $1.5-million expansion with a new Federal Inspection Facility (FIS) 
and parking facilities. 


Q The Manchester Airport is involved in a 9-year, $260 million capital 
improvement project. The project includes reconstruction and lengthening of 
both runways; an ILS upgrade; taxiway work; expansion of the terminal 
building; a parking garage; and a new roadway entrance. The New Hampshire 
Department of Transportation is also planning a $75 million highway that will 
connect the airport to the F.E. Everett Turnpike. Construction of the roadway is 
expected to begin after 2000. 


Q The Massachusetts Highway Department (MassHighway) is studying alternatives 
for an east-west connector road that would improve access to and within the City 
of Worcester and to the Worcester Airport. MassHighway filed the Greater 
Worcester Access Road Project Environmental Notification Form (ENF) at the end 
of 1999. In February 2000, the Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental 
Affairs (EOEA) issued a decision on the ENF requiring an EIR. A combined 
Draft EIS/EIR is expected to be filed in October 2001. 
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m InJanuary 2000, Massport assumed operational control of Worcester Regional 
Airport to increase its utilization and provide relief to Logan for traffic originating in 
Central Massachusetts and the MetroWest suburbs. 


m Massport continues to invest in Logan Airport, which will remain the region’s 
principal airport. It is completing landside improvements and is proposing Airside 
Project improvements that will allow Logan to operate more safely, reliably and 
efficiently, resulting in less congestion and delay. 


2.9.3 Massport’s Initiatives in Support of Regional Alternatives 


Massport advocates a regional transportation policy to improve the efficient use of the 
region’s transportation infrastructure by appropriate expanded use of regional airports 
and alternative transportation modes. To achieve this policy goal, Massport is 
committed to cooperative transportation planning and is actively working with a broad 
array of transportation agencies and concerned parties to ensure an integrated, multi- 
modal regional transportation network. Massport has undertaken several initiatives to 
advance the role of regional airports in accommodating a greater share of the region’s 
air travel demand. Massport is also participating in several interagency transportation 
planning forums pertaining to alternative, inter-city travel modes. The 1996, 1997, and 
1998 Annual Updates and the 1999 Environmental Status and Planning Report (formerly the 
GEIR) describe some of these past initiatives and cooperative planning ventures. The 
following subsections describe Massport’s more recent initiatives. 


Massport Involvement in Cooperative Planning Initiatives 


m Massport continues to maintain an aviation information database and distributes 
quarterly summary reports that track aviation trends at all of the regional airports to 
parties interested in promoting regional airport services. Massport compiles and 
issues monthly statistical summaries of passenger levels, aircraft operation counts 
and airline schedule data at each regional airport. At the end of each year, Massport 
also prepares an annual report summarizing regional airport trends and service 
developments. 


m= Massport participates in meetings of other regional and state aviation organizations 
and the MAC. Topics discussed at these meetings include airfield and terminal 
improvements at state airports; capital improvements at New Bedford, Martha’s 
Vineyard, and Nantucket; and the Worcester Marketing Program. 


m InJanuary 1999, the Transportation Research Board (TRB) invited the FAA, Massport 


and MAC to present their collaborative regional planning efforts as a national model 
for regional aviation system planning. 
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m On November 23, 1999, Massport participated in a “Regional Transportation 
Summit” that it sponsored with the Cellucci/Swift Administration. This summit 
enjoined New England governors, transportation officials, and business leaders to 
discuss joint transportation initiatives in New England. The agenda included a panel 
discussion on aviation, which focused on joint marketing initiatives among the major 
commercial airports in New England and the economic value of airports to the New 
England economy. At the close of the Summit, state leaders agreed to the following 
action steps: 


Q Encourage the Massachusetts legislature to pass the Transportation Bond Bill to 
increase rail service to Providence. This legislation was passed, and through the 
Pilgrim Partnership formed between the MBTA and Rhode Island, in July 2000, 
three additional commuter rail trains were added between Boston’s South Station 
and Providence. The additional rail services, coupled with the link that is under- 
construction to the T.F. Green/Providence Airport will increase transit options 
for Boston passengers seeking use of theT.F. Green/Providence airport. 


Q Create a joint marketing program to promote the region’s airports to air 
passengers inside and outside New England. The program includes detailed 
brochures that display the region’s airports, their airlines, and major access 
routes. The program also involves participation in industry trade shows to 
promote the regional airports. A joint web site, flynewengland.com, linked with the 
various airport and state aviation home pages, and with travel and tourism sites, 
has been developed. 


Q Establish a comprehensive rail plan for all of New England to integrate each 
state’s assets and needs into one regional strategy. Since the Summit, the 
Executive Office of Transportation and Construction has partnered with New 
Hampshire to develop commuter rail from Lowell, MA to Nashua, NH. 
Furthermore, Massachusetts has joined other New England states to ask the 
Federal Rail Administration to designate two high-speed, rail corridors. In March 
1999, Massachusetts, Maine, and New Hampshire jointly filed applications for a 
Portland-Boston designation. In August 2000, Massachusetts, Vermont, and New 
Hampshire jointly filed an application for a Boston-Montreal designation. 
Federal transportation officials approved both of these applications in October 
2000, making the participating states eligible to apply for Federal money to fund 
safety and capacity improvements on higher-speed rail lines. 


Q Meet annually to discuss regional transportation issues and accomplish regional 
goals to improve infrastructure development, use, and efficiency. 


m= In December 1999, Massport met with MassHighway and MAC to develop the 


Regional Airport Signage Program. MassHighway developed signs to direct 
Massachusetts residents to the Manchester, T.F. Green/Providence and 
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Bradley / Hartford airports, and installed them in February 2000. MAC provided 
$20,600 in funding for the signage program. 


Massport spent $80,000 on a print advertising program to promote regional airports. 
The program ran advertisements in newspapers west of I-495 and near the 
Connecticut, New Hampshire, and Rhode Island borders to promote the advantages 
of regional airports over the traffic and congestion at Logan Airport. 


In 2000, Massport, the FAA and the regional airport directors agreed to jointly 
undertake a New England Airports System Study. This study will evaluate the 
performance of the regional airports since the completion of the 1995 Regional Airports 
Air Passenger Service Study. It will re-evaluate airport market areas and capture rates 
in light of the significant air service changes that have occurred in the last few years; 
evaluate the potential for international, charter, and cargo services at the regional 
airports; evaluate capacity issues at each of the airports; and consider the development 
of high occupancy vehicle/ground transportation and rail alternatives to improve 
access to the regional airports. (See Table 2.9-3 and Appendix B). 


In January 2001, Massport committed $500,000 to a regional marketing plan, to 
encourage air travelers to fly out of regional airports, when possible, instead of 
Logan. The marketing campaign will consist of TV ads, printed materials, and 
industry trade shows to promote the regional airports. 


On February 16, 2001, Massport participated in the first meeting of the New England 
Intergovernmental Coordinating Council Meeting. 


Worcester Regional Airport: Marketing and Planning Initiatives 


Since 1995, Massport has been working with the City of Worcester to develop strategies 


to realize its airport's full potential, thereby improving the New England air 


transportation network. Recent efforts are summarized below. 


In accordance with an Operating Agreement with the City of Worcester and the 
Worcester Airport Commission, Massport assumed operational responsibility for 
Worcester Regional Airport on January 15, 2000. 


Massport has secured new nonstop services at Worcester Regional Airport: 


Q = In February 2000, Atlantic Southeast Airlines, a regional carrier subsidiary of 
Delta Air Lines, began serving Worcester Regional Airport market with two 
daily flights to Atlanta, with 50-seat Canadair Regional Jets. This service has 
been highly successful. During the first four months of service, load factors 
reached 73 percent, climbing to 94 percent in August 2000. Delta will increase its 
Worcester-Atlanta service to three daily roundtrips in April 2001. 


Logan’s Role in the Regional Transportation System 2-56 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Q  InJuly 2000, American Eagle initiated nonstop flights to New York JFK 
International Airport. The service is operated three times per day, with 34-seat 
Saab 340 turboprops. 


Q In February 2001, Pan Am began daily nonstop jet service to Orlando Sanford 
International Airport. 


m= = Massport has embarked on an aggressive marketing campaign targeted to travelers 
and the airlines: 


Q = Massport launched an advertising campaign promoting the headline “Even 
Worcester Airport has delays ...five minutes to park, two minutes to check in.” 
The campaign targets travelers within 25 miles of the airport and builds 
awareness of its new air services and convenience. The campaign runs 
advertisements in area cinemas and local newspapers, and on local radio 
stations. Additionally, Massport hired a full-time marketing manager to 
promote the airport to airlines, travel agents, local businesses, and residents. 


Q Massport is engaged in a strategic marketing plan to attract airlines that could 
provide services at Worcester Regional Airport. To date, Massport presented air 
service proposals to Spirit Airlines, Jet Blue, American Trans Air, American 
Airlines, Delta Air Lines, Continental Airlines, Shuttle America, and Pan Am. 
Other airlines are also being targeted for new services at Worcester Regional 
Airport. 


Other Cooperative Regional Transportation Planning Efforts 


m= Massport supports inter-city rail planning through its membership in the Boston 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). The MPO is a cooperative planning 
board that consists of these other state and regional agencies: EOTC; MassHighway; 
Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC); MBTA; and the MBTA Advisory 
Board. Massport and the other MPO agencies prepared the Transportation Plan for the 
Boston Region and the Boston Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 


m Rhode Island Governor Lincoln Almond hosted the second annual New England 
Regional Transportation Summit on December 14, 2000. Joining Governor Almond 
was Massachusetts Governor Cellucci, Connecticut Governor John Rowland, and 
Massport officials. The Governors cited aviation, truck transportation and the 
movement of more goods by rail as their top transportation priorities, and resolved 
to re-establish the New England Governors Conference Committee on Transportation 
as a regular forum for discussing regional transportation initiatives. (See Appendix B 
for the New England Governors’ Resolution.) 
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2.10 Conclusion 


New England’s demand for high-speed intercity travel, particularly air travel, has 
increased over time and will continue to increase in the future. This poses significant 
challenges for the region which is increasingly congested on its roads and interstate 
highways, and at Logan, its principal airport. Major investments and innovative 
solutions are needed to accommodate future travel demand efficiently and with 
minimal congestion. Reducing travel delays provides widespread regional benefits by 
eliminating wasted time, promoting stable economic growth, and minimizing negative 
environmental impacts. 


Local, state and federal agencies throughout the region share the goal of improving New 
England’s transportation network and have already begun to work, both independently and 
cooperatively, to achieve that goal. Great strides have been made in the last decade. 
Regional airports have become meaningful options to Logan Airport and passengers 
traveling to and from New York can now choose high-speed rail over air travel. 


These are significant achievements that resulted from years of planning efforts involving 
many different agencies. Local airport authorities and the FAA were responsible for 
significant infrastructure investments at the region’s airports. Through individual and 
cooperative efforts, the regional airports have attracted meaningful airline services and 
have increased their share of the region’s travel demand. Massport has assumed 
operating responsibility for the Worcester Regional Airport, which is capable of 
handling more of the region’s air travel. In just one year, Massport obtained new air 
services for the airport which resulted in a two-fold increase in Worcester’s passenger 
traffic. State governments have undertaken a number of road and commuter rail projects 
to improve access throughout the region and make regional airports more accessible. 
The Federal Rail Administration and Amtrak have implemented high-speed rail along 
the Northeast Corridor, the only active high-speed rail service in the nation. 


While these are meaningful accomplishments, the process for ensuring a balanced, 
integrated and efficient regional transportation system is on-going. The states are 
evaluating additional opportunities for high-speed rail services in New England. The 
FAA and Massport are sponsoring a New England Airports System Study to identify new 
opportunities for growth at the regional airports and other innovative initiatives. 
Massport is spearheading a cooperative marketing campaign to attract more passengers 
to the regional airports. Massachusetts and Rhode Island are cooperating to bring rail 
access to the T.F. Green/ Providence Airport. All agencies are doing their part to ensure 
that the region meets its long-term transportation objective. 


Many of the region’s transportation projects and planning efforts are directed at creating 
and expanding transportation options to Logan Airport. Experience shows that 

increasing the role of regional airports reduces the rate of passenger growth at Logan by 
distributing air passenger growth across the region. Yet, Logan plays a critical role in the 
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regional transportation network. It is closest to the majority of the region’s travel 
demand and the only airport in New England that can serve the long-haul domestic and 
international travel needs of the region. Even with regional airports and rail 
improvements, Logan will continue to be a vital part of the regional transportation 
network and its passenger levels will continue to grow. From a regional system 
planning perspective, it is imperative that Massport improve the efficiency of Logan 
Airport, since Logan serves the greatest number of passengers and there is no other 
airport or group of airports that could fulfill the role that Logan plays as the primary 
airport for the region within I-495 and the region’s gateway for nonstop services to long- 
haul domestic and international destinations. 


Massport’s Logan Modernization Program, which will be completed in the coming 
decade, is improving the airport roadway network and upgrading the airport’s landside 
facilities. The proposed Airside projects are also needed to improve the efficiency and 
reliability of Logan’s airside operations. 


Despite past and planned efforts to improve regional transportation options, Runway 
14/32 is the only measure that can eliminate Logan delays that occur during northwest 
wind conditions. If Runway 14/32 is not built, the majority of the region’s air travelers 
will continue to suffer from unreliable and inefficient air travel at Logan Airport. 
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Alternatives 


Alternatives 


Key Points | 


In the Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report (Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR), Chapter 3 provided a detailed 
description of the improvement concepts. In this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, these 


alternatives are reviewed again, but in more summary form. In addition, this chapter 


discusses demand management strategies at US and international airports, including 


previous Massport efforts at Logan, for relevance to the current Peak Period Pricing concept. 


m The following improvement concepts designed to reduce congestion and delays and 


enhance safety at Logan Airport were evaluated in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 


prior to selection of the Preferred Alternative: 


Q 


Unidirectional Runway 14/32 was designed to address delays during northwest 
winds and to provide a third active runway during conditions that now require 
Logan to operate on two or fewer runways. All arriving and departing flights 
using Runway 14/32 would occur over Boston Harbor. This additional three- 
runway configuration with proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 would enable 
better conformance with the PRAS runway use goals designed to more equitably 
distribute noise impacts among affected communities. 


Taxiway improvements were designed to reduce taxiway congestion and 
enhance safety, facilitating more efficient movement of aircraft between terminal 
areas and runways during takeoff and landing operations. By reducing 
congestion and simplifying the taxiway system, the taxiway improvements will 
reduce the potential for runway incursions and wingtip conflicts. 


Reduced approach minimums for Runways 15R, 22L, 27 and 33L will increase 
the availability of these runways, reducing reliance on Runway 4R in low 
visibility and enhancing safety under adverse operating conditions. The 

Runway 22L and Runway 27 minimums will be reduced to levels consistent with 
the capabilities of the existing navigational equipment, while approaches to 
Runways 15R and 33L will be upgraded to Category III Instrument Landing 
Systems (ILSs). Reduced minimums will also increase the opportunity to achieve 
short- and long-term Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) goals. 


Peak Period Pricing designed to reduce delay by eliminating flights during periods 
when demand exceeds the airfield’s capacity for a sustained period of time. 
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Alternatives 


m Arunway length (exclusive of safety areas) of 5,000 feet was selected for 
unidirectional Runway 14/32 based on the finding that this runway length would 
accommodate a greater proportion of the regional carrier fleet than the alternative 
4,500 foot length and therefore was more effective in reducing delay.' 


m Anillustrative peak period fee of $150 per operation was selected in a screening 
process, based on the finding that this fee would be effective in reducing delay in a 
future High Fleet scenario with airline overscheduling during the peak hours.? 


m The alternatives evaluated consist of the following combinations of improvement 
concepts: 


Q Alternative 1 — All improvement concepts 

Q Alternative 1A — Preferred Alternative -- All improvement concepts, except Peak 
Period Pricing 

Q Alternative 2- All improvements concepts, except Runway 14/32 

Q Alternative 3— No Build, operational improvements and Peak Period Pricing only 

Q Alternative 4— No Action 


m Alternative 1A was selected as the Preferred Alternative because it significantly 
reduces delays without imposing the economic costs on regional carriers and small 
communities associated with Peak Period Pricing. The Preferred Alternative achieves 
certain environmental benefits that include improved air quality and a reduction in 
noise for the most severely impacted communities, while causing minimal 
environmental impacts that would be mitigated. 


m As discussed in Chapter 2, regional alternatives (including development of the 
regional airports and high speed rail services) will play an important role in the 
emerging regional transportation system by diverting from Logan a portion of its 
short- and medium-haul demand. Logan, however, will remain the region’s major 
airport for long-haul domestic and international travel and continue to serve as a 
primary point of access to the national air transportation system for passengers from 
small- and medium-sized New England communities. The proposed airfield 
improvements for reducing delay are necessary for Logan to operate reliably and 
efficiently in the regionalized transportation system. 


In response to the Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA) 
Certificate on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR (May 7, 1999), additional analyses were 
performed to assess the impact of previous differential pricing programs at Logan. While 
it was not a Peak Period Pricing program, Logan’s 1988 Program for Airfield Capacity 
Efficiency (PACE) increased landing fees for operators of small aircraft, including 


1 Arunway longer than 5,000 feet was analyzed earlier. It would require construction into the harbor and was therefore considered impractical. 

2 The fleet forecasts include High Fleet and Low Fleet operations scenarios for each passenger level. The Low Fleet scenarios assume more large jet 
operations than non-jet operations, similar to current conditions, while the High Fleet scenarios assume a greater proportion of smaller non-jet aircraft 
and thus a higher level of total operations for the same passenger level. The higher number of small aircraft in the High Fleet scenarios reflects airline 
overscheduling conditions. 
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regional carriers and general aviation. During the six-month period when PACE was in 
effect, flight activity levels within these segments did decline, but it would be incorrect to 
attribute these changes to PACE alone. A review of factors influencing Logan flight 
activity during this period indicates that consolidation within the regional carrier 
industry and a general downturn in general aviation demand may have had equal or 
greater responsibility for the observed changes. 


3.1. Introduction 


Alternatives 


A range of Logan-specific alternatives to reduce congestion and delay and enhance safety 
at Logan have been considered in the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
(Airside Project). Phase I of the project was initiated in 1993 as a feasibility study that 
examined the nature of delays at Logan and evaluated the potential delay savings and 
safety enhancements for a range of individual improvement concepts. The concepts 
evaluated in the Phase I study evolved from alternatives considered in previous studies, 
most notably the FAA’s Boston Logan International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan 
(CEP), published in October 1992. Additional sources for the concepts included the Logan 
Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/ Taxiway Relocation Study (December 1993), and 
recommendations by Massport staff, airlines, and the Air Transport Association (ATA). 


Based on the results of the Phase I Feasibility Study, the Massport Board in July 1995, selected 
seven improvement concepts for more detailed operational and environmental analysis 
through a joint federal and state EIS/EIR. These concepts were presented in the 
Environmental Notification Form (ENF) for the Airside Project and further developed 
during the federal and state EIS/EIR scoping process. Consistent with the scope issued by 
the EOFA and the January 1996 EIS Scope issued by the FAA, the Airside Project 

Draft EIS/EIR assessed the following improvement concepts: 


m Construction of a unidirectional Runway 14/32; 

m Construction of a Centerfield Taxiway; 

m Extension of Taxiway Delta; 

m Realignment of Taxiway November; 

m Optimization of taxiways in the Southwest Corner of the airfield; 

@ Reduction in approach minimums on Runways 22L, 27, 15R, and 33L; and, 


m Implementation of Peak Period Pricing. 


3 Logan Airside Project improvements Feasibility Study, Phase | Report, prepared by Jason M. Cortell and Associates Inc. for the Massachusetts Port 
Authority, July 20, 1995. 
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The analytical framework was structured to evaluate five distinct packages of improvement 
concepts, or Alternatives. Alternative 1 includes the full package of feasible improvements (see 
Figure 3.1-1) and Alternative 1A includes all improvement options except for Peak Period 
Pricing. Alternative 2 includes all actions except the construction of Runway 14/32 (see Figure 
3.1-2). Alternative 3 is a No Build Alternative, employing only the operational and 
administrative improvement concepts (reduced minimums and Peak Period Pricing). For 
comparison, Alternative 4 is a No Action Alternative, evaluating the impacts of doing nothing 
(see Table 3.1-1). 


Sections 3.2 through 3.5 discuss each individual improvement concept, and its role in 
reducing current and projected levels of congestion and delay at Logan. An expanded 
description of the Alternatives is included in Section 3.6. 


The comparative benefits and impacts of the different Alternatives were fully described in 
Chapters 4 and 8 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


After careful review of the extent and causes of delays at Logan and the comparative benefits 
of each Alternative, FAA and Massport selected Alternative 1A as the Preferred Alternative 
because it significantly reduces delays without imposing the economic costs on regional 
carriers and small communities associated with Peak Period Pricing. Peak Period Pricing was 
not selected because an overscheduling condition does not exist at Logan today. 


Alternative 1A achieves certain environmental benefits that include improved air quality and 
a reduction in noise for the most severely impacted communities, while causing minimal 
environmental impacts. These minimal impacts would be mitigated as described in Chapter 
8. 


Table 3.1-1 
Logan Airside Improvements Project Alternative Packages 


Alternative 1 Alternative 1A Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 


All Actions Except All Actions Except 
Improvement Concept All Actions Peak Period Pricing Runway 14/32 No- Build No Action 
Runway 14/32 _ ba 
Taxiways 
Centerfield a a a 
Extend Delta 7 = 7 
Realign November = = 7 
Southwest Corner Optimization = 7 7 
Operational 
Reduced Minimums = cd 7 7 
Peak Period Pricing 7 a a 
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3.2 Unidirectional Runway 14/32 


3.2.1 


Alternatives 


This section describes proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 (illustrated in Figure 3.1-1), 
including the purpose of this improvement, the process used to screen various runway 
lengths and layouts, a physical description of the preferred layout, and a brief assessment 
of technical and environmental issues associated with it. 


Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would be located along the southwestern edge of the airport. 
All arrivals would be from the southeast over Boston Harbor and would touch down at the 
Runway 32 end and taxi toward the Runway 14 end. All departures would leave from the 
Runway 14 end, with jets climbing out and heading southeast over the harbor. 


Runway 14/32 would address delays at Logan that occur when wind and weather 
(particularly moderate to strong northwest winds) limit Logan to two-runway 
configurations and sometimes to single-runway configurations, a major cause of delay. 
With three runways in visual flight rule (VFR) weather conditions, Logan’s capacity is 
approximately 120 operations per hour. Two runways can accommodate up to 90 hourly 
operations and a single runway provides 60 or fewer hourly operations. The high 
proportion of smaller, regional aircraft in the fleet at Logan also contributes to delay, 
because the separation distances required between larger and smaller aircraft using the 
same runway are often greater than between two aircraft of the same size. When greater 
separation distances are required, the time needed to complete each aircraft operation 
(e.g., landing or takeoff) increases, which can result in additional delay for subsequent 
operations. Along with the taxiway improvements, the new runway would also enhance 
operational safety at Logan (e.g., separating large and small aircraft operations, and 
reducing the potential for runway incursions or wingtip conflicts) by reducing 
congestion in the air and on the ground. 


In addition, Runway 14/32 would provide the FAA with greater flexibility to shift 
operations among the different primary operating directions in order to be more 
consistent with the runway use goals embodied in the Preferential Runway Advisory 
System (PRAS) at Logan. PRAS attempts to reduce the areas subject to the highest 
noise exposure levels, distribute noise impacts evenly in the long term, limit sustained 
impacts in the short term by regularly shifting operations when possible, and 
maximize use of over-the-water procedures.’ By providing capacities similar to those 
available in the north/south configurations, Runway 14/32 would allow a more 
equitable distribution of jet operations. 


Runway Length Screening 


An initial screening analysis was carried out in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to 
determine the Runway 14/32 length to be carried through the detailed operational and 
environmental analysis process. Alternative runway lengths for a unidirectional 
Runway 14/32 were screened for their ability to reduce delay, to conform to the PRAS 


4 PRAS is described in more detail in Chapter 4, Section 4.3. 
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goals, and to reduce noise impacts. The purpose of the screening process was to identify 
the feasible runway length that best achieves these objectives. 


The proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 is intended principally to serve the regional/ 
commuter airlines, which typically operate turboprops and small jets. Therefore, the 
screening process examined runway lengths (exclusive of safety areas) of 4,500 and 5,000 
feet.5 A discussion of the screening process and results can be found in Section 3.2.1 of the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Because a 5,000-foot runway would accommodate a greater proportion of the forecast 
regional carrier fleet than a 4,500-foot runway, it would provide a greater reduction in aircraft 
delay, as illustrated in Table 3.2-1. Although the effect of each runway on the achievement of 
the PRAS goals and on noise impacts varies somewhat depending upon whether the 37.5M 
Low or 45M High Fleet scenarios are employed, the overall improvements in both criteria 
favor the 5,000-foot runway.§ Therefore, the 5,000-foot runway was selected for further 
analysis in the Airside Draft EIS/EIR. 


Table 3.2-1 
Summary Comparison of the Impact of Runway Length on Aircraft Delay 


Runway 14/32 Length 
4,500 feet 5,000 feet 

Percent of Forecast Regional Carrier Fleet 
Able to Land on Runway 32 or Depart From Runway 14 

Low Fleet Scenario (37.5 million passengers) 69% 98% 

High Fleet Scenario (45 million passengers) 68% 98% 
Percent Reduction in Aircraft Delay 

Low Fleet Scenario (37.5 million passengers) 20% 22% 

High Fleet Scenario (45 million passengers) 26% 33% 


Runway 14/32 at either length would improve conformance to the PRAS goals, designed 
to equitably distribute noise among impacted communities, but 5,000 feet is the preferred 
runway length based on both the long- and short-term PRAS goals. Because the 5,000-foot 
runway would accommodate a greater variety of aircraft, it would provide better 
performance relative to the annual goals than the 4,500-foot runway. It would also produce 
a greater reduction in the total annual hours of persistence exceedence.’ The performance of 
the two runway lengths varies by fleet scenario with respect to the PRAS dwell criteria,” but 
the differences are very small. 


5 Arunway longer than 5,000 feet was analyzed earlier. It would require construction into the harbor and was therefore considered impractical. 

6 — The screening analysis used the 37.5 million passenger Low Fleet and the 45 million passenger High Fleet. The Low Fleet scenarios assumes a high 
proportion of large jet operations, similar to current conditions, while the High Fleet scenario assumes a greater proportion of smaller non-jet aircraft. 

7 Persistence is defined as the prolonged utilization of one runway combination between the hours of 7:00 AM and midnight in a period of three 
consecutive days. 

8 Dwell is defined as the duration of continuous operations during each day between the hours of 7:00 AM and midnight. 
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Noise analysis of both runway lengths yielded similar results; generally the 5,000-foot 
runway produced greater improvements. For the average Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) 
65 decibel (dB) and greater criteria, the effect on noise impacts varied by fleet. Population 
levels exposed to the average day-night noise levels of 70 dB or greater are smaller for the 
5,000-foot runway than for the 4,500-foot version under each fleet scenario. For the 75 dB 
or greater day-night noise level, the 5,000-foot runway exposes a lower population under 
the 45M High Fleet scenario, while the two runway lengths are equivalent under the 
37.5M Low Fleet scenario. 


The proposed 5000-foot unidirectional Runway 14/32 is expected to result in a certain fleet 
utilization percentage, and it is this utilization that drives the environmental impacts of the 
runway. The initial screening for runway length anticipated a regional fleet dominated by 
turboprop aircraft, where a 5,000 foot runway was clearly adequate to accommodate all 
existing and anticipated turboprop aircraft. The emergence of the regional jet called into 
question the adequacy of a 5,000 foot runway, and resulted in additional analysis using the 
37.5M High RJ Fleet in this Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR. 


According to the airframe manufacturers’ specifications and the FAA type certifications, 
the regional jet types in the Logan fleet are able to land in less than 5,000 feet under 
standard conditions.? However, the conditions of each flight operation are different. 
Based on discussions with airlines and airports and the FAA consultant’s analysis 
included in Appendix C, most of the regional jet types forecast to use Logan in the future 
are capable of landing on a 5,000 foot runway. 


The analysis of the runway with the 37.5M High RJ Fleet considers a range of utilization 
assumptions for specific regional jet aircraft (see Section 4.7.5). Therefore, this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR analyzes the full range of environmental impacts generated by 
aircraft likely to use Runway 14/32, whether derived from a fleet with a large percentage 
of turboprop aircraft or from a fleet dominated by regional jets. 


Layout Options 


FAA-specified runway design criteria and standards were applied to develop three 
layout options for a 5,000-foot unidirectional Runway 14/32. Descriptions of the 
applicable FAA criteria and standards are presented below, followed by a physical 
description of the runway, presentation of the layout options and the results of a 
qualitative assessment of the three options. Detailed descriptions of the criteria, the 
runway, the layout options and the assessment procedures are provided in Sections 
3.2.2.1 through 3.2.2.4, respectively, of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


3.2.2.1 FAA Runway Design Criteria and Standards 


The FAA has issued Advisory Circulars (AC) governing the layout and design of runways, 


taxiways and associated safety areas. These Advisory Circulars generally fall within the AC 
150/5300 Series. 
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FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13 Airport Design 


The key Advisory Circular is AC 150/5300-13 Airport Design, which specifies minimum design 
and layout standards to be utilized at all airports receiving FAA funding. Runway design 
requires the identification of a design aircraft category and the lowest designated or planned 
approach visibility minimums, and then application of the appropriate criteria contained in 
Airport Design. In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, an Airport Reference Code (ARC) of C-III 
was designated for Runway 14/32, based on the aircraft approach speed and airplane wingspan 
to be accommodated. The category of aircraft upon which this design is based is regional jets. 


The design parameters for Runway 14/32 and an ARC of C-III are defined below and 
summarized in Table 3.2-2. 


m Runway Safety Area (RSA). The RSA is a defined surface surrounding the runway that is 


suitable for reducing the risk of damage to airplanes in the event of an undershoot, 
overshoot, or excursion from the runway. For Runway 14/32, the RSA is 500 feet wide 
centered on the runway centerline, and extends 1,000 feet beyond each end of the runway. 
Airport Design requires that the RSA be cleared and graded and have no potentially 
hazardous surface variations. The RSA shall be free of all objects, unless required for 
controlling and directing aircraft. The grading shall prevent the accumulation or ponding 
of water within the RSA, and under dry conditions, the ground within the RSA shall be 
capable of supporting the occasional passage of an aircraft or aircraft rescue and fire 
fighting equipment without causing any damage to the equipment or aircraft. 


m Runway Object Free Area (ROFA). The ROFA is an area on the ground centered on a 
runway centerline. It is provided to enhance the safety of aircraft operations by having the 
area free of objects, except for those needed for air navigation or aircraft for ground 
maneuvering purposes. The ROFA for proposed Runway 14/32 is 800 feet wide, centered 
on the runway centerline, and extends 1,000 feet beyond each of the runway ends, similar 
to the RSA. 


m Runway Protection Zone (RPZ). FAA defines the RPZ as “an area off the runway end to 
enhance the protection of people and property on the ground.” The RPZ is a trapezoidal 


area, starting 200 feet beyond the threshold of the operational runway and centered on an 
imaginary extension of the runway centerline for arrivals and departures. Since operations 
will only occur to or from the Runway 32 end of unidirectional Runway 14/32, the RPZ 
applies only to the Runway 32 end. The dimensions of RPZs vary depending upon the 
visibility minimum and the ARC code for the design aircraft. For the Runway 32 end, the 
length of the RPZ is 1,700 feet with an inner width of 1,000 feet and an outer width of 
1,510 feet. 


10 FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, Chapter 2, Table 2-4. 
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Table 3.2-2 

Design Criteria for Runway 14/32 with an Airport Reference Code of C-Ill 

Item Design Criteria (feet) 

Runway Width 100 

Runway Shoulder Width 35! 

Runway Safety Area Width 500 

Runway Safety Area Length Beyond Runway End 1,000 

Runway Obstacle Free Zone Length Beyond Runway End and Width 200 

Runway Obstacle Free Zone Width 400 

Runway Object Free Area Width 800 

Runway Object Free Area Length Beyond Runway End 1,000 

Taxiway Safety Area Width 118 

Taxiway Object Free Area Width 186 

Runway Protection Zone Length 1,700 / Inner Width 1,000 / Outer Width 1,510 
1 Massport extends the 20-foot FAA minimum runway shoulder width to 35 feet for additional safety and operational benefits. 


Source: Tables 3-3 and 4-1 in FAA AC 150/5300-13 Airport Design, November 10, 1994. 


m Obstacle Free Zone (OFZ). The OFZ is the airspace along the runway and extended 


runway centerline, which is required to be clear of all objects, (except for frangible 
visual navigational aids (NAVAIDs), which need to be located in the OFZ because of 
their function). The purpose of the OFZ is to provide clearance protection for aircraft 
landing or taking off from the runway and for missed approaches. The OFZ is defined 
as a three-dimensional surface centered above the runway centerline and extending 
200 feet beyond each end of the runway. The height of the OFZ is defined as 150 feet 
above the established airport elevation. The width of the OFZ varies with aircraft and 
visibility minimums for the runway. For the proposed Runway 14/32, the OFZ is 

400 feet wide centered on the runway. 


m Taxiway Safety Area (TSA). The TSA is a defined surface alongside the taxiway 


prepared or suitable for reducing the risk of damage to an airplane unintentionally 
departing the taxiway. The TSA for a C-III taxiway is 118 feet wide centered on the 
taxiway centerline. 


m Taxiway Object Free Area (TOFA). The TOFA has controlling criteria similar to that 
of the ROFA described above. For the proposed Runway 14/32, the TOFA is 186 feet 
wide centered on the taxiway centerline. 


FAR 14 CFR Part 77 Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace 


A second listing of key design criteria is contained within the body of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (FAR) at 14 CFR Part 77. These criteria, under the heading “Objects 
Affecting Navigable Airspace,” address the goals of safe and efficient use of airspace, and 
define limits around a runway in which objects are considered to interfere with the safe 
use of the runway. 
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FAR Part 77 criteria address the protection of the airspace around a given runway. The 
phrase “FAR Part 77 surfaces” is frequently used in reference to the several “imaginary 
surfaces” surrounding a runway, which are used to depict the protected airspace and are 
defined by the technical criteria of FAR Part 77. The basic purpose of FAR Part 77 is to 
identify objects extending vertically through or above these imaginary surfaces, which 
may pose a hazard to air navigation. 


FAR Part 77 surfaces are defined generally below. FAR Part 77 surfaces for 
Runway 14/32 are listed in Table 3.2-3 and illustrated in Figure 3.2-1. 


m Primary Surface. This surface is a rectangular surface centered along the runway and 


at the same elevation as the surface of the runway. The length of this surface extends 
200 feet off each paved runway end and the width is dependent upon the 
characteristics and use of the runway. 


m Approach Surface. This surface is an inclined trapezoidal plane beginning at the 


narrow end of the Primary Surface and extending outward and upward. The inner, 
(starting) edge of the Approach Surface is the same width as the Primary Surface; the 
approach widens at a uniform rate and the outer edge varies with the runway 
approach minimums. Since approaches only will occur to the 32 end of unidirectional 
Runway 14/32, the Approach Surface requirements only apply to the 32 end. 


m Transition Surface. This surface extends upward and outward from the long sides of 


the Primary Surface at a slope of 7:1 and meets the Approach Surfaces. Since there is no 
approach surface for the Runway 14 end, the Transition Surface was assumed to “cut 
off” at the Runway 14 end, terminating the 7:1 slope. 


Table 3.2-3 

FAR Part 77 Surfaces for Runway 14/32 

Type of Surface and Geometric Parameters Runway 14 End Runway 32 End 
Primary Surface 

Total width (in feet) 5001 500 
Distance from centerline on each side (in feet) 250 250 
Approach Surface? 

Inner width (in feet) Not Applicable 500 
Outer width (in feet) 4,000 
Horizontal Length (in feet) 10,000 
Slope (horizontal: vertical) 34:4 


Transition Surface 
Slope (horizontal: vertical) Not Applicable TA 


1 Future use of a Global Positioning System for this runway could require up to a 1,000 foot wide Primary Surface (centered on the runway). 
2 Runway 32 end only because approaches will only be permitted to the Runway 32 end of the unidirectional runway. 
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A good way to visualize the shape of each of these surfaces is to imagine an oval soccer 
stadium, which is closed at both ends, and with the runway running down the middle of 
the field. The Primary Surface may be envisioned as the flat, grassy surface of the playing 
field, including and extending out on each side of the runway. The stadium rows behind 
the goal posts represent the approach surfaces. The stadium rows along the length or 
sidelines of the field represent the transition surfaces. 


It should be noted that the location of the Hyatt Hotel precludes the use of Runway 14 for 
arrivals, because the hotel penetrates the Part 77 approach surface for a VFR runway. 


3.2.2.2 Physical Description of Runway 


Proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 would have a length of 5,000 feet and a width of 
100 feet, with 35-foot paved shoulders on either side. At either end of the runway, 1,000- 
foot long paved runway safety areas (RSAs) would be provided. Since the runway would 
only be used in one direction, no taxiway to the Runway 32 end is necessary. A small 
paved turnout area would be provided to allow an aborted departure to be moved off the 
runway and to reverse direction before returning to the terminal area. 


The lighting for Runway 14/32 would include runway edge, end and thresholds lights, 
and Runway End Identifier Lights (REIL). These lights will be low to the ground and will 
be placed in accordance with FAA regulations for spacing and intensity. Because 
Runway 14/32 is slated to be a non-precision runway, an approach lighting system is not 
necessary. Markings will consist of centerline, edge line, threshold, and runway 
designator markings. Touchdown zone and aiming point markings would be applied for 
the Runway 32 end. 


3.2.2.3 Runway Layout Options 


Three layout options for a 5,000-foot unidirectional Runway 14/32 were developed based 
upon alternative treatments for the RSA on the Runway 32 end. With the exception of the 
RSA, each option includes identical design parameters as discussed in the previous 
section. Each option has been developed in sufficient detail to identify preliminary 
impacts, and thereby, selection of a preferred layout option. The options are designated 
A, B and C and are described below. 


Option A 


Option A, which is illustrated in Figure 3.2-2, meets all FAA runway design criteria and 
standards. Both runway ends have full 1,000-foot by 500-foot RSAs per the guidelines of 
FAA’s Advisory Circular 150/5300-13 Airport Design. A portion of the RSA south of the 
runway would extend over water. 
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Option B 


Option B, which is illustrated in Figure 3.2-3, is shifted approximately 260 feet to the east 
of Option A. The RSA centerline at the Runway 32 end is placed at the most easterly 
point of land. To accommodate the full 500-foot width of the RSA of the runway ends, a 
deck would be constructed or fill would be placed into Boston Harbor (affecting an area 
of approximately 62,000 square feet). Both runway ends would have full 1,000-foot by 
500-foot RSAs, thereby meeting FAA’s RSA design guidelines. A portion of the RSA 
south of the runway would extend over water. 


Option C 


The alignment of Option C is identical to that of Option B; however, a deck or fill would 
not be constructed. Instead, a determination of acceptance of the level of safety will be 
sought from the FAA for the two small, triangular corners of the Runway 32 end RSA 
and the portion of the RSA south of the runway, which lie over water. The revisions to 
the runway safety area standard can be adopted if it is determined that it will provide an 
acceptable level of safety. The Runway 14 end will have a standard 1,000-foot by 500-foot 
RSA. Option C is illustrated in Figure 3.2-4. 


Based on the preliminary engineering conducted in this phase, it is expected that the 
FAA will agree that it is not feasible and practical (based on cost, engineering and 
environmental conditions) to develop the areas needed to provide a full RSA. The FAA 
will determine that the Runway 32 RSA would provide an acceptable level of safety. 


Terminal En Route Procedures 


Preliminary analysis of the proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 indicates that the 
FAA will be able to develop procedures in accordance with Terminal En Route 
Procedures (TERPs). Appropriate procedures consistent with TERPs standards for 
approaches and departures can and will be incorporated in the final design process for 
the runway. 


3.2.2.4 Assessment of Technical and Environmental Issues 


This section summarizes an assessment of the layout options that was conducted as part 
of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. This assessment was performed in sufficient detail 
to discern relative differences among the options and to lead to the selection of a 
preferred design option, Option C, which was analyzed in detail in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR. 


Technical issues were assessed by applying the FAA design criteria and standards 
described above. Environmental issues assessed include impacts to marine habitat in 
Boston Harbor, and as a general measure of environmental impacts, identification of the 
local, state and federal wetlands and water resources permits required. All impacts of 
each alternative are presented in Table 3.2-4. 
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Table 3.2-4 


Summary of Impacts of Runway Layout Options 


Impact Type 


Impact of Layout Option 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Layout Option A 


Layout Option B 


Layout Option C 


Building Demolition’ 


Demolish Building 60 which falls 
within the Runway Safety Area 
and Runway Object Free Area. 


Same as Option A 


Same as Option A 


Aircraft Parking! Relocate 4 jet and 8 general Same as Option A Same as Option A 
aviation parking positions 
elsewhere on the airport. 
FAA Technical Runway 14 FAR Part 77 and Same as Option A Same as Option A 
Standards’ Taxiway Object Free Area 
Penetrations? 
FAA Technical N/A N/A Runway 32 Safety 
Standards Area would not meet 
standard 
Elimination of Vehicular 174 spaces associated with None None 
Parking Harborside Hyatt Hotel (71 
percent of all parking at Hyatt), 
with no comparable relocation 
options. 
Marine Impacts None 62,000 square feet of deck or fill None 


over Boston Harbor at estimated 
cost of $8 million 


Environmental Permits 
Required 


arwonr — 


Alternatives 


Coastal Zone Consistency 
Review 


Order of Conditions, NPDES 
Permit for Construction 
Activities 

Air and Water Quality 
Certification from the Governor 
(USC 47106 (c(1)(B)) 
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Same as Option A 


Same as Option A 


Same as Option A 


Section 404 Permit, Water 
Quality Certificate, Chapter 91 
License 


Same as Option A 


Same as Option A 


Same as Option A 


Impacts common to all three layout options. 
Building 61 is slated for demolition as part of a separate project. 
Minimal impact with installation of obstruction hazard lights — all obstructions are located on edge of “unused” Runway 14 end (no arrivals). 
Two corners totaling 12 percent of the RSA would lie over the water. A request for a determination of an acceptable level of safety will be requested from the FAA. 
NPDES - National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit 
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Alternatives 


Impacts Common to All Layout Options 


There are several technical and environmental impacts common to all three options. 
Since these impacts do not serve to discern relative differences between the layout 
options, they are listed here briefly. Section 3.2.2.4 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
provides a more detailed description of these impacts. 


m Two cargo buildings located off of Harborside Drive in the Bird Island Flats area, 
Buildings 60 and 61, fall within the RSA and ROFA of each layout option, and must 
be demolished; however, Building 61 is planned to be demolished as part of another 
project and therefore is not an impact of Runway 14/32. (see Figure 3.2-2) 


m Four jet parking positions and eight general aviation daytime positions near 
Building 60 must be relocated elsewhere on the airport (see Figure 3.2-3). 


m Harborside Drive falls within the edge of the FAR Part 77 Primary Surface and a 
corner of the ROFA at the Runway 14 end. Vehicles traveling on Harborside Drive 
would intrude on these areas. In addition, the Hyatt Harborside Hotel (Hyatt) and 
Buildings 56 and 57, located to the northeast of Harborside Drive, penetrate the FAR 
Part 77 Transition Surface. All of these obstructions are located on the edge of the 
Runway 14 end that will not be used for arrivals. In accordance with FAA 
regulations, obstruction hazard lights will be installed on the buildings. 


m A portion of the RSA to the south of the runway would extend over the water 
(approximately 86,000 square feet). The FAA has conducted preliminary analysis of 
the RSA along the south side of the runway and has concluded that they would be 
able to make a determination that it provides an acceptable level of safety. 


m Permit requirements include an Order of Conditions from the Boston Conservation 
Commission and a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
for construction activities from the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)/MA 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP). 


Impacts Specific to Individual Layout Options 


Option A 


Option A places Runway 14/32 furthest to the west of the options under consideration and 
would eliminate 174 parking spaces associated with the Harborside Hyatt Hotel, at the 
Runway 14 end. Of the 174 affected spaces, 162 spaces are directly impacted, since parking is 
not allowed within the RSA and the Runway Object Free Area (ROFA). Twelve additional 
spaces would be lost as a result of reconfiguring driveways to maintain access to existing 
spaces. The 174 lost spaces represent 71 percent of the existing 241 spaces at the Harborside 
Hyatt (see Figure 3.2-5). No comparable relocation options exist. Consequently, acquisition of 
the affected 174-parking space area by negotiation is highly unlikely and acquisition by 
eminent domain would likely not be resolved without costly and protracted litigation. 
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Alternatives 


While no modification of FAA standards for the Runway 32 end RSA is required by this 
option, the impacts on the Hyatt and related costs could potentially be avoided through a 
modification of RSA and ROFA standards. 


Option B 


Option B shifts the runway and RSA 260 feet to the southeast (i.e., further away from the 
Harborside Hyatt) to avoid the Hyatt Hotel’s parking lot. As a result, the outer corners of 
the Runway 32 end RSA are pushed out over the water. Option B includes construction 
of a deck over the water or fill that covers approximately 62,000 square feet of the harbor, 
in order to provide the full safety area on the Runway 32 end. Preliminary cost estimates 
indicate that a deck would cost approximately $8 million (1996 dollars). 


The deck or fill may generate direct impacts to marine life and indirect impacts due to the 
loss or alteration of intertidal habitat. This activity would require the following environ- 
mental permits: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404, Coastal Zone Consistency 
Review, Water Quality Certificate, Chapter 91 license, NPDES permit, and an Order of 
Conditions from the Boston Conservation Commission. In addition, since this options 
requires work in the Harbor, a “Reasonable Assurance letter for Water Quality” from the 
Governor of the Commonwealth would be required. 


Option C 


Option C has the identical layout/alignment as Option B, except that no structures 
would be constructed to accommodate the two small corners of the Runway 32 RSA that 
lie over the water. Instead, a determination of an acceptable level of safety, would be 
requested from the FAA. The two corners represent approximately 12 percent of the full 
RSA area at the Runway 32 end. 


In considering a determination, the test is whether an acceptable level of safety can be 
maintained with the proposed conditions. Three factors are considered: 


m An analysis of aircraft accident locations off runway ends based on national statistics; 
m The types of aircraft reasonably expected to operate on the runway; and, 


m The conditions of use and practical constraints for the runway RSA based on 
environmental, physical, or cost factors. 


Based on an evaluation of these factors, which is discussed in detail in Section 3.2.2.4 of 
the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the proposed determination for the Runway 32 RSA 
will not compromise safety because: 


m The proposed Runway 32 RSA is a full 1,000 feet long on the centerline. 


m The NAVAIDS to be installed would provide added glide path and alignment 
guidance in Instrument Meteorological Conditions (IMC). 
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m Available statistical data show that the small over-water corners of the RSA will not 
significantly affect the safety of operations to Runway 14/32, even for larger group C-III 
aircraft." Historically, reported undershoots under the conditions for which Runway 14/32 
would be used have been on the centerline and within 1,000 feet of the Runway. 


The FAA has conducted a preliminary analysis of the RSA on the southeast (Runway 32) 
end and along the south side of the runway, and has concluded that it would be able to 
issue a determination that it provides an acceptable level of safety. 


3.3 Taxiway Improvements 


Four proposed taxiway improvements are described in this section. For each taxiway, the 
purpose and general effects of the improvement on Logan’s airfield operations are 
summarized. All four of the taxiway improvements would be included in each of the 
build alternatives: Alternatives 1 and 1A, which include Runway 14/32, and Alternative 
2, which does not include Runway 14/32. Each of the taxiway improvements would 
improve Logan’s airfield efficiency, with or without Runway 14/32. Each proposed 
taxiway has a paved width of 170 feet, which includes a 100-foot wide taxiway and two 
35-foot paved shoulders. 


3.3.1 Centerfield Taxiway 


A new 9,300-foot Centerfield Taxiway would be located between Runways 4L/22R and 
4R/22L, as shown in Figure 3.3-1."° The purpose of the Centerfield Taxiway is to provide 
alternative taxi routings for more efficient movement of aircraft between runways and 
terminal areas. Improved taxi routes will reduce ground delays for both arriving and 
departing aircraft. By diminishing delays, particularly north of Runway 15R/33L, the 
Centerfield Taxiway would reduce both ground noise and air quality impacts associated 
with ground operations. The Centerfield Taxiway would also alleviate congestion in the 
vicinity of Terminals B and C, and it would enhance the general safety of airside operations. 
Specifically, a Centerfield Taxiway would have the following operational benefits: 


m Reduce taxiing delay for Runway 4R arrivals. Instead of queuing on Runway 33R to 
cross Runway 4L and then all taxiing single-file down taxiway November, many 
aircraft could immediately proceed southbound between the runways and then cross 
Runway 4R at one of several taxiways nearer their gates. 


11. DOT/FAA/AOV 90-1 “ Location of Commercial Aircraft Accidents/Incidents Relative to Runways,” FAA Office of Safety Oversight, July 1990. 

12 A Centerfield Taxiway, positioned between Runways 4L/22R and 4R/22L, was initially proposed in 1990 as part of Massport’s annual airfield 
improvements program. An ENF was filed for that program and a Scope for a Draft EIR was issued by the Secretary of the EOEA, pursuant to MEPA. 
That project (EOEA No. 8108) was later withdrawn by Massport. The layout of the Centerfield Taxiway concept as proposed in this Supplemental Draft 
EIS/FEIR differs from the 1990 proposal in that the current proposal extends south to Taxiway Bravo to incorporate reconfiguration of the Southwest 
Corner taxiway system (see Section 3.3.2). The earlier concept terminated at Taxiway Whiskey. 
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m Reduce taxiing delays for Runway 22L departures. Currently, aircraft needing the 
greater departure length of Runway 22L must queue up on Taxiway November with 
the rest of the departures using Runway 22R. This causes delays for aircraft using 
both runways during heavy traffic periods. The Centerfield Taxiway would permit 
the Runway 22L departures to cross Runway 22R near the terminals and proceed 
directly to the runway, where they would be ready for takeoff as soon as a gap occurs 
in the Runway 22L arrival stream. Although some comments have argued that this 
would increase the “stacking” of aircraft in the northern section of the airfield, it 
would in fact reduce the total delay experienced by both Runway 22R and 22L 
departures. 


m Decrease taxiing delays for Runway 22L and Runway 27 arrivals. Similar to the 
Runway 4R arrivals discussed above, the Centerfield Taxiway would enable many of 
these arrivals to proceed northbound to a taxiway nearer their gate, and then several 
could cross Runway 22R simultaneously. 


m Ease congestion near Terminals B and C. Due to its proximity to these terminals, 
aircraft using Taxiway Alpha are frequently delayed by aircraft entering or leaving 
their gates in this area. This congestion would be reduced by using parallel paths on 
Taxiway Kilo and the Centerfield Taxiway instead of Kilo and Alpha, thereby freeing 
Taxiway Alpha for pushbacks. 


m Reduce the potential for wing-tip clearance conflicts on Taxiways Alpha and Kilo. 
The large wingspan of the newer generation of heavy jets prevent them from passing 
on the closely spaced taxiways Alpha and Kilo. Using Taxiway Kilo and the 
Centerfield Taxiway would avoid such problems. 


The Centerfield Taxiway would not change the total number of aircraft operations which 
cross an active runway, but it would substantially reduce the delays experienced by these 
aircraft, particularly for arrivals. Instead of forming a single queue to cross 

Runway 4L/22R single-file, they could be dispersed to multiple crossing points where 
several could cross the active runway at the same time. 


In general, a Centerfield Taxiway would decrease taxiing distances and taxiing times for 
most airfield operating configurations, and would also move points of congestion away 
from residential areas. The Taxiway would reduce the potential for runway incursions, 
would enhance safety by decreasing congestion on the taxiway system, and would 
provide controllers with greater flexibility to improve the efficiency of airport ground 
operations. 
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3.3.2 


3.3.3 


3.3.4 


Alternatives 


Southwest Corner Taxiway System Reconfiguration 


Changes to the taxi layout in the Southwest Corner of the airport near the ends of 
Runways 4L, 4R and 9 will simplify a confusing jumble of taxiways, reduce the 
opportunities for runway incursions, and expedite ground movements in this area. 
Reconfiguring the existing taxiways will improve the access of departures to Runways 4L, 
4R and 9, and will provide a more logical and streamlined flow for inbound and 
outbound aircraft when Runways 27 and 33L are active (see Figure 3.3-2). 


The Southwest Corner reconfiguration would enhance safety and operating efficiency by 
simplifying runway crossings and access in a section of the airfield that may be confusing 
to some pilots, particularly at night or during reduced visibility. It would also allow 
Runway 14/32 to be used as a taxiway in some runway configurations to improve 
flexibility and ground movement efficiency. 


Taxiway Delta Extension 


Taxiway Delta would be extended 2,000 feet between Taxiway Charlie and 

Runway 4R/22L (see Figure 3.3-3). The completion of Delta would provide an alternate 
path for departures on Runways 27 and 33L, thereby reducing congestion on Taxiway 
Charlie that now is the sole access to these runways. This would improve efficiency by 
separating jets taxiing to Runways 27 and 33L from non-jets using Taxiways Charlie and 
Golf for Runway 33L intersection departures. 


Taxiway November Realignment 


Approximately 2,200 feet of Taxiway November would be realigned between 

Runway 15L/33R and Runway 15R/33L to simplify its connection to Taxiways Kilo and 
Alpha which provide the main flow around the terminal areas (see Figure 3.3-4). In 
addition, this improvement would eliminate the confusing simultaneous intersection of 
Taxiway Tango with both Runways 33L and 22R. These changes would not only improve 
efficiency but also enhance safety by reducing the potential for runway incursions, 
especially at night and during reduced visibility. 
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3.4 Reduced Approach Minimums for 
Runways 15R, 22L, 27, and 33L 


Alternatives 


This improvement concept proposes to reduce the current approach minimums on four 
existing runways at Logan to FAA values which are provided at most other airports in the 
nation. The “approach minimum’ is the lowest point along the existing glide slope during 
the approach (landing) at which the pilot must make a decision whether to land or to 
execute a missed approach procedure, when the visibility is low. The approach minimum 
for each runway is established by the FAA based upon the type of navigation equipment 
available, the existence of obstacles in the approach area, and performance of the aircraft. 
The approach minimums are established and published for each runway by the FAA. 
Lowering the minimums would not change the altitudes at which aircraft operate, but just 
the distance from the runway where the missed-approach decision is made. 


Five of Logan’s runway ends are equipped with precision electronic navigation systems 
(Instrument Landing Systems - ILS) and approach lighting systems, which enable aircraft 
to land under low visibility weather conditions. At the present time, only Runway 4R, 
which is equipped with a Category III ILS, is approved for the lowest approach minimum 
established by FAA. This adds to greater use of and dependence on Runway 4R under poor 
weather conditions. This section summarizes proposed changes to the approach minimums 
at the other four runways, which are also described in Section 3.4 of the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR. 


Although Runways 15R, 22L, 27 and 33L are each equipped with a precision Category I 
ILS, those on Runways 22L and 27 currently have approach minimums that are artificially 
constrained and are significantly higher than the capabilities of the existing electronic 
equipment permit. When the ILSs were installed on Runways 22L and 27 several years ago, 
the FAA agreed to retain the existing non-precision approach minimums until the 
appropriate new values could be addressed in an EIS. Reduction of the approach 
minimums on Runways 22L and 27 to ILS Category I values that are consistent with 
current FAA standards is included in all improvement alternatives. The existing and 
proposed ILS minimums are shown in Table 3.4-1. 


The existing ILS approaches to Runways 15R and 33L are also proposed to be improved. 
The planned action includes upgrading these approaches to Category III ILSs, which 
would permit landings on these runways down to the same approach minimums as on 
Runway 4R. The availability of additional precision navigation equipment on these two 
runways would provide improved operational flexibility to air traffic controllers and 
enhance safety during adverse weather conditions. 


Lowered minimums on these four runways would extend the range of weather condi- 
tions under which they could be used and would thereby reduce reliance on Runway 4R 
during low visibility. This would provide improved operational flexibility and thereby 
reduce delays as well as increase the opportunity to achieve PRAS goals, particularly the 
short-term dwell and persistence. 
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Table 3.4-1 
Existing and Proposed ILS Minimums” for Runways 15R, 22L, 27, and 33L 


Distance of 
Decision Height Point Runway 
Cloud Ceiling Visibility from Touchdown Availability 
Annual 
Feet Above Hours, 
Ground Mean Sea Level Statute Nautical 1980 - 1990 
Runway Level Elevation (feet) Miles) Feet Miles Weather 
15R Existing 250 268 3/4 4,800 0.79 5,356 
Proposed 0 18 1/8 0 0.00 5,495 
22L __ Existing 403 420 1-1/4 7,700 1.27 6,835 
Proposed 200 217 1/2 3,800 0.63 6,929 
27 Existing 443 460 1-1/2 8,500 1.39 6,972 
Proposed 200 217 1/2 3,800 0.63 7,055 
33L Existing 200 217 1/2 3,800 0.63 7,173 
Proposed 0 17 1/8 0 0.00 7,249 


* — Lowest minimums possible. Some may be gradually achieved. 


Table 3.4-1 shows the change in availability of each runway due to reduced minimums. 
An analysis of the 37.5M Low Fleet demonstrated that reduced minimums alone provide 
an annual delay reduction of approximately 6,000 hours as a result of greater runway 
availability under poor weather conditions. Appendix D of the Airside Project 

Draft EIS/EIR provides additional discussion of reduced minimums and their associated 
delay benefits. 


3.5 Peak Period Pricing 


Alternatives 


Peak Period Pricing is a demand management tool that is intended to reduce delays 
caused by situations where flight demand exceeds airfield capacity over a sustained 
period. Peak Period Pricing works by raising the price of using the airfield during 
designated peak hours. As a result, some existing aircraft operations would be 
discontinued if the cost of using Logan during the peak would exceed the value of the 
economic return to the carrier. 


Peak Period Pricing was chosen from alternative demand management strategies because 
it has been effective in other industries and because it is excluded from review under Part 
161 of the Federal Aviation Regulations, which sets standards for airports that wish to 
restrict access for Stage 3 aircraft. Other demand management tools, such as slots or caps, 
are discouraged under current federal guidelines and would require extensive analysis 
under Part 161. The current environment where Congress has moved to eliminate slots at 
High Density Airports suggests that imposing slot controls would not be approved. 
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3.5.1 


Alternatives 


3.5.1.1 


Current flight activity levels at Logan do not exceed available airfield capacity during VFR 
conditions. Airline overscheduling has not been a significant cause of delays at Logan since 
1993. Nonetheless, the effect of Peak Period Pricing on delay was evaluated for its potential 
to reduce delay under future conditions should airline overscheduling re-emerge. 


Chapter 3 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR provided descriptions of previous Logan 
programs, the procedural requirements for implementing Peak Period Pricing, and the 
screening analysis used to determine the Peak Period fee that was tested across all future 
fleet scenarios. This section discusses alternative demand management practices, their 
use at other airports, and previous initiatives at Logan. 


Demand Management Policies at Other Airports 


The FAA requested that the Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR identify demand 
management strategies that are in use or have been proposed by other airports. Presently 
there are few examples of demand management policies employed at other United States 
airports. The most notable example of demand management in the United States was the 
imposition of slot restrictions at several of the nation’s most congested airports in 1969. 


Demand management techniques can be generally classified as either regulatory or 
economic. The former establishes a limit on the number of flights that can be accepted at 
an airport, i.e., slots, while the latter charges airfield users a higher fee during the busiest 
periods in order to reduce demand. Sometimes a combination of the two is employed. 


Regulatory Approaches 


These are the most common techniques used by airports worldwide to control airport 
demand, but have seen relatively limited application in the United States. In the United 
States, under FAA guidelines, a regulatory approach would be construed as an airport 
access restriction, and would therefore require an airport to conduct a Part 161 Study. 


Slots 


Most of the world’s major international airports outside the United States use slot 
controls to limit traffic to an acceptable level. The slots are negotiated by a Slot 
Committee which meets periodically to review and revise the allocation of landing slots 
at the major airports. Each participating airport is represented on the committee, often by 
the home country’s flag carrier. The number of slots for a given airport is set by the 
airport management or local government authority, and a prescribed number are usually 
reserved for the local carriers. 


In the United States, slots are used at only four High Density airports (Chicago O’Hare, 
Washington Reagan National, New York JFK and New York LaGuardia). The number of 
slots per hour is set by the FAA for air carriers, commuter operators and general aviation. 
At LaGuardia, for example, access was restricted to 68 hourly operations between 6:00 
A.M. and midnight. Of these, 48 were allocated to air carriers, 14 to commuter carriers, 
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Alternatives 


and six to charter operators, general aviation, military, or airline extra-section operations. 
Until the passage of slot reforms in April 2000, the number of slots has changed only 
slightly at these airports since the program commenced in 1969. 


Passenger Caps 


This method is used occasionally in the United States, generally at smaller airports. It can 
restrict the annual volume, or set a short-term (e.g. half-hourly) limit on passengers carried. 
Examples include Orange County in California and Westchester County in New York. 


Perimeter Rules 


This technique controls demand by placing a limit on the originating or destination 
airports that can be served from the constrained airport. Washington Reagan National 
and New York LaGuardia are the primary examples of perimeter rules in the United 
States. These perimeter rules pre-dated Part 161 requirements. 


Gate Use Standards 


This method attempts to maximize airfield efficiency by placing a limit on the number of 
daily seats that a carrier operates through each gate. It is implemented via the airport- 
airline lease agreement, and forces the carrier to use the gate for its most valued flights 
and usually larger aircraft. Chicago Midway is a successful example of this approach in 
operation. Seattle-Tacoma Airport considered this program in 1995, but eventually 
dropped it due to complications with existing long-term lease agreements. 


Aircraft Size Limits 


This approach is similar to the gate use standards, but explicitly limits the minimum seat- 
size of aircraft using the airfield to increase efficiency. It was recently proposed at San 
Francisco to reduce weather-related delays for flights to/from Western United States 
cities, but a formal policy was never implemented. 


3.5.1.2 Economic Approaches 


These methods apply higher fees for flights operating during the peak periods to use the 
law of supply and demand for controlling activity. The concept often applies differential 
pricing for different types of users, and usually changes the fee structure by time of day. 
Several examples are provided below. 


London Heathrow 


Heathrow Airport has implemented a flat fee per operation (no traditional weight-based 
landing fee) during peak hour operations for several years. The fee is higher during the 
hours from 7:00 to 10:59 A.M. and 5:00 to 7:59 P.M. during the summer season. During the 
off-peak hours, two weight-based aircraft categories are used to calculate landing fees. 
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New York Minimum Landing Fee / GA Surcharge 


In August 1968, the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYN)J) instituted a 
minimum landing fee on general aviation during peak periods at the three New York 
airports. The minimum fee for GA operators was progressively increased and eventually 
changed to a $100 surcharge (in addition to the traditional weight-based fee). The same 
minimum fee was subsequently imposed on commuter operators. 


Boston Logan Minimum Daily Landing Fee 


In 1982, Massport implemented a minimum daily landing fee of $50, applied against the 
conventional weight-based fee from 8:00 A.M. to 8:00 P.M.. The effect of the minimum 
was to discourage individual GA flights without penalizing multiple daily flights by 
small commuter /air taxi operators. Resistance to this program was strong, however, and 
in less than a year Massport rescinded it. 


Boston Logan PACE Program 


In July 1988, Massport implemented the Program for Airfield Capacity Efficiency 
(PACE). PACE represented a modification to Logan’s landing fee structure that 
redistributed costs between users, while maintaining revenue neutrality (i.e., maintaining 
total airfield revenues at a level that does not exceed total airfield costs). The landing fee 
formula was changed to include a $91 fixed cost per landing plus $0.45 per 1,000 lbs. As a 
result of PACE, the cost of using Logan increased substantially for smaller aircraft, and 
declined somewhat for larger aircraft. 


PACE was challenged by operators of small aircraft in US District Court and in an 
administrative proceeding before the US Department of Transportation (DOT). Summary 
Judgement upholding PACE was issued by the US District Court. However, the PACE 
fee structure was found to discriminate against smaller aircraft users by the DOT and, 
therefore, to be in violation of federal aviation statutes. The US Circuit Court of Appeals 
upheld the DOT. As a result, PACE was discontinued after only six months of use. 


In terms of the instructiveness of PACE to a Peak Period Pricing program, it is important 
to understand that PACE did not relate to the peak hour at all. Rather, the increased fee 
applied across the entire day. While many are under the misconception that PACE was 
effective because of a subsequent decline in Logan regional carrier and general aviation 
operations, this decline was experienced at other airports in the region and was more 
related to market factors than PACE. The restructuring of the regional carrier industry at 
Boston and in New England continued well after PACE was rescinded. 


1993 Boston Logan Peak Period Pricing Concept 


During 1992-1993, high and increasing levels of delay caused Massport to revise the 
PACE proposal to reflect the DOT decision. In the modified approach, peak hour fees 
applied only to the most congested period of the day, and the method of airfield cost 
allocation was carefully calculated using the utility industry as a model. The resulting 
peak hour fee proposal had three components: (1) an operations charge for all aircraft 


3-39 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Alternatives 


irrespective of weight, (2) a weight based charge, and (3) a peak hour fee between 2:00 PM 
and 8:00 PM (for both landings and takeoffs). The proposal was designed to be revenue 
neutral, but the effect on individual users differed. Smaller aircraft would pay more than 
under the traditional method, and larger aircraft would pay less. The peak hour pricing 
proposal was taken through the analytical phase and an informal public process with a 
wide range of interest groups, as well as briefings for the FAA and the DOT Office of the 
Secretary. In 1993, Massport determined that it was appropriate to reexamine the Logan 
delay problem from a more detailed perspective, particularly in light of fleet mix changes. 
The Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study was initiated which examined the 
nature of the delay problem and a broader range of potential delay reduction mechanisms. 
Peak Hour Pricing was one of the options studied. 


Sydney Ausiralia Peak Hour Pricing 


In 1989, the Federal Airports Corporation in Australia implemented one of the few true 
demand management policies at Sydney Airport. The components of this pricing 
mechanism meet the economic and practical standards for peak hour pricing theory: 
access to the airport was not controlled by slots or any other regulatory mechanism; the 
charge was related to the airport’s peak congestion period; and the charges applied to 
both arrivals and departures. The program was initially applied only to general aviation, 
but extended to all flights in 1991. A flat A$250 fee was charged for each landing or 
takeoff during peak periods in both morning and evening; during shoulder periods on 
either side of the peaks, the fee was A$200 per landing and A$100 per takeoff. The 
Sydney pricing resulted in a 28 percent reduction in peak period flights (all by non-jets), 
while actually increasing the passenger seat capacity. 


Seattle Congestion Management Study 


As part of the decision process on a new runway for Sea-Tac airport in 1995, a study of 
various Peak Period Pricing structures concluded that fees as high as $200 would remove 
at most seven percent of the peak hour operations. 


3.5.1.3 Federal Slot Reforms 


In the interests of promoting airline competition and service to underserved 
communities, the federal government enacted slot reforms through passage of the 
Federal Aviation Investment Act for the Twenty-First Century (“AIR-21”) in April 2000. 
AIR-21 provides for the phased elimination of slots at the New York airports and 
Chicago O’Hare. Slot-restrictions at LaGuardia and J.P. Kennedy International will be 
lifted after January 1, 2007 and slot-restrictions at Chicago O’Hare will be terminated 
after July 1, 2002. At Washington Reagan National Airport, AIR-21 created 24 new slots. 


AIR-21 also created interim slot exemptions for the LaGuardia, J.F. Kennedy 
International, and Chicago O’Hare Airports. The interim slot rules effectively lifted slot 
restrictions for carriers wanting to serve small or non-hub communities with small 
aircraft (under 71 seats) and for new entrant or limited incumbent carriers (carriers with 
20 or fewer slots). Although the interim exemptions applied to three of the High Density 
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airports, the overwhelming majority of airline exemption requests were for LaGuardia. 
Carriers filed exemption requests for more than 600 additional daily flights at LaGuardia, 
which would have increased daily scheduled operations by more than 50 percent. 
Carriers proposed to operate two-thirds of the additional flights with regional jet aircraft 
and one-third with turboprop aircraft. 


By November 2000, airlines were operating more than 200 of the proposed AIR-21 services 
at LaGuardia, representing a 26 percent increase in scheduled operations over the prior year. 
The substantial increases in aircraft activity resulted in unprecedented levels of delay at 
LaGuardia. In September 2000, the FAA OPSNET database showed that LaGuardia 
experienced more than 9,000 flight delays compared to 3,100 delayed flights a year earlier. 
The FAA estimates that 25 percent of flight delays in the United States in September 2000 
occurred at LaGuardia, compared to approximately 12 percent before AIR-21. 


In response to the substantial increases in activity and delays, the Port Authority of New 
York and New Jersey (“PANYNJ”), which operates LaGuardia, sought voluntary 
measures from the airlines to minimize airport congestion. In August 2000, the PANYNJ 
requested that air carriers schedule AIR-21 eligible service outside of the airport’s most 
congested operating hours. The airlines did not respond the PANYNJ’s request. 
Subsequently, the PANYNJ announced a moratorium on new services until a demand 
management measure could be adopted. 


The FAA did not sanction the moratorium and began immediate discussions with the 
PANYN] to devise a short-term demand management strategy for the airport. The FAA 
and the PANYN] agreed to allocate a limited number of AIR-21 slot exemptions to 
airlines through a slot-lottery. The allocation of AIR-21 services is an interim measure 
intended to mitigate the air service disruptions and delays brought on by the AIR-21 slot 
exemptions. The lottery was conducted in January 2001, and it increased the total 
number of hourly operations at LaGuardia, which has just two runways, from 68 to 81. 
As a result, the number of AIR-21 slot exemptions was limited to 150 daily operations. In 
its decision to allocate flights authorized by AIR-21, the FAA made clear that the lottery 
was a Federal action and that the PANYNJ could not have acted on its own to limit 
airport operations. 


The FAA is currently in the process of developing a long-term demand management 
policy that will become effective at LaGuardia in September 2001. Through this process 
the FAA intends to articulate demand management measures that would be available to 
all airport operators. It is expected that any demand management policy promulgated by 
the FAA will be shaped by two recent forces in the aviation industry, the AIR-21 slot 
reforms and the widespread introduction of regional jet aircraft. The pending FAA 
decision is expected to result in updated federal guidance for other airports, such as 
Logan, on the appropriate structure for demand management programs, including Peak 
Period Pricing. 
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3.6 Alternative Packages 


3.6.1 


3.6.2 


Alternatives 


For analytic purposes, the various airside improvement concepts identified previously 
were grouped into different packages of alternatives. The alternatives have been 
structured to provide a clear basis for assessing the operational benefits and 
environmental impacts of the proposed improvements as compared to each other and the 
No Action Alternative. 


The following sections describe the range of alternatives considered in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Alternative 1 —- All Actions 


Alternative 1 would involve implementation of all recommended concepts (see 

Figure 3.1-1). This would include construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32, 
construction of the Centerfield Taxiway, realignment of Taxiway November, extension of 
Taxiway Delta, and reconfiguration of the Southwest Corner taxiway layout. In addition, 
reduced minimums for Runways 22L, 27 and 15R would be implemented and a 
Category III ILS would be operational for Runway 33L. A Peak Period Pricing surcharge 
would also be implemented. 


In addition to the full analysis of this alternative, several individual case studies for 
Runway 14/32 were conducted to examine the runway’s effectiveness under specific 
operating and weather conditions. Descriptions and results of these specialized case 
studies are presented in Appendix H and I of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Alternative 1A - All Actions Except Peak Period Pricing 


Alternative 1A is a subset of Alternative 1, and includes all improvements except Peak 
Period Pricing (see Figure 3.1-1). Massport added this alternative to the analysis in 
response to public comment on the alternatives presented in the Airside Project ENF. 
Since the initial on-airfield alternatives included Peak Period Pricing in all but the No 
Action scenario, there was no opportunity to gauge the specific impact of a Peak Period 
Pricing scenario independent of the runway. 


In response to these comments, Alternative 1A was developed by eliminating Peak 
Period Pricing from Alternative 1. In this manner, by comparing the operational, environ- 
mental, and socioeconomic impacts of Alternative 1 with those of Alternative 1A, an 
understanding of the incremental benefits of Peak Period Pricing is possible. 


During the public scoping period and through the Airside Review Committee and SDEIS 
Panel processes, certain commenters suggested that there was considerable potential for 
significant adverse economic impacts associated with Peak Period Pricing. To more 
clearly evaluate and identify the individual effects of a Peak Period Pricing program, 
specialized case studies which focus on regional carriers and affected markets were also 
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3.6.3 


3.6.4 


3.6.5 


Alternatives 


conducted. Details and findings of these case studies are presented in Appendices E and 
F of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Alternative 2 - All Actions Except Runway 14/32 


A second “Build” Alternative was developed to facilitate a clear understanding of how 
the airfield might operate if all the improvement concepts were implemented except a 
unidirectional Runway 14/32 (see Figure 3.1-2). Accordingly, Alternative 2 combines all 
recommended actions other than the runway. All proposed taxiway improvements are 
included. Comparison of Alternatives 1 and 2 provides insight into the incremental 
benefit of the proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 in reducing congestion and delay 
and the associated environmental impacts. 


Alternative 3 - No Build 


Alternative 3 is considered to be the No Build alternative in that it consists only of the 
operational and administrative improvement concepts: i.e., reduced minimums for 
Runways 22L, 27, 15R, and 33L (includes CAT III ILS), and Peak Period Pricing. 
Implementation of this alternative would not involve construction of any physical 
improvements. Comparison of Alternative 3 with Alternative 2 provides insight into the 
operational and environmental impacts of the taxiway modifications. 


Alternative 4 - No Action 


The No Action Alternative (Alternative 4) evaluates the impacts of not implementing any 
Airside Project improvements. It is assumed, however, that routine maintenance and 
minor annual improvements would be ongoing. Alternative 4 serves as the baseline for 
evaluating the effectiveness of all alternatives, and provides additional context for 
assessing the Preferred Alternative. 
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Delay Analysis 
Key Points | 


Logan suffers from a serious aircraft delay problem and is consistently ranked among the 


most delayed airports in the country. In 2000, Logan was the 6th most delayed airport in the 
United States in terms of total delays. Logan fared even worse in arrival delays, ranking as 
the 2nd worst airport in the nation. This is Logan’s lowest ranking in the last decade. If no 
improvements are made, delays will become significantly worse, especially those that the 
Airside Improvements Planning Project (Airside Project) improvements can alleviate, i.e., those 
occurring under Visual Flight Rule (VFR) conditions when wind levels (particularly from 
the northwest) reduce existing runway capacity. If no action is taken to address this 
situation, total annual delays (runway and taxiway) will increase from an estimated 

142,000 hours to as much as 363,000 hours under the 37.5 million passenger High Fleet 

scenario. The average delay would increase from 17 to 36 minutes per flight. 


This chapter reviews the activity forecasts, the delay modeling methodology and the results of 
the airfield delay analysis with the Preferred Alternative (Alt 1A). While the Airside Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) provided a 
discussion of all Alternatives and all fleets, this Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR focuses the 
discussion on the results of the Preferred Alternative compared to the No Action Alternative for 
the 29 million passenger Low Fleet (29M Low Fleet) and the 37.5 million passenger High Fleet 
(37.5M High Fleet). These fleets reflect the range of likely future passenger and activity levels. 
The remaining fleets and Alternatives are described in Appendix C. 


In response to the FAA directive resulting from the SDEIS Panel process, this chapter presents 
a third fleet. This fleet assumes that the 37.5 million passengers will use more regional jets 
(RJs) and fewer non-jet aircraft than previously forecast, and is called the 37.5M High RJ Fleet. 
This scenario examines the delay reduction utility of all of the proposed improvements 
including unidirectional Runway 14/32 and Peak Period Pricing. 


The principal findings of this section are as follows: 


m Based on the modeling of current conditions, Logan incurs an estimated 120,000 annual 
hours of runway delay. With the availability of unidirectional Runway 14/32 and the 
other recommended improvements comprising the Airside Project Preferred 
Alternative, delays could have been reduced by 32 percent, with a 69 percent reduction 
in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) delays. Delays during northwest wind conditions would 
have been reduced by nearly 90 percent. 
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The lack of a third available runway in the east-west operating direction causes an 
unbalanced geographic distribution of jet operations at Logan Airport. Approximately 
three-quarters of Logan’s current jet flights overfly communities impacted by the 
north/south runway configurations. Under the 37.5M High Fleet scenario, Logan’s 
reliance on north/south runways will increase to over 90 percent. The proposed 
Runway 14/32 will allow for a more balanced distribution of operations, reducing 
reliance on the north/south runway configurations to 41 percent. 


The proposed Runway 14/32 will also permit a substantial increase in use of the 
preferred arrival and departure routes over the water. Under the 29M Low Fleet 
scenario, approximately 52,000 jet operations, or 17 percent of total jet operations, 
would shift from flight paths over communities to flight paths over the water. Under 
the 37.5M High scenario, 89,000 jet operations would shift to flight paths over the water. 


Taxiway improvements will reduce ground delays by 47 percent with the 29M Low Fleet 
and 26 percent with the 37.5M High Fleet (Alternative 2 vs. Alternative 3) by eliminating 
constraints and inefficiencies in the taxiway system. The proposed runway also makes a 
positive contribution to reducing Logan’s taxiway delays. With the Preferred Alternative, 
including the runway, taxiway delays are reduced by 65 to 70 percent (Preferred 
Alternative vs. No Action). 


A reduction in approach minimums for Runways 15R, 22L, 27 and 33L provides modest 
delay reduction but significantly enhances safety by increasing runway availability in 
Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) weather conditions. Reducing minimums does not change the 
flight path of arriving flights, but moves the decision point for missed approaches towards 
the airport and, in most cases, within the airport boundary. This will allow the principal 
noise impacts from go-around operations to occur over the airport, rather than closer to 
residential areas. 


Peak Period Pricing is designed to reduce delays that occur when airlines schedule 
flights beyond the airfield’s capacity. Overscheduling has not been a significant factor in 
delays at Logan since 1993, but could reoccur in the future. However, Massport intends 
to put in place a process that will allow for a timely response to airline overscheduling. 
Massport has designed an airline schedule monitoring system, and is committed to 
implementing Peak Period Pricing if airline overscheduling should emerge in the future as 
a source of delays. 


Peak Period Pricing produces only limited delay reduction benefits under near- and long- 
term Low Fleet scenarios. For example, under the 29M Low Fleet scenario, Peak Period 
Pricing would incrementally reduce runway delays by 2 percent or less, while imposing 
over $6 million in additional costs on Logan’s regional carriers and potentially impacting 
access to Logan from small communities. However, under the long-term High Fleet 
scenario which is characterized by airline overscheduling, Peak Period Pricing provides 
meaningful delay reduction benefits. 
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Incorporating an exemption program for small communities would reduce the expected 
degree of service disruption resulting from Peak Period Pricing. With a limited number 
of exemptions, the delay reduction benefits of Peak Period Pricing could generally be 
maintained under the High Fleet scenario where airline overscheduling is a significant 
cause of Logan delays. 


An additional future fleet scenario was developed and evaluated for this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR, the 37.5M High RJ Fleet. This fleet is characterized by a substantial volume of 
regional jet aircraft and a reduced level of non-jet operations. 


Independent FAA analysis examined the probable utilization of the 5,000-foot runway by 
regional jets and determined that the runway length would be acceptable for most of the 
regional jet types projected to operate at Logan. 


Based on the runway utilization assumptions provided by the FAA consultant, 
approximately 70 percent of the regional jet aircraft in the 37.5M High RJ fleet will be 
able to land on Runway 32. Operational analysis of the 37.5M High RJ Fleet found that 
the Preferred Alternative would reduce annual delays by 109,000 hours, or 29 percent 
when compared to the No Action Alternative. 


Placing a northwest wind restriction on Runway 14/32 would limit the increase in jet 
departures on Runway 27 that results from the availability of a third three-runway 
configuration at Logan. However, this restriction would sacrifice a portion of the delay 
reduction benefits provided by Runway 14/32, and would also limit the level of the 
relief provided to communities impacted by the north/south runway configurations 
which are already the most heavily utilized at Logan. 


The illustrative Peak Period Pricing program with a $150 surcharge was ineffective at 
reducing delays under the 37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario. A higher peak fee would be 
required to provide meaningful delay reduction under this scenario, principally due to 
the higher revenue and profitability of regional jet services as compared with non-jets. 
An effective Peak Period Pricing program that would eliminate overscheduling in the 
37.5M High RJ Fleet was projected to reduce runway delays by approximately 

68,000 annual hours or 18 percent (Alternative 2/3). 


Since the original 1983 version of the Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS), two 
major enhancements have been installed in the FAA control tower. The PRAS 
enhancements have led to significant improvements in PRAS conformance, despite 
increasing levels of flight activity at Logan. 


Massport has designed protocols to assess achievement of PRAS goals and is committing 
to: (1) publish results on a more regular basis, (2) broaden its distribution list, and (3) 
expand the set of reported data to provide a more complete representation of PRAS 
conformance. 
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4.1. Overview 


Delay Analysis 


Logan suffers from a serious aircraft delay problem and is consistently ranked among the 
most delayed airports in the country. The airfield’s VFR capacity of approximately 

120 operations per hour is sufficient to accommodate current levels of aircraft demand. 
However, delays accrue when weather conditions, particularly strong northwest winds, 
lower airfield capacity to levels well below normal operating conditions. If effective 
measures for dealing with delays are not implemented, the disproportionate level of delays 
at Logan will continue to worsen. 


While Massport and the FAA cannot entirely eliminate delays at Logan, the proposed 
runway will improve Logan’s reliability and reduce delays by preventing the decline in 
airfield capacity that now occurs in northwest winds. The proposed improvements will also 
enhance the safety and efficiency of Logan’s runway and taxiway systems and provide 
increased operating flexibility, particularly during periods of low visibility. 


This chapter describes the delay and operational analyses that were used to evaluate the 
proposed improvements and analyze the impacts of the Preferred Alternative. The 
evaluation considered a range of forecast passenger and aircraft activity levels at Logan to 
provide a full understanding of the potential benefits and impacts of the recommended 
improvements. 


In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, historic Logan activity from 1993 was used to provide 
historical context to the assessment of aircraft delays and environmental impacts. For this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, these 1993 conditions were supplemented and updated with an 
analysis of Logan operating conditions during 1998. By including this analysis, the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an assessment of more recent delays at Logan and quantifies 
the delay reduction benefits that would occur with the recommended Preferred Alternative. The 
1993 and 1998 analysis conditions are described in Section 4.2. 


Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR forecasts were originally developed in 1995, Section 4.2 
also analyzes recent changes in passenger demand, airline fleets, and airline scheduling. Based 
on these trends, an additional fleet forecast, the 37.5M High RJ scenario, was developed to ensure 
that the airside analysis considered an appropriate range of future conditions. 


Some comments received on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR expressed a concern that the 
Preferred Alternative could stimulate an increase in passenger traffic and/or aircraft 
operations. Therefore, this section also includes a discussion of induced demand, 
explaining that implementation of the Preferred Alternative will not cause growth in Logan 
passengers or operations or impact the timing of expected growth. 
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While delay reduction is a principal objective of the recommended Airside Project improvements, 
proposed Runway 14/32 enables air traffic controllers to better achieve the goals of the 
Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) or any other preferential runway system where a 
more equitable distribution of noise is the objective. Section 4.3 of this chapter provides a 
thorough discussion of PRAS, including its history at Logan, recent enhancements to the PRAS 
system, and the improvement in historic PRAS conformance facilitated by those enhancements. 


In response to the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA) Secretary Certificate 
on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR (May 7, 1999), this section also includes discussions of 
improved monitoring and public reporting of PRAS conformance and of the potential for 
extending the current nighttime overwater routing preference beyond the existing 
midnight to 6:00 AM period. 


Each of the five alternatives was evaluated through state-of-the-art computer modeling. 
Comparisons between the various improvement alternatives and the No Action Alternative 
show the reduction in delay levels and environmental impacts that would be produced 
with each improvement package. The delay analysis is based on detailed simulations of 
aircraft operations at Logan, including the flow of aircraft in surrounding airspace, the 
selection and utilization of various runway configurations, and the movement of arriving 
and departing aircraft between gates and runways on the airport taxiway system. The 
analytical approach is described in Section 4.4, and it provides a direct linkage between the 
models that calculate delays and the models that measure environmental impacts. 


Peak Period Pricing was not recommended for immediate implementation as part of the 
Preferred Alternative. However, Massport does recognize the delay reduction benefits 
associated with this demand management strategy under potential future conditions of 
airline over scheduling. As part of the Final EIR, the Secretary instructed Massport to 
conduct additional analyses to provide a more thorough evaluation of Peak Period Pricing. 
Section 4.5 describes these three analyses. 


First, Massport defines the overscheduling conditions that would lead to implementation of 
Peak Period Pricing, and designs a monitoring system to determine when these conditions 
will materialize. Next, a tightly crafted exemption program is developed to protect “greatly 
affected communities” from losing connections to the national air transportation system. 
Finally, the section discusses the potential for alterations in the regional airline fleet mix at 
Logan and/or increased utilization of alternative regional airports that may result from 
Peak Period Pricing. 


In Section 4.6, the results of the airfield delay and operational analysis are described. This 
section includes an evaluation of how Logan delays will grow in the future without 
improvements to the airfield, and demonstrates how the Preferred Alternative will limit the 
growth in delays. The delay analysis has been expanded to include 1998 operating 
conditions at Logan. This analysis quantifies the current level of Logan delays and identifies 
the delay reduction benefits that would have been realized if the Preferred Alternative had 
been available in 1998. 
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In Section 4.7, operational and delay results for all improvement alternatives with the 37.5M 
High RJ Fleet are presented. While the 37.5M High RJ Fleet analysis modeled regional jet 
use of Runway 32 based on the regional jet utilization estimates from an independent FAA 
analysis, a range of assumptions regarding regional jet use of Runway 32 was also tested. 
This section also discusses the effect of restricting the use of Runway 32 to northwest wind 
conditions only. The analysis of various wind restrictions using the 37.5M High RJ Fleet is 
presented, and the impacts of a restriction on delays, runway use and PRAS performance 
are discussed. 


4.2 Historic Conditions, Recent Trends, and 
Forecast Passengers and Operations 


4.2.1 


Delay Analysis 


This section describes the various passenger and operations scenarios that were used in the 
analyses of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Historic and 
current conditions are described, recent trends are analyzed, and the future forecast scenarios are 
presented. The development of the 37.5M High RJ Fleet is explained in detail, and the issue of 
induced demand is also addressed. 


Historic Conditions 


In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, modeled delay and environmental analyses were 
presented based on 1993 Logan activity levels and five future operating scenarios. In many 
instances, 1993 was referred to as the base year because it provided historic context for the 
analysis presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The EOFA Certificate requested 
that Massport clarify the use of 1993 in the airside analysis and, if appropriate, provide 
more current information to supplement the base year analysis. 


It is important to understand that the recommendations advanced by Massport in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR were based on the comparative delay reduction, 
environmental, and economic impacts of the various improvement alternatives under the 
various future operating scenarios. Benefits and impacts were determined through 
comparisons of each improvement alternative (Alternatives 1, 1A, 2, and 3) with Alternative 
4 (the No Action Alternative). In this regard, Alternative 4 represented the effective “base 
case” under each future operating scenario. 


The year 1993 was a peak year for small aircraft operations at Logan Airport, and the 
demand profile exhibited a relatively high degree of hourly peaking compared to the 
current profile. It was originally chosen since it represented the most recent data available 
at the beginning of the Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study. It also illustrated 
operational and environmental conditions during a period of airline overscheduling and 
high delays. To supplement the 1993 historic analysis, 1998 conditions have been examined 
in this Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR to provide a more recent point of reference for the 
operational and environmental results. While 1998 exhibited a level of overall demand 
similar to that in 1993, the 1998 operations exhibited less hourly peaking and included 
fewer non-jet aircraft. In addition to providing an updated historic context, 1998 conditions 
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4.2.2 


Delay Analysis 


were also analyzed to determine the delay reduction benefits that would have been realized 
had the Preferred Alternative been implemented in 1998. 


Recent Trends 


The forecasts presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR were developed in 1995 at the 
beginning of the Airside Project. Since these forecasts were developed through the analysis 
of historic trends and expected future conditions at a particular point in time, it is 
appropriate to examine recent trends to ensure that the forecasts of future activity still 
encompass a reasonable range of future scenarios. There were three key developments in 
the last six years that could impact future activity at Logan: 


m Passenger growth at Logan has slowed due to service expansion at New England’s 
regional airports. 

m Regional jet aircraft have entered the fleet and services have expanded rapidly. 

m Logan’s demand profile has become less peaked as airline schedules have smoothed and 
spread out more evenly over the day. 


4.2.2.1 Slower Passenger Growth 


Logan passenger growth has slowed significantly, averaging 2.4 percent per year since 1995 
and growing only 1.3 percent from 1999 to 2000. This can be compared to the average 
annual growth rate of 3.1 percent between 1980 and 2000. As explained in Chapter 2 of this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, this slower growth is primarily due to air service expansion at 
New England’s regional airports. In October 1996, Southwest Airlines entered the New 
England market, opting to serve Providence (and later Manchester) instead of Logan 
Airport. This air service expansion and the introduction of competitive fares have resulted 
in significant growth at both Manchester and Providence. In addition, increased efforts to 
market the regional airports and the introduction of air travel alternatives, such as Amtrak’s 
Acela service to New York, have also helped develop regional transportation options for 
New England travelers. This regionalization has effectively dampened Logan’s passenger 
growth rate to a level below that expected when the forecasts for the Airside Project Draft 
EIS/EIR were originally developed. 


4.2.2.2 Rapid Growth in Regional Jets 


Regional jets were just entering service when the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR forecasts 
were finalized, and while the fleet forecasts accounted for growth in regional jets, they did 
not anticipate how quickly or extensively airlines would incorporate regional jets into their 
fleets. In October 1995, there were only 340 regional jets in service worldwide, but by 
October 2000, carriers had over 1,100 regional jets in service and almost 2,600 on order or 
option. These regional jets are now serving Logan, and have represented the fastest 
growing segment of Logan flight demand in recent years. 


Logan’s regional airlines have traditionally operated non-jet aircraft and have served 
markets within 400 miles of Boston. The regional jet has expanded the radius of 
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destinations accessible with small aircraft to approximately 1,000 miles and permitted new 
nonstop service in medium volume markets such as Richmond, Norfolk, Greensboro, 
Nashville, Indianapolis, and others. These regional jets have also allowed carriers such as 
American and Delta to develop competitive jet service patterns in high-volume markets 
dominated by other carriers. A prime example is the Boston-Philadelphia market, where 
both American and Delta have initiated high-frequency regional jet services in competition 
with US Airways (which provides 17 daily round trips with full-size jets). 


4.2.2.3 Smoother Demand Profile 


The third development that may impact future activity is the smoothing of Logan’s demand 
profile. Figure 4.2-1 shows how the shape of Logan’s demand has changed over the last five 
years. While there have been a number of changes in the characteristics of Logan’s demand, 
the flatter profile can be attributed to three main factors: 


m Increased off-peak activity with less activity during the peak; 
m Increased frequencies in jet markets; and 
m The decline in Logan non-jet activity. 


Over the past several years, airlines have increased their off-peak activity at Logan, with a 
significantly higher percentage of arrivals and departures occurring in the early morning and 
late evening (see Table 4.2-1). The total growth between 1995 and 2000 was 56 scheduled 
weekday operations; however, all of that growth occurred in the early morning and late night 
hours. Early morning operations grew by over 25 percent, with much of the growth in short-haul 
East Coast markets such as Philadelphia and New York. Over 80 percent of that growth 
occurred between the hours of 6:00 AM and 8:00 AM. Late-night operations grew by a similar 
amount, with increases in a wide range of medium- and long-haul markets. Operations during 
the daytime periods, and even during the peak afternoon period, declined even as the total 
operations increased, and this pattern was observed in all scheduled market sectors: North 
American Jet, International Jet, and Non-Jet. 


Figure 4.2-1 
Comparison of August Weekday Peaking Patterns — 1995 vs. 2000 
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Table 4.2-1 
Scheduled August Weekday Passenger Operations by Period: 1995 vs. 2000 


Operations Percentage 

Period 1995 2000 Change 1995 2000 

Midnight - 4:00 AM 3 15 12 0.2% 1.1% 
4:00 AM — 8:00 AM 106 134 28 7.8% 9.4% 
8:00 AM — 12:00 PM 356 345 (11) 26.1% 24.3% 
12:00 PM — 4:00 PM 352 349 (3) 25.8% 24.5% 
4:00 PM - 8:00 PM 404 396 (8) 29.6% 27.8% 
8:00 PM — Midnight 145 183 38 10.6% 12.9% 


Total 1,366 1,422 56 100.0% 100.0% 
Source: OAG Schedule Tapes " 


Along with the increased off-peak activity, increased jet frequencies also tend to flatten the 
demand profile by providing a steady level of operations all day long. In August 1995, 
Logan had non-stop service to 61 jet destinations with an average frequency of 5.7 round 
trips per weekday. In August 2000, Logan had nonstop service to 64 jet destinations with 
an average frequency of 7.1 round trips per weekday. Furthermore, the average frequency 
to Logan’s top ten jet destinations increased from 17.8 daily round trips to 21.4 daily round 
trips. As frequencies to an individual destination increase, operations tend to become less 
concentrated during the peak periods. 


The changes in Logan’s non-jet fleet have also played a role in flattening the demand 
profile. Figure 4.2-2 compares the scheduled non-jet activity at Logan in 1995 and 2000. 
Non-jets have historically been the most peaked market segment at Logan, but over the 
last several years, non-jet activity at the airport has declined in both total and peak hour 
activity. Logan served 40 non-jet destinations in August 1995 but only 27 non-jet 
destinations by August 2000. Non-jet carriers pulled out of markets such as Hartford, 
Lebanon, and Manchester, even though each had at least six daily round trips in August 
1995. In addition to the market reduction, the number and distribution of non-jet 
operations has changed. In August 1995, Logan averaged 49 hourly non-jet operations 
between 8:00 AM and 8:00 PM with a peak hour level of 62 operations. By August 2000, 
Logan averaged only 35 hourly non-jet operations over the same twelve-hour period, 
reaching a peak level of only 40 hourly operations. 
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Figure 4.2-2 
August Weekday Scheduled Non-Jet Demand: 1995 vs. 2000 
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4.2.2.4 Summary of Recent Trends 


It is reasonable to expect that the recent trends observed at Logan will continue into the 
future: 1) slower passenger growth, 2) increased regional jet activity, and 3) a smoother 
demand profile. Ongoing efforts towards regionalization will cause passenger growth to 
continue at a slower rate, consistent with the growth predicted in the FAA Terminal Area 
Forecasts. Regional jets have operational and economic advantages for serving medium 
density markets within 1,000 miles and for allowing competitive entry into high-volume 
markets. These aircraft are therefore likely to play a significant role for Logan carriers well 
into the future. Finally, the less-peaked demand is expected to continue. In general, peaks 
tend to spread as demand grows and frequencies increase. Also, the move from turboprop 
aircraft to regional jets ensures a continued decline in the Logan market segment with the 
most peaked demand. 


The forecasts presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR covered a wide range of 
passenger levels and fleet mixes, and they continue to represent an appropriate range of 
future activity for the purposes of this analysis. However, in light of the more recent trends 
and the likelihood that they will continue, an additional future scenario was developed for this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR to ensure that all reasonable forecast conditions were addressed. 
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Passenger Forecasts 


In order to evaluate the Airside Project Alternatives under a variety of future scenarios, 
Massport has developed a range of near- and long-term passenger forecasts. As shown in 
Figure 4.2-3, three different passenger volumes (29 million, 37.5 million, and 45 million) were 
evaluated for a range of operations levels. Based on the slower passenger growth due to 
regionalization discussed in the previous section, the airport is expected to reach 29 million 
passengers within a few years, 37.5 million passengers around 2015, and 45 million 
passengers sometime after 2020. These projections reflect more conservative growth than the 
forecasts presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, which assumed that Logan would reach 29 million 
passengers in 1999 and 37.5 million by 2010. 


While the time frames associated with the forecasts in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR have 
been adjusted to reflect the growth at regional airports, the aircraft fleet forecasts, the delay 
modeling, and the environmental analyses associated with the passenger levels are still 
appropriate near- and long-term term scenarios. By adjusting the time frame associated with 
each of the passenger levels rather than adjusting the passenger levels themselves, the 

29 million, 37.5 million, and 45 million passenger scenarios in this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
can still be compared with similar scenarios examined in other Logan analyses.' Furthermore, 
these revised forecast dates are consistent with the FAA’s most recent Terminal Area 
Forecasts which project that Logan will handle 33.6 million passengers in 2010 and 

37.1 million in 2015. By examining historic 1993 conditions, recent demand (1998), and near- 
and long-term planning values of 29, 37.5, and 45 million passengers, the airside analysis has 
incorporated a comprehensive set of past, present, and future demand levels that provide a 
broad context for the evaluation of the proposed Airside Project improvement alternatives. 


Figure 4.2-3 
Logan Airside Passenger and Fleet Forecasts 
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1 Previous Logan Airport Generic Environmental Impact Reports (GEIRs) and Annual Updates, as well as the 1999 Environmental Status and Planning 
Report (ESPR), published in December 2000, have all examined future passengers levels of 29M, 37.5M, and/or 45M. 
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4.2.4 Operations Forecasts 


While the various passenger forecast scenarios represent near- and long-term passenger 
demand for airport services, the aircraft operations forecasts tie that demand to the airside 
modeling process. The forecast variables that impact the operations and environmental 
analysis include: 


m The demand level in terms of aircraft operations; 
m The mix of aircraft types; and 
m The demand profile, or the distribution of operations by hour across the operating day. 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR included six forecasts of future activity (five of which 
were carried through the detailed analysis process)’, with a Low Fleet and High Fleet 
operations scenario for each of the three forecast passenger levels (29M, 37.5M, and 45M). 
These Low Fleet and High Fleet scenarios represent two different ways that a single future 
passenger volume could be satisfied. The Low Fleet forecasts reflect the assumption that 
commuter aircraft will make up a smaller share of the fleet serving Logan, while the High 
Fleet forecasts reflect the greater use of small aircraft and the resulting need for more flights 
to carry a given number of passengers. 


To incorporate the recent Logan trends discussed previously in this section, an additional 
analysis scenario, referred to as the 37.5M High RJ Fleet, has also been developed. The 37.5M 
High RJ Fleet assumes slow passenger growth due to regionalization, reaching 37.5 million 
passengers circa 2015. To reflect the smoother demand profile, the hourly distribution of 
demand is based on the current demand profile rather than the more peaked profile from 
FY1995 that was used to develop the profiles for the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR forecasts. 
The 37.5M High RJ Fleet also assumes significant growth in regional jet activity. 


By developing a forecast that represents relatively high regional jet growth, the operational 
and environmental impacts of regional jets are bounded by the lower level of regional jets in 
the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR forecasts and by the higher level in the 37.5M High RJ Fleet. 
Table 4.2-2 presents the full range of operations forecasts analyzed in the Airside Project. 
These alternatives are designed to ensure that the airfield analysis includes an appropriate 
range of future conditions at Logan. The delay results for the 29M High, 37.5M Low and 45M 
High Fleets are summarized Appendix C, while the operational results for the 29M Low, the 
37.5M High, and the 37.5M High RJ Fleets are presented in the following sections. 


2 The 45M Low Fleet forecast was initially evaluated with the runway capacity and delay models but was not carried through the detailed taxiway and 
environmental analysis process because of its similarity to the 37.5M High Fleet scenario. 
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Table 4.2-2 
Logan Near- and Long-Term Operations Forecasts 


Forecast Scenario 


(Passenger Level and Fleet) Aircraft Operations 
29M Low 510,000 
29M High 552,000 
37.5M Low 543,000 
37.5M High RJ 585,000 
37.5M High 608,000 
45M Low 580,000 
45M High 656,000 


Notes: The 37.5M High Ru Forecast was not analyzed in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and has been added as an additional 
scenario in this Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR. 
The 45M Low operations forecast was initially evaluated with the runway capacity and delay models, but was not carried 
through the detailed taxiway and environmental analysis process because of its similarity to the 37.5M High Fleet scenario. 


4.2.4.1 Near-Term Planning Forecasts 


The development of the near-term 29M Low and High Fleets is explained in detail in 
Chapter 4 and Appendix E of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. Table 4.2-3 compares the 
major features of the 29M High and Low Fleet operations scenarios, but this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR focuses on the 29M Low Fleet for the operational and environmental analyses. 
Both alternatives are based on 29 million annual passengers, but non-jet aircraft carry 

11 percent of the passengers in the High Fleet scenario compared to 9.5 percent in the Low. 
This difference, combined with a higher average load factor in the Low Fleet scenario, 
increases the average number of passengers per operation in the Low Fleet scenario and 
allows Logan carriers to handle the same number of passengers with 42,000 fewer flights. 


Table 4.2-3 
Near-Term Operations Forecasts 
29M Low 29M High 
Operations 
Mainline Jet 259,000 264,000 
Regional Jet 15,000 3,000 
Regional Non-Jet 197,000 246,000 
Subtotal - Passenger Operations 472,000 513,000 
Cargo 13,000 13,000 
General Aviation 25,000 25,000 
Total 510,000 552,000 
Distribution of Passengers 
Jet (Mainline and Regional Jets) 90.5% 89.0% 
Regional Non-Jet 9.5% 11.0% 
Average Passengers per Flight 
Jet (Mainline and Regional Jets) 96.4 95.6 
Regional Non-Jet 13.6 ; 12.5 
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4.2.4.2 Long-Term Planning Forecasts 


The discussion in this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR focuses on the 37.5M High Fleet and the 
37.5M High RJ Fleet, but all of the long-term forecasts are presented in Table 4.2-4 for 
comparison purposes (the 37.5M Low, 37.5M High, and 45M High Fleets were described in 
Chapter 4 and Appendix E of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR). The 37.5M High RJ 
scenario was developed using the same basic methodology used for the other fleets, but it 
incorporates the recent Logan trends towards slower passenger growth, increased regional 
jet activity, and less-peaked demand. The major forecast assumptions for the 37.5M High RJ 
fleet are summarized below: 


m Airport passenger traffic was assumed to grow at 2.1 percent per year, reaching 
37.5 million passengers by 2015, consistent with the FAA Terminal Area Forecasts. 


m Operations were forecast to grow at 1.3 percent per year, resulting in an 
operations level between the 37.5M Low and High Fleet scenarios. 


Q Regional jet aircraft were projected to replace most turboprops and a portion 
of conventional narrowbody jets with less than 120 seats. High growth in 
regional jet operations was assumed so that the fleet tests an appropriate 
upper range of regional jet activity. 


Q The general aviation and cargo forecasts were updated to reflect recent Logan 
trends. General aviation operations were forecast to reach an annual level of 
41,000 operations since Logan handled approximately 40,000 general aviation 
operations in fiscal year 2000. Cargo operations were forecast to grow at two 
percent per year based on historic growth trends at the airport. 


Table 4.2-4 compares the four alternative long-term forecasts. The 37.5M High Fleet requires 
608,000 annual operations to handle 37.5 million passengers, while the 37.5M Low Fleet requires 
only 543,000 annual operations due to the higher average number of passengers per flight. The 
37.5M High RJ scenario represents a mid-range 37.5 million passenger scenario in terms of both 
total operations and passenger operations, but the mix of passenger operations varies 
dramatically when compared to the 37.5M Low and High Fleets. 


The Low and High scenarios have roughly three times as many non-jet operations as the High RJ 
Fleet, while the High RJ scenario offsets this difference with a much greater level of regional jet 
operations. While this seems like a large difference, the total number of annual regional carrier 
operations in the 37.5M High RJ scenario, including both regional non-jets and regional jets, is 
249,000. This falls between the 37.5M Low value of 223,000 and the 254,000 regional carrier 
operations in the 37.5M High scenario. Because of the large number of regional jets in the High 
RJ scenario, a much higher percentage of passengers travel on jet aircraft; however, the number 
of passengers per jet operation is significantly lower. 
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Table 4.2-4 


Long-term Operations Forecasts 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


37.5M Low 37.5M High RJ 37.5M High 45M High 
Operations 
Mainline Jet 281,000 279,000 310,000 335,000 
Regional Jet 24,000 184,000 19,000 25,000 
Regional Non-Jet 199,000 _ 65,000 235,000 253,000 
Subtotal - Passenger Operations 505,000 528,000 564,000 612,000 
Cargo 13,000 15,000 19,000 19,000 
General Aviation _ 25,000 _ 41,000 25,000 25,000 
Total 543,000 585,000 608,000 656,000 
Distribution of Passengers 
Jet (Mainline and Regional Jets) 91.5% 97.5% 90.9% 91.0% 
Regional Non-Jet 8.5% 2.5% 9.1% 9.0% 
Average Passengers per Flight 
Jet (Mainline and Regional Jets) 111.9 78,7 103.2 113.6 
Regional Non-Jet 16.0 14.2 14.5 16.0 


While Logan has been following a Low Fleet development path since 1993/94, the recent 
growth in regional jets and carrier plans to develop individual regional carrier networks 
may suggest a shift towards a High Fleet scenario. To capture the full range of probable 
near- and long-term operating conditions at Logan, the operational analysis described in 
this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR focuses on the No Action and Preferred Alternative analysis 
of the 29M Low and 37.5M High scenarios. This Supplemental Draft also includes the 
complete analysis of the 37.5M High RJ Fleet for all improvement alternatives. Chapter 4 of the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR compared the operating benefits of all improvement alternatives 
against the full range of future fleet scenarios, and these comparisons are also summarized 
in Appendix C of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Induced Demand 


Some of the public comments received on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR suggest that 
implementation of unidirectional Runway 14-32 and the other proposed airside 
improvements will stimulate an increase in passenger traffic and/or aircraft operations at 
Logan Airport. However, for a series of reasons, the Preferred Alternative will not induce 
additional aircraft operations or passenger demand at Logan. 


Implementation of the Preferred Alternative, and specifically the construction of 
unidirectional Runway 14/32, does not increase Logan’s normal airfield capacity of 
approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity is available at Logan approximately 
80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 will allow Logan to maintain this capacity during 
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periods of strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate on two, and 
sometimes only one runway, compared to Logan’s typical three-runway configurations. 
Runway 14/32 will increase Logan’s reliability, but will not increase the airport’s normal 
operating capacity. 


The situation at Logan contrasts with runway projects at other airports where a new 
runway can increase airfield capacity, sometimes by a significant margin. In many cases, 
new runways are constructed with the specific objective of increasing capacity to 
accommodate higher levels of demand. For example, when Dallas-Ft. Worth International 
Airport commissioned a new runway (35R/17L) in 1996, its hourly arrival capacities 
increased from 102 to 146 under VFR conditions, and from 66 to 108 under IFR. 


In addition, Logan is not a connecting hub airport and has no single dominant carrier. A 
connecting hub operation depends on efficient connections between arriving and departing 
flights. The hub carrier has a vested interest in maintaining schedule reliability, and has the 
ability to directly influence delays through its own scheduling decisions, due to the high 
percentage of total airport activity that its own flights represent. This is not the case at a 
highly competitive airport such as Logan. 


Logan is principally an O&D airport, not a connecting hub facility, and no single airline at 
Logan maintains a dominant share of total airport flight activity. As a result, the scheduling 
decisions of any individual carrier will have only limited impact on overall airport delays, 
and it is therefore unlikely that carriers are currently suppressing flight schedules due to 
delays at Logan. Comparatively low passenger load factors at Logan provide further 
evidence that flight schedules are not being artificially depressed by delay conditions. 


Unlike the Dallas-Ft. Worth runway project and others, the proposed unidirectional 
Runway 14/32 will not increase Logan’s normal operating capacity. It will, however, 
substantially reduce the delays that now occur during northwest wind conditions. 
Preventing these delays will represent a benefit to the passengers and airlines that currently 
experience them. However, these wind conditions and the associated aircraft delays are not 
regular or predictable, and cannot be readily anticipated by airlines or passengers. 
Therefore, preventing these delays will not stimulate growth in Logan passenger demand 
above and beyond the rates that would have occurred absent proposed Runway 14/32. 


Total door-to-door trip time for an average Logan passenger is more than 6 hours, 
including airport access and egress, waiting time before the flight, and actual flight time. 
The average delay savings that would result from the implementation of the Preferred 
Alternative are not of a magnitude that would induce passengers to make trips that they 
would otherwise not have taken. 
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For the reasons described above, the Preferred Alternative will not result in induced 
passenger or flight demand at Logan. Instead, growth in demand will be principally driven 
by local and national economic conditions and by competition and pricing within the airline 
industry. In any event, the broad range of forecasts considered in the Airside Project 
operational and environmental analyses encompass the impacts that would be associated 
with any growth scenario. 


4.3 Preferential Runway Advisory System 


(PRAS) 


4.3.1 


Delay Analysis 


Logan’s Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) goals underlie the delay and 
environmental modeling of the No Action (Base Case) and Action alternatives presented in 
the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The EOEA Secretary requested that Massport broaden 
the discussion of PRAS in the Final EIR to demonstrate that the PRAS objectives provide a 
valid basis for the operational and environmental analyses. Logan’s PRAS program is a set 
of recommended targets for FAA runway assignments. The objectives of PRAS are: a) to 
reduce noise exposure for the most highly impacted communities (i.e., those within the 70 
and 75 dB DNL contours) by distributing noise impacts in accordance with runway 
utilization goals established jointly by Massport, the FAA, and community representatives; 
(b) to provide short-term relief from continuous aircraft operations over neighboring 
communities; and (c) to maximize use of overwater aircraft routings. 


This section responds to the comments of the Secretary and other reviewers by presenting 
the historical context of the development of PRAS. This section also examines current and 
historic land use patterns and residential densities among the affected communities to 
determine whether they have remained relatively unaltered since the PRAS Program was 
initially developed. Finally, this section reviews historic levels of PRAS achievement to 
support its utility as the basis for projecting future runway utilization at Logan. 


History of Preferential Systems at Logan 


In 1968, the FAA authorized formal and informal runway use programs for noise relief. 
Following FAA authorization, preferential runway procedures with simple priority 
selection methods were initiated at Logan. Since that time, Massport, in conjunction with 
the FAA and representatives of surrounding communities, has continued to study and 
refine the goals and methodology for implementing PRAS. 


Between 1980 and 1983, formal PRAS goals were established by the PRAS Advisory 
Committee. This committee was composed of representatives from Massport, the FAA, 
airlines, and 12 neighboring communities. The first computerized PRAS system was 
installed at Logan in 1983. Since that time, two major enhancements to the PRAS computer 
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system have been implemented at Logan: Enhanced PRAS in 1993 and Revised PRAS in 
1996. These enhancements were designed to improve the conformance and use of the PRAS 
system by FAA controllers, and ultimately lead to improved achievement of the PRAS 
goals. As described later in this chapter, the PRAS enhancements have been accompanied 
by improvements in PRAS conformance at Logan. 


PRAS Objectives and Goals 


The PRAS Advisory Committee established the objectives of the system at the beginning of 
the original development between 1980 and 1983: 


m Reduce noise exposure on populations residing in the most highly impacted communities, 
without significantly increasing the impact on any populated area within the day-night 
sound level (DNL) contour of 65 dB; and 


m Maximize the use of runway 15R for overwater departures and 33L for overwater 
arrivals. 


The PRAS goals are one of the criteria used for runway selection. The committee 
determined that the PRAS goals should provide a more equitable distribution of aircraft 
noise over the long-term (i.e. annually), and offer short-term relief from excessive 
operations over individual neighborhoods. 


4.3.2.1 Long-Term Goals 


To quantify the long-term noise goals, the committee reached a consensus on annual 
runway end use percentages in terms of equivalent jet operations. Equivalent operations 
include all daytime (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM) jet flights, plus nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) 
jet operations multiplied by a factor of ten. This is consistent with the methodology for 
computing DNL, in which 10 dB are added to nighttime operations. The annual runway 
end use goals are shown in Table 4.3-1. 


PRAS maintains a continuous count of the jet operations on each runway end for the most 
recent twelve-month period. Whenever a new recommendation is needed, it checks the 
wind and weather conditions and the expected demand level, and then identifies runway 
combinations which are available to meet these requirements. If there is more than one 
choice available, the combination that will produce the best match with the annual and 
short-term goals is recommended. 
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Table 4.3-1 
PRAS Goals for Effective Jet Aircraft Runway Use 


PRAS Effective Usage Goals 


Runway End Arrivals Departures 
4R/L 21.1% 5.6% 
9 0.0% 13.3% 
15 8.4% 23.3% 
22U/R 6.5% 28.0% 
27 21.7% 17.9% 
33 42.3% 11.9% 


Note: PRAS goals are stated in terms of effective jet operations which exclude non-et flights, but which multiply each nighttime (10:00 PM 
to 7:00 AM) operation by a factor of 10. Each nighttime jet operation is therefore equivalent to ten daytime jet operations. 


4.3.2.2 Short Term Goals 


In order to provide temporary relief to neighborhoods impacted by regular overflights 
during single or multi-day periods, the PRAS Advisory Committee established two short- 
term goals for the system in addition to the annual goals: 


m Provide relief from excessive dwell (more than seven hours of operations over a given 
area during any day between the hours of 7:00 AM and midnight); and 


m Provide relief from excessive persistence (more than 23 hours of operations over an area 
between 7:00 AM to midnight during a period of three consecutive days). 


In contrast to the annual goals that count the number of equivalent operations on a runway, 
dwell and persistence are measured by the number of hours that a given area is subjected to 
jet aircraft overflights. The PRAS Advisory Committee designated eight runway 
combinations for computing the effects of dwell and persistence on the communities. The 
dwell and persistence areas are defined by community as shown in Table 4.3-2. 
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Table 4.3-2 
PRAS-Defined Dwell and Persistence Areas 
Runway Areas 
4L&R Arrivals South Boston (Farragut Street), Dorchester, Quincy, Milton, and Braintree 
33L Arrivals Boston Harbor, Hull 
15 Departures Boston Harbor 
22 L&R Departures South Boston (Farragut Street), Boston Harbor 
27 Departures South Boston (Fan Pier), Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain 


4L&R Departures Plus 22L&R Arrivals East Boston (Bayswater, Orient Heights), Winthrop (Court Road), and Revere 
9 Departures plus 27 Arrivals Winthrop (Point Shirley), and Boston Harbor 


33 Departures plus 15 Arrivals East Boston (Eagle Hill), Chelsea, Everett 


4.3.2.3 PRAS Nighttime Routing Preference 


One of the primary objectives of the PRAS system is to maximize the use of Runway 15R for 
overwater departures and 33L for overwater arrivals. While the annual goals alone attempt to 
maximize these operations, PRAS has additional nighttime preferences. Between the hours of 
12:00 AM and 6:00 AM, the noise abatement procedures followed by the FAA controllers 
specify set runway priorities. Whenever possible, controllers will simultaneously use 33L for 
arrivals and 15R for departures. This opposite direction configuration is available only under 
VER conditions with clear runways, and long separation requirements limit capacity; 
however, this configuration directs all operations over the water, reducing noise impacts and 
increasing PRAS goal achievement. Dwell and persistence are ignored at night so that this 
configuration can be used extensively, and when weather permits, controllers typically use 
this configuration for the full six-hour period. 


Continued Validity of PRAS Goals 


Although PRAS’s long- and short-term goals were first developed nearly 20 years ago, land 
use patterns and population growth during the intervening years provide no evidence to 
support any change in the established preferences.’ For example, Figures 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 
depict major land use categories within the project study area at the approximate time when 
the goals were established and for a more recent period, respectively. 


3 In 2000, the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) voted to withdraw its support of the PRAS goals. 
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The information was obtained from MassGIS, a state organization that collects land use data and 
updates when it is feasible. A comparison of the two figures shows there has been little if any 
conversion to or away from residential use. Thus, the major residential areas that were of 
concern to the communities and Massport when PRAS goals were first adopted in the early 
1980’s are still of concern today. There have been no shifts of major residential areas. 


Supplementing this information is Table 4.3-3, which shows how residential population within 
different noise-impacted communities has changed over time. Using US Census data and a 
single set of noise contours from the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to define a fixed area, the 
table compares the numbers of people, by community, that reside within 5 dB increments of 
exposure. The earlier population data reflect the distribution of people around Logan when 
PRAS goals were first adopted; the later population data reflect a more current distribution. 


While the counts show a modest overall increase in population within the DNL 60 contour 
over a ten-year period, the changes do not always occur uniformly by community. What 
they do show, however, is that no major redistribution of population has occurred. Not one 
community has changed its ranking relative to the others over the ten-year period. 
Collectively, these unchanged land use patterns and population distributions support the 
continued validity of the original PRAS goals. 


Historic PRAS Conformance 


Statistics on the conformance of the PRAS system have been collected since the original 
system was installed in 1983. In order to interpret those statistics, it is important to 
understand the fundamental changes that have occurred in the PRAS system in the 16 years 
since the original installation. 


4.3.4.1 PRAS Revisions 


While there have been numerous minor improvements, there are three primary versions of 
PRAS that have been used at Logan over the years: 


m Original PRAS: This version of the program, installed in 1983, incorporated the 
original goals and simple runway selection logic. 


m Enhanced PRAS: This version of the program, installed in 1993, was designed to try to 
improve PRAS goal achievement. 


m Revised PRAS: This version of PRAS, which is currently in use, incorporates 
automated data input to greatly enhance usability. 
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Table 4.3-3 
Comparison of Population Counts for the 29M Low and the No-Action Alternative 
Using 1980 and 1990 Census Data’ 


1980 Census Counts 
Noise-exposed DNL greater DNL greater DNL greater DNL greater 
Community than 60 dB than 65 dB than 70 dB than 75 dB 
East Boston 25,404 7,235 595 0 
Winthrop 12,700 4,686 1,182 155 
Chelsea 7,997 2,828 0 0 
South Boston 6,215 945 0 0 
Revere 5,596 3,669 0 0 
Deer Island? 499 0 0 0 
Everett — 215 __ 0 0 _0 
Total 58,626 19,363 1,777 155 
1990 Census Counts 

DNL greater DNL greater DNL greater DNL greater 

than 60 dB than 65 dB than 70 dB than 75 dB 
East Boston 26,035 7,117 437 58 
Winthrop 11,799 4,291 1,084 199 
Chelsea 10,232 3,056 0 0 
South Boston 6,010 66 0 0 
Revere 5,227 3,001 0 0 
Everett 220 0 0 0 
Deer Island? _ 0 _ 0 = _0 
Total 59,523 17,531 1,521 257 


1 Communities are ordered from highest to lowest according to the number of residents within the 60 dB DNL noise contour. 
2 Deer Island's prison population was included in the 1980 Census but in light of impacts under 65 dB was never considered a major factor in 
developing PRAS goals. Its inmates have since been relocated to accommodate the new Boston Harbor wastewater treatment facility. 


4.3.4.2 Original PRAS 


The original PRAS at Logan was installed in 1983 and was based on conditions that existed 
in 1981 or before. These conditions included aircraft activity levels and fleet mix, FAA 
procedures, and technology (both aviation and computer). Although the system 
represented the state-of-the-art at the time it was designed, the FAA and Massport 
recognized in the late 1980s that it had limitations. 


To be effective PRAS must be able to identify runway configurations that are capable of 

serving given levels of demand and decide which one among the eligible configurations to 
recommend. The original PRAS had only limited technical flexibility to perform these tasks 
effectively. In particular, it was designed with a fixed daily demand schedule from 1980-82 


Delay Analysis 4-26 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Delay Analysis 


operations, and it had no automatic capability to update this schedule to adjust to the 
changes in demand that accompanied the large growth in commuter operations. 


4.3.4.3 Enhanced PRAS 


The enhanced PRAS was installed in 1993 to address the limitations in the original PRAS 
and to provide flexibility to accommodate changes in airport operations and/or FAA 
procedures. It was designed as a forward-looking system to assist the FAA in planning 
operations throughout a shift. It operated 24 hours per day, and provided a choice of 
recommended eight-hour configuration plans to the FAA operator, who could modify the 
plan as needed. The enhanced PRAS incorporated an estimate of the controller workload 
required to change configurations into its planning logic. 


Enhanced PRAS was tested for approximately nine months by the FAA in the Logan Control 
Tower. While Enhanced PRAS addressed many of the concerns the FAA raised about the 
original system, the new system required controllers to manually enter and continually 
update data on current weather conditions, weather forecasts, traffic demand, runway 
closures, and runway surface conditions. This data entry imposed additional controller 
workload on top of already demanding primary air traffic control activities. 


4.3.4.4 Revised PRAS 


The current system, revised PRAS, was installed in 1996 to reduce the effort required for 
controllers to use the system. Revised PRAS was linked to the Systems Atlanta Information 
Display System (SA-IDS), and the inputs for traffic demand, current weather, weather 
forecasts, runway closures, and runway conditions were provided automatically. This 
automated data entry has led to better system conformance and PRAS goal compliance. 


4.3.4.5 Historic Achievement of PRAS Goals 


This section examines historic PRAS conformance at Logan from three perspectives: 


@ Individual runway utilization compared to the PRAS annual goals; 


m A PRAS performance index that measures the aggregate achievement of annual 
goals across all runways; and 


m Comparisons of historic runway utilization to the predicted usage based on the model. 


Historic Utilization of Individual Logan Runways Compared to PRAS Goals 


Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 summarize the historic levels of PRAS achievement relative to the 
annual goals for individual Logan runways from 1984 through 1998. While there is a wide 
variation in conformance relative to the goals, this is expected due to variations in weather 
conditions, fleet mix, and FAA operational techniques (i.e., Land and Hold-Short Operations, 
or LAHSO, on 22L and 27) from year to year. Other factors such as airfield construction and 
airline scheduling also have an impact. Still, a number of conclusions can be drawn. 
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Figure 4.3-3 
Equivalent Jet Arrival Operations by Runway and Year 
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Figure 4.3-3 (Cont’d.) 
Equivalent Jet Arrival Operations by Runway and Year 
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Figure 4.3-4 
Equivalent Jet Departure Operations by Runway and Year 
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Figure 4.3-4 (Cont’d.) 
Equivalent Jet Departure Operations by Runway and Year 
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For arrivals, it is clear that Runway 4 arrivals have always exceeded the goal, and that conformance 
with the goal declines with higher demand and peaking, as in 1993. This is expected since Runway 
4 arrivals correspond to the highest capacities at Logan. Conversely, arrivals on Runway 15 and 
Runway 33 have always been well short of the goals as these runways exhibit lower operational 
capacities. Since 1988, Runway 27 arrivals have been above the goal whereas they were formerly 
below it. This change is due to the FAA implementation of land-and-hold-short operations 
(simultaneous landings on Runway 22L and Runway 27 while departing on Runway 22R), which 
increased the capacity of the configuration while operating under Visual Meteorological 
Conditions (VMC). 


For departures, Runway 9 departures have always exceeded the goals, due to that runway’s 
simultaneous use with Runway 4L/R arrivals. Runway 22 departures began to exceed the goals in 
1988 with implementation of land-and-hold-short operations. Runway 4 and 27 departures have 
remained near the goals for the most part, but Runway 4 departures increased and Runway 27 
departures declined during the highly peaked conditions around 1993. For the past ten years, both 
Runway 15 and Runway 33 departures (much like the arrivals) have been below the target levels. 


Aggregate PRAS Achievement Across All Logan Runways 


While it is useful to view the individual runway end use over time, overall PRAS conformance 
may also be judged by examining all runways simultaneously, especially considering the 
variability of weather, demand, and other factors. In order to evaluate overall PRAS achievement 
over time, a PRAS Performance Index (PPI) was developed that represents the performance of all 
runways relative to the annual goals. The PPI measures deviations* from the PRAS goals for each 
Logan runway, the same measure used in the PRAS selection algorithm to determine the best 
configuration relative to the annual goals on an ongoing basis. Because the PPI measures 
differences from the runway utilization goals, lower values represent better PRAS achievement. 
Figure 4.3-5 presents the PPI relative to the number of total annual Logan operations for the 
period from 1984 through 1998. 


The PPI will tend to increase as operations grow since increasing flight levels can limit 
controller flexibility in selecting runway configurations. While this is generally true, system 
enhancements have helped improve PRAS achievement, despite growing Logan activity 
levels, as described below: 


m When PRAS was originally installed, there was an immediate improvement in goal 
conformance during the first few years. 


m From 1988 through 1992, the original PRAS became less effective (for reasons explained 
above), and PRAS goal deviations increased along with airport operations. 


m Performance relative to the goals has improved considerably since then with the 
installation of enhanced PRAS in 1993 and revised PRAS in 1996. 


These changes in PRAS performance demonstrate that the FAA is striving to achieve the 
best possible PRAS goal achievement and has made considerable progress in this area. 
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Figure 4.3-5 
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4.3.4.8 Historic PRAS Performance Compared to Model Predictions 


The operational and environmental analyses conducted for the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
and the Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR do not assume perfect achievement of PRAS goals. 
Instead, the DELAYSIM model selects runway configurations based on hour-to-hour demand 
levels and the capacities of available runway configurations. It is only when more than one 
runway combination has sufficient capacity to accommodate flight demand that the PRAS 
long- and short-term goals are considered in the runway selection process. 


In order to evaluate how closely DELAYSIM would have simulated historic runway 
utilization patterns, Logan flight activity patterns between 1991 and 1998 were modeled 
using reported weather patterns for each individual year. Figures 4.3-6 and 4.3-7 show the 
historic utilization of each Logan runway by year, and compare this to the predicted results 
based on DELAYSIM modeling. The comparative analysis indicates that for most Logan 
runways, the differences between actual and simulated utilization are small, and that the 
margin between actual and simulated runway usage has narrowed over time. This 
comparison supports the use of PRAS goals within the operational analysis for 
environmental review purposes. 
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Figure 4.3-6 
Modeled vs. Actual Equivalent Jet Arrivals by Runway and Year 
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Figure 4.3-6 (Cont’d.) 
Modeled vs. Actual Equivalent Jet Arrivals by Runway and Year 


Arrive 27 (Goal = 21.7%) 


50% Actual DSIM-BL = = = Goal 


45% 4 
40% 4 
35% 4 
30% + 
25% 4 
20% +] 
15% + 
10% + 
5% 4 
0% 


1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 


Arrive 33 (Goal = 42.3%) 


50% Actual DSIM-BL = = = Goal 


45% + 


40% - 


35% 7 


30% + 


25% 7 


20% + 


15% + 
10% - 
5% 4 
0% 


1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 


4-35 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Figure 4.3-7 
Modeled vs. Actual Equivalent Jet Departures by Runway and Year 


Depart 4 (Goal = 5.6%) 


50% Actual DSIM-BL = = = Goal 


45% - 


40% - 
35% 7 
30% 7 
25% 7 
20% + 
15% - 


perce eee 


1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 


50% Actual DSIM-BL = = = Goal 


25% + 

20% + 

15% | _|_ a. a _ | . _— —_|— = = L_ = 
10% - 

5% + 

0% + + + + + + + 


1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 


Depart 15 (Goal = 23.3%) 


50% Actual DSIM-BL = = = Goal 


45% + 
40% - 


35% 7 
30% 5 
22 ee ee Sea Se aa a Se Sa 
20% + 
15% + 


10% + 
a | | | 
0% + + + + 


1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 


Delay Analysis 4-36 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 


Delay Analysis 


Figure 4.3-7 (Cont’d.) 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Modeled vs. Actual Equivalent Jet Departures by Runway and Year 
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PRAS Reporting and Monitoring 


Comments on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate requested 
that quarterly and annual PRAS achievement reports be developed, that the distribution list be 
broadened, and that results be reported in the GEIR/ESPR. Design of monitoring protocols was 
also requested. Massport currently monitors PRAS performance at Logan and reports results 
both internally, to the FAA, and to requesting members of the general public. This section 
describes the PRAS Monitoring System developed by Massport and describes how PRAS 
monitoring and reporting will be expanded in response to these requests. 


4.3.5.1 Current PRAS Reporting and Monitoring 


The PRAS computer system was designed to track a number of statistics and to generate 
reports comparing Logan runway utilization patterns to the PRAS goals. The PRAS 
monitoring program produces seven regular reports on PRAS performance, which are 
described in greater detail below: 


m= Monthly Operations: This report presents the average daily jet arrivals and departures by 
runway and time of day for any given month. It also shows average day, night, equivalent, 
and total operations by month relative to the annual PRAS goals. 


= Monthly Utilization: This report shows the hours and maximum consecutive hours of 
arrival and departure runway use for each day of a given month. It presents the total 
monthly and average daily utilization of runways in terms of hours of jet arrivals and 
departures. It also shows a summary of the hours of runway use by weather condition. 


= Monthly Dwell and Persistence: The report presents the hours of dwell and persistence 
by noise area for each day of the month as well as the daily average dwell and persistence 
and goal exceedence. 


= Monthly Summary: The summary highlights the three reports described above. It 
compares jet operations by runway with annual goals, shows the monthly and average day 
hours of runway use as well as consecutive hours of use. It also summarizes the monthly 
dwell and persistence conformance. 


= Monthly 33L/15R Utilization: This report shows the number of hours between midnight 
and 6:00 AM during which the 33L/15R configuration was both recommended and used. 
It also presents the use of 33L and 15R individually during nocturnal hours. 


m Annual Utilization: For the specified calendar year, this report presents the average and 
maximum consecutive hours of jet use by runway end and month. It also presents total 
and average annual utilization by runway and weather condition. 


m= Annual Dwell and Persistence: The final report presents the monthly dwell and 


persistence averages as well as annual averages and the average annual exceedence. 


These seven reports are prepared by the Massport Noise Abatement Office on a monthly 
and annual basis. On a quarterly basis, the Massport Quarterly Noise Reports are distribu- 
ted to Massport staff, FAA employees, and other requesting parties such as community 
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members. These reports include measured sound levels, runway use statistics, FAA traffic 
totals, and the late night runway use report. The quarterly report also includes a PRAS 
monthly summary report (a version of the summary reported by the PRAS system itself, 
but generated directly from the ARTS data), which includes day/night hours of jet use by 
runway, day/night jet operations by runway, monthly conformance relative to the annual 
PRAS goals, and conformance relative to the annual goals for the previous twelve months. 
In addition to the printed reports, both the FAA and the Massport Noise Abatement Office 
have real-time displays showing the rolling 12-month conformance relative to the PRAS 
goals as well as the current dwell and persistence counts. 


In response to the EOEA Certificate and public comments, the Massport Quarterly Noise 
Reports will be expanded to include all of the PRAS reports generated by the system, and 
the distribution list will be expanded. The annual reports on runway utilization, dwell and 
persistence will also be included in upcoming ESPRs and annual Environmental Data 
Reports (EDRs). In addition, Massport and the FAA have agreed to development of a new 
report that will track the attainment of the PRAS recommendations. 


Extending PRAS Overwater Nighttime Routing Preference 


One potential mitigation measure proposed in the comments on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
is to begin the nighttime overwater routing preference before 12:00 AM or extend it beyond 
6:00 AM. This would reduce late evening and early morning flights over impacted communities. 


While the use of the 33L/15R configuration is environmentally beneficial, its low capacity is a 
significant operational limitation. Controllers must maintain a minimum of eight miles of 
separation between opposite direction aircraft, limiting configuration utilization to periods of 
very low demand. The first step in evaluating the feasibility of extending the nighttime period 
is analysis of the demand profile. Table 4.3-4 presents the demand profile from 10:00 PM to 
7:00 AM in 15-minute increments. Operations are distributed fairly evenly within individual 
hours from 10:00 PM to 12:00 AM and from 6:00 AM to 7:00 AM. The hourly demand drops 
from 43 operations at 10:00 PM to 22 at 11:00 PM and 13 operations at 12:00 AM. Conversely, 
there were only 6 average operations during the 5:00 AM hour increasing to 46 operations in 
the 6:00 AM to 7:00 AM period. 


In order to determine the feasibility of extending the nocturnal period, the DELAYS model 
was used to examine an average August weekday in 1998 broken down into 15-minute 
increments. This analysis assumed VFR weather and calm winds, conditions under which 
the preferred nighttime configuration would be available. An hourly saturation capacity of 
20 operations while using Runway 33L/15R simultaneously was estimated. Figure 4.3-8 
shows the average delays from various extended nocturnal periods ranging from 10:00 PM 
to 7:00 AM Beginning the nocturnal period before 11:00 PM or extending it past 6:15 AM 
would produce excessive delays. It should be noted that delays in the 6:00 AM hour could 
propagate throughout the day while delays in the 11:00 PM hour are quickly dissipated due 
to the low demand after midnight. 


4-39 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Table 4.3-4 
Nighttime Operations (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) 
Time Average Day Operations 
Start End Quarter-Hourly Hourly 
22:00 - 22:14 10.7 
22:15 - 22:29 11 
22:30 - 22:44 11.9 
22:45 - 22:59 9 42.6 
23:00 - 23:14 6.4 
23:15 - 23:29 49 
23:30 - 23:44 5 
23:45 - 23:59 5:5 21.8 
24:00 - 00:14 2.7 
00:15 - 00:29 3.3 
00:30 - 00:44 3.9 
00:45 - 00:59 3.4 13.4 
01:00 - 01:14 1.8 
01:15 - 01:29 1.2 
01:30 - 01:44 0.9 
01:45 - 01:59 0.7 45 
02:00 - 02:14 1.0 
02:15 - 02:29 0.9 
02:30 - 02:44 1.6 
02:45 - 02:59 1.0 45 
03:00 - 03:14 1.0 
03:15 - 03:29 1.0 
03:30 - 03:44 0.7 
03:45 - 03:59 0.7 3.3 
04:00 - 04:14 0.6 
04:15 - 04:29 0.8 
04:30 - 04:44 1.0 
04:45 - 04:59 0.7 3.1 
05:00 - 05:14 0.5 
05:15 - 05:29 0.5 
05:30 - 05:44 1.4 
05:45 - 05:59 3.2 56 
06:00 - 06:14 8.6 
06:15 - 06:29 12.4 
06:30 - 06:44 11.5 
06:45 - 06:59 13.5 46.0 


Note: ARTS Data represents July 98 through June 99 and was processed by FTA and Massport. 


Delay Analysis 4-40 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Delay Analysis 


Figure 4.3-8 
Minutes of Average Delay by Nocturnal Period and 15-minute Increment 
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While the official preferential runway use policy for Logan states that the FAA will observe the 
nighttime priorities from 12:00 midnight to 6:00 AM, controllers currently try to switch to the 
Runway 33L/15R configuration as soon after 11:00 PM as demand permits. Massport will 
encourage the FAA to continue this practice of initiating overwater routing preferences as soon 
after 11:00 PM as practicable. It is important to note, however, that controllers can only employ the 
33L/15R nighttime configuration under favorable wind and weather conditions, which limits its 
use to about 60 percent of the time. In addition, the extended period would only be useable if 
there were no delays remaining from the daytime period. Finally, it is worth noting that the 
takeoff and climb performance of modern Stage 3 jets is vastly improved since the nighttime 
priorities were established, and that departures represent a small percentage of the operations 
from 11:00 PM to midnight. Hence, most of the noise benefit can be achieved by using 33L for 
overwater arrivals, whether or not 15R can be used for departures based on the demand level. 


4.4 Delay Modeling Approach 


4.4.1 


Delay Analysis 


As discussed in Chapter 1, existing delay measures such as the FAA OPSNET and CODAS 
or the DOT ATCR have specific purposes and uses, but none provides an accurate 
measurement of delays caused by conditions at Logan. Most importantly, they do not 
provide any information on future delays, either with or without proposed airfield 
improvements. The only way to estimate airfield delays under alternative future scenarios 
is to model airfield operations under these conditions. 


This section discusses the use of computer models for simulating airfield operations and 
delays in environmental impact analyses, and discusses the three specific models employed 
in the Airfield Improvements study. 


Computer Modeling for Environmental Impact Studies 


With current technology, computer models of airport operations provide the most accurate 
and useful estimates of airport delays for environmental planning. Computer models that 
simulate individual aircraft operations over a specified period of time are able to produce very 
detailed information on airport activity and delay statistics. Because these models calculate all 
aircraft movements and interactions, they are able to capture details that are not measured by 
published delay statistics, and they can isolate delays by cause or condition. 


Table 4.4-1 summarizes the features and limitations of models available in the industry to 
estimate flight delays for airport planning. The table describes the three models (FLAPS, the 
Airport Machine, and DELAYSIM) that have been used in the Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project to estimate airfield capacities and delays, and to produce inputs to the 
environmental analyses. FLAPS and the Airport Machine were used to simulate 

runway /airspace and taxiway operations, respectively, for each Logan runway 
configuration. Other simulation models with similar capabilities are RDSIM, ADSIM, 
SIMMOD and TAAM. However, FLAPS and the Airport Machine have been specifically 
configured and validated for Logan operations, and both have been used for planning 
studies at various international airports around the world. 
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Table 4.4-1 
Comparison on Computer Models for Airport Capacity and Delay 
Model Features Limitations 
FLAPS Designed at MIT for Logan Limited graphics. 
Detailed runway exit performance Excludes taxiway system. 


Multiple runway interactions 
Modest input data requirements 
Used at Boston, St. Louis, LaGuardia, Sydney, 


Amsterdam, others 
Airport Machine —_ Detailed taxiway system ground movement logic. Excludes airspace system 
Detailed graphical presentation Complex data requirements 


Used at numerous domestic and international 
irports 


SIMMOD FAA-sponsored development 1-dimensional airspace capability 


Covers taxiway, runway, airspace Complex data requirements 
Used at numerous domestic & international Inability to handle some common airport 
airports procedures 
TAAM Covers taxiway, runway, airspace Very complex data requirements 
High resolution 2D and 3D graphics Requires special hardware 
Used at several major international airports Expensive to acquire and operate 
ADSIM Covers taxiway and runway operations Complex data requirements 
Used by FAA Tech Center No aircraft landing & braking dynamics 
Used at several major US airports 
RDSIM Single or multiple runway operations. No graphical facilities. 
Used by FAA Tech Center No aircraft landing & braking dynamics 
Used at BOS and other major US airports Single runway configuration 
DELAYSIM* Unique airfield utilization simulation Individual aircraft movements not simulated 
Delays based on real weather patterns Runway selection priority required 


Detailed delay statistics 
Controller workload for runway changes 
Used at Boston, Amsterdam, and Sydney 


* Indicates models used in Logan Airside Project Improvements Project 


The DELAYSIM model provides a dimension of airfield modeling that is not available with 
any other tool. Two primary outputs of the airfield operations/delays analysis are average 
annual aircraft delays, which are used to measure the benefits of proposed improvements, 
and average annual runway utilization, which strongly influences the corresponding 
environmental impacts. Both runway utilization and delays are heavily influenced by the 
dynamic weather conditions at the airfield, which can vary significantly from year to year. 
To obtain delay results that account for dynamic variation yet are not biased by a specific 
year’s weather, it is essential to analyze airfield operations under realistic weather patterns 
for several years and then average the results. DELAYSIM has this capability. 
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DELAYSIM is a unique model that simulates how the air traffic controllers select runways based 
on continuously varying demand and weather conditions. It was originally developed specifically 
for Logan during the enhanced PRAS project, and augmented by incorporating the MIT DELAYS 
model to estimate the aircraft delays. DELAYS is a dynamic queuing model for estimating 
expected delay, queue length and other statistics. DELAYSIM simulates the controllers’ runway 
selection process hour-by-hour using historical weather observations. This procedure is repeated 
for each hour in a multi-year sequence of weather observations, and the results are averaged to 
produce the expected utilization and delays. The use of multi-year weather observations was 
particularly beneficial at Boston, where weather conditions can vary widely from year to year. 


4.4.2 Airside Modeling Methodology 


The airside delay modeling approach was specifically designed to measure historic and future 
aircraft operating delays by simulating operating conditions at Logan, and to estimate the 
reduction in delay that each of the proposed alternatives would produce. The models simulate 
the actual movement of individual aircraft from the approach fix to arrival runway to the gate 
for arriving aircraft, and from the gate to take-off runway to the departure fix for departing 
aircraft. Modeling at this high level of detail enables the delay model to generate inputs for the 
noise and air quality models, ensuring consistency between the estimates of future delays and 
environmental impacts. 


Figure 4.4-1 provides an overview of the modeling approach used to calculate changes in 
delay and shows how the delay modeling components are linked to the models used to 
simulate taxiway operations and estimate environmental impacts. This diagram outlines the 
basic building blocks of the integrated modeling system and indicates the interactions 
between model components. The operational modeling methodology was described in 
detail in Chapter 4 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Figure 4.4-1 
Delay Modeling Approach 
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4.5 Peak Period Pricing 


4.5.1 


Delay Analysis 


Peak Period Pricing is intended to reduce delays caused when demand for airfield access 
exceeds airfield capacity over a sustained period as a result of airline overscheduling. It is 
an administrative option that raises the price of using the airfield during these defined peak 
periods. By raising the price of airfield access during peak periods, some existing aircraft 
operations would be discontinued or shifted to non-peak hours because the value derived 
from using Logan during these periods is exceeded by the new cost of doing so. 


The methodology used to model and evaluate the impacts of Peak Period Pricing was fully 
described in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. This section describes supplementary analyses 
performed for the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. It includes an assessment of an illustrative 
exemption program designed to mitigate potential service disruptions at small communities. 
In addition, the discussion of Peak Period Pricing is expanded to consider potential impacts of 
the program on regional carrier fleet mix, and the possibility that Peak Period Pricing would 
result in increased regional airline reliance on alternate regional airports to provide 
connections from small communities to the national air transportation system. 


While Peak Period Pricing is not included for immediate implementation, the delay analysis 
described later in this chapter indicates that this demand management strategy could represent 
a viable delay reduction measure under potential future conditions of airline overscheduling. 
In response to the EOEA Certificate, this section includes a description of a Peak Period 
Monitoring System that will be established by Massport to determine when and if airline 
overscheduling is emerging as a significant source of Logan delays. When warranted based on 
this ongoing schedule monitoring system, Massport will begin collaborative discussions with 
individual carriers in order to encourage increased scheduling efficiency at Logan. If successful, 
this initiative will reduce the likelihood that airline overscheduling will develop at Logan such 
that a Peak Period Pricing program would become necessary. If these discussions do not 
produce the necessary results, appropriate regulatory action will then be undertaken. 


Background 


Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 include Peak Period Pricing, which is defined in detail in Section 3.5. 

Peak Period Pricing differs from the other proposed improvements because it reduces delay by 
eliminating flights during periods of high demand, rather than by improving the airfield to allow 
for more efficient accommodation of existing flight demand. 


The analysis of Peak Period Pricing was based on the introduction of a $150 surcharge on 
flights arriving or departing Logan Airport during defined peak periods. The impacts of the 
program were most pronounced for regional carriers operating small aircraft in the 9- and 
19-seat classes, because the fixed surcharge resulted in a significant cost increase on a per 
passenger basis. The implementation of Peak Period Pricing was forecast to produce flight 
cancellations in nonstop markets where profitability was substantially reduced. 
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Because many of New England’s small- and medium-sized communities rely heavily on 
Logan for access to the national air transportation system, reductions in Boston service 
could have adverse economic consequences. These issues were addressed in Appendices F 
and G of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR which present case studies concerning the 
impact of Peak Period Pricing on selected Logan regional carriers and small communities. It 
is in response to concerns regarding market access that the illustrative small community 
exemption program is addressed in this Supplemental DEIS/EIR. 


The delay reduction benefits that result from Peak Period Pricing were described in 
Chapter 4 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The projected delay reduction impacts of 
Peak Period Pricing are based on forecast changes in flight schedules in response to the 
modified landing fee structure. The reductions in forecast annual Logan aircraft operations 
attributed to Peak Period Pricing are summarized below in Table 4.5-1 for the 29M Low 
Fleet and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios. 


On an annual basis, Peak Period Pricing is estimated to reduce aircraft traffic at Logan by 
4,000 annual operations under the 29M Low Fleet scenario and by 56,000 operations under the 
37.5M High Fleet scenario. The table also illustrates the reduced level of annual aircraft 
operations for those Alternatives that include Peak Period Pricing as an improvement concept. 


The cancellation rate associated with the High Fleet scenario is considerably greater than 
for the Low Fleet scenario, because the designated peak periods of the High Fleet scenario 
are longer, thereby producing a greater cost increase. The regional industry is also more 
competitive and less profitable under forecast High Fleet conditions. Therefore regional 
carriers would have less flexibility to absorb cost increases before deciding to cancel flights. 


Table 4.5-1 
Estimated Annual Peak Period Flight Cancellations and Impact on Fleet Assumptions 
Forecast Logan Estimated Forecast Logan 
Operations Annual Operations 
Forecast Scenario (Alternatives 1A and 4) Cancellations (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3) 
29M Low 510,000 4,000 506,000 


37.5M High 608,000 56,000 552,000 


Potential for Changes in Regional Carrier Fleet Mix in Response to 
Peak Period Pricing 


In responses to the EOEA Certificate, this section describes the potential effect of Peak 
Period Pricing on changes in aircraft fleet mix. 


By applying a fixed surcharge to flights operating in designated peak periods, the tested 
pricing structure provides a competitive advantage to carriers operating larger aircraft and 
carrying a greater number of onboard passengers. This is because the fixed peak period fee 
can be spread over a greater number of passengers, producing a lesser impact per 
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passenger. The fixed surcharge would therefore accentuate the unit cost advantage already 
exhibited by larger capacity regional carrier aircraft over smaller equipment. 


In the analytic framework used to evaluate the impacts of Peak Period Pricing on market 
services and Logan delays, carriers were assumed to shift flights scheduled near the 
beginning and end of the defined peak period to adjacent, off-peak hours in order to avoid 
the peak period surcharges. On nonstop routes where a regional carrier was projected to 
incur a significant reduction in profitability due to the cost impacts of the program, 
cancellation of some peak period flights was projected. The percent of peak period flights 
cancelled in specific carrier markets was directly related to the degree of profit reduction. 
Carriers operating smaller regional aircraft in the 9- and 19-seat class were projected to 
account for the majority of flight cancellations. 


In markets where Peak Period Pricing leads to a reduction in flight frequency during peak 
hours, carriers may be able to consolidate passenger traffic on remaining peak period 
flights. In some cases, a carrier that had the option within its fleet might substitute a larger 
capacity aircraft on remaining flights to better accommodate the passenger traffic 
previously carried on cancelled flights. 


Over a near-term horizon, the opportunities for regional carriers to substitute larger aircraft on 
Logan routes would be limited by their aircraft fleet composition. Many of the regional 
airlines operating at Boston maintain an aircraft fleet consisting of a single type of aircraft. For 
example, Cape Air operates only 9-seat Cessna aircraft, while Commutair and Colgan operate 
19-seat Beech 1900 aircraft exclusively. Similarly, Allegheny operates only 37-seat Dash 8-100 
aircraft.5 Business Express, recently acquired by American Airlines, has already phased out its 
19-seat aircraft, while American Eagle operates only aircraft with greater than 30 seats. 


Several Logan regional carriers maintain fleets consisting of multiple aircraft types in varying 
size categories. It is reasonable to expect that Peak Period Pricing would lead to aircraft 
substitutions on specific routes served by these carriers in circumstances where the use of 
larger aircraft would improve market profitability. These types of fleet mix changes were 
anticipated in the analysis developed in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and are consistent 
with the results. Fleet mix changes were not explicitly projected because of the uncertainty of 
these changes and because the delay modeling analysis is more sensitive to changes in flight 
frequency as compared to changes in aircraft size within the regional non-jet fleet. 


The EOEA Certificate and several comments also raised the prospect of regional carriers 
shifting flights from Logan to alternate airports in the region. Two classes of passengers 


currently fly on regional carrier flights to and from Logan: 


m= Local passengers for whom Boston or the surrounding region is the origin or 
destination of their trip 


m Passengers connecting at Boston to or from other domestic or international destinations. 
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For local passengers, particularly those with ground origins or destinations in the 
immediate Boston area, the use of other airports in the region may not represent a viable 
alternative. Because Boston is the largest city in the region, it generates the highest 
concentration of passenger demand to and from regional carrier markets. The use of 
alternate airports such as Manchester, Providence or Worcester would be accompanied 
by a significant reduction in local passenger traffic. 


For passengers making connections at Boston to and from the national air transportation 
system, the regional airports would also represent a less desirable alternative. Even with the 
recent expansion of services at regional airports such as Providence and Manchester, the 
frequency and diversity of potential connecting services at these airports fall well below the 
services available at Boston. Shifting flights now serving Boston to one of the alternate regional 
airports would again be expected to produce a reduction in connecting passenger demand. 


For these reasons, the analysis presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR does not 
assume that regional carriers would respond to Peak Period Pricing by shifting Boston 
flights to alternate airports. While some limited flight shifts to alternate airports could 
occur, it is not expected that a substantial portion of Logan’s existing regional carrier 
services could be economically supported at alternate regional airports. 


Analysis of Peak Period Pricing Exemption Program 


The effects of Peak Period Pricing on access to Logan were examined in the regional carrier 
and small community case studies presented in Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. This issue 
was the subject of numerous comments voiced at public hearings and received in formal 
comment letters addressing the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. Comments were received 
from residents and public officials representing potentially affected communities, and from 
other interested parties. The EOEA Certificate specifically requested that Massport explore 
the issue of a tightly crafted exemption program designed to mitigate potential service 
disruption at small communities. 


In response to these concerns, this section expands the Peak Period Pricing analysis 
presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to reflect the inclusion of an exemption 
program. The purpose of the expanded analysis is to determine whether a limited 
exemption program could successfully mitigate some of the negative service related 
impacts of Peak Period Pricing without unduly diluting the effectiveness of Peak Period 
Pricing as a vehicle to reduce airline overscheduling and its associated delays. 


Parameters and methodology used in evaluating the illustrative exemption program are 
described below: 


m= Communities were considered as eligible for Peak Period Pricing exemptions if they 
qualified for the Federal Essential Air Service (EAS) program, and if Boston was 
designated as a qualifying hub destination. Based on this criterion, 16 New England 
communities (Figure 4.5-1) were included in the illustrative exemption program. 
Provincetown, MA was added to the exemption program, despite its lack of EAS 
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eligibility, because previous analysis indicated that this market relied exclusively on 
Boston for access to the national airport system, and consequently would potentially 
bear a unique, disproportionate burden resulting from Peak Period Pricing at Logan. 
Burlington, VT was not included because it has EAS to New York. 


m A total of two daily roundtrips (or four operations) during the peak period were 
exempted from peak period surcharges at each of the exemption markets. This is 
consistent with the Federal EAS program that guarantees small communities a 
minimum of two daily roundtrips to a designated hub airport and will provide subsidy 
when necessary to maintain this level of essential air service. In markets served by 
multiple carriers, exemptions were allocated between carriers based on the level of 
peak period flights each carrier provided to Boston. 


@ Reflecting the reduction in peak period surcharges, the weight-based landing fee was 
adjusted to retain an approximately constant level of total airfield revenue, consistent 
with current federal guidelines. 


m Cost impacts of the modified Peak Period Pricing program were evaluated by carrier 
and nonstop market using the schedule patterns and modeling framework previously 
applied for three future fleet scenarios: the 29M Low Fleet and the 37.5M Low and High 
Fleets. The 29M Low Fleet approximates current operating conditions at Logan, while 
the 37.5M Low and High Fleets bound the range of likely future activity levels at the 
airport. 


m Flight shifts and cancellations were projected under each scenario using the 
methodology and assumptions as described previously in this chapter. 


m The daily demand profiles were adjusted to reflect the projected shifts and cancellations 
of peak period flights. The adjusted profiles were then evaluated using the DELAYSIM 
model to determine the delay reduction impacts of a Peak Period Pricing program as 
modified to reflect an illustrative small community exemption program. 


In addition to the illustrative exemption program elements described above, consideration 
will also be given to operational factors, such as the use of the 2,557 foot Runway 15L/33R, 
that may justify exemptions without jeopardizing the delay reduction benefits of Peak 
Period Pricing. If appropriate, these operational factors would also be incorporated as part 
of any Peak Period Pricing exemption program that may be implemented in the future. 
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Figure 4.5-1 
Communities Eligible for Exemptions 
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4.5.3.1 Results of Exemption Analysis 


The exemption from peak period surcharges of two daily roundtrips from eligible 
communities reduces the initial cost impacts of the program on the regional carriers that 
serve these markets. This lower cost impact translates to lower required fare increases and, 
ultimately, tempers the profit margin reduction incurred by carriers serving these routes. 
As a result, the predicted level of flight cancellations with an exemption program is 
correspondingly less than the projections previously developed for Peak Period Pricing 
without exemptions. 


Table 4.5-2 shows the comparative percent of flights cancelled, with and without the 
exemption program, from eligible communities. As illustrated in the table, the cancellation 
percentages are universally lower with the illustrative exemption program. Under the 
29M Low Fleet scenario, only 1.3 percent of summer season flights from exemption eligible 
communities are projected to be cancelled. This compares to a 4.4 percent cancellation rate 
projected at these communities prior to exemptions. Under the 37.5M Low Fleet, the 
cancellation rate falls from an original 5.8 percent down to 1.7 percent with exemptions. 
Under the 37.5M High Fleet scenario, the projected cancellation rate falls to 15.8 percent 
with exemptions from 22.6 percent in the original analysis. 
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Table 4.5-2 
Comparison of Projected Service Impacts With and Without Peak Period Exemptions 


Projected Flight Cancellations as Percent of Total Daily Operations 


Without Exemptions With Exemptions 

Airport 29M Low 37.5M Low 37.5M High 29M Low 37.5M Low 37.5M High 
Martha’s Vineyard 14.4% 17.6% 49.9% 5.0% 6.5% 44.6% 
Provincetown 21.7% 28.2% 71.7% 0.0% 4.0% 37.6% 
Hyannis 2.6% 7.9% 23.4% 0.3% 2.3% 17.3% 
Nantucket 6.6% 7.0% 16.0% 3.9% 2.9% 14.5% 
Keene : : 61.3% : : 13.1% 
Rockland 0.0% 0.0% 43.4% 0.0% 0.0% 13.1% 
Lebanon 0.0% 0.0% 17.4% 0.0% 0.0% 11.9% 
Portland 0.0% 0.0% 12.1% 0.0% 0.0% 11.2% 
Manchester 0.0% 0.0% 11.3% 0.0% 0.0% 9.9% 
Bangor 0.0% 0.0% 11.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.9% 
Bar Harbor 0.0% 3.9% 48.4% 0.0% 0.0% 7.4% 
Presque Isle 0.0% 0.0% 15.2% 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 
Augusta 4.9% 4.9% 27.3% 0.0% 0.0% 3.8% 
Bridgeport 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Total 4.4% 5.8% 22.6% 1.3% 1.7% 15.8% 


Note: "-" indicates the EAS airport had no service to Boston in the corresponding scenario. 


The 37.5M High Fleet scenario exhibits the smallest decline in projected service impacts due 
to the illustrative exemption program. This is because the designated peak period under 
this scenario extends from 7:00 AM to 8:59 PM (i.e., a span of 14 hours). As a result, the two 
daily roundtrips that were exempted from peak period surcharges represent a propor- 
tionately smaller benefit than realized under the alternative Low Fleet scenarios, with their 
shorter peak periods (5 to 6 hours). Because a significant proportion of peak period flights 
under the 37.5M High Fleet scenario would continue to be assessed surcharges, the cost 
mitigation effects of the exemption program are less pronounced and produce a smaller 
impact on projected flight cancellations. 


4.5.3.2 Delay Reduction Impacts 


By reducing the number of projected flight cancellations at eligible communities, the 
exemption program allows more flights to operate during peak periods and lowers the 
projected delay reduction benefits of Peak Period Pricing (see Table 4.5-3). 


Under the 29M Low Fleet scenario, inclusion of the small community exemption program 


reduces the projected delay reduction benefits of Peak Period Pricing (and Reduced 
Minimums) by approximately 2,700 hours, with Alternative 2 producing a 6.2 percent 
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reduction in annual runway-related delays (vs. Alternative 4) as compared to an 8.1 percent 
reduction without exemptions. 


In the 37.5M Low Fleet, the exemption program reduces the delay reduction impact of 
Peak Period Pricing by 8,100 annual hours. With exemptions, Alternative 2 (which include 
Peak Period Pricing and Reduced Minimums) reduce annual runway delays by 7.7 percent 
compared to an 11.1 percent reduction prior to exemptions. 


Table 4.5-3 
Exemption Program: Delay Reduction Impacts 


Annual Hours of Runway Delay 


Alternative 29M Low 37.5M Low 37.5M High 
Alternative 4 — No Action 136,400 233,900 332,700 
Alternative 2 - Administrative Actions Only - No Exemptions 125,300 207,900 194,000 
Alternative 2 - Administrative Actions Only - With Exemptions 128,000 216,000 208,900 


Delay Reduction 
Alternative 4 vs. Alternative 2- No Exemptions 11,100 26,000 138,700 


Alternative 4 vs. Alternative 2 - With Exemptions 8,400 17,900 123,800 


Under the 37.5M High Fleet conditions, the exemption program lowers forecast delay 
savings by approximately 15,000 annual hours. Under this scenario, Alternatives 2 and 3 
would produce an estimated 37.2 percent reduction in delay with the exemption program, 
as compared to a 41.7 percent reduction in runway delays prior to exemptions. 


4.5.3.3 Findings of Exemption Program Analysis 


The inclusion of a small community exemption program reflects the trade-off between the 
potential delay reduction benefits of Peak Period Pricing and recognition of the importance of 
preserving access to Logan from small and medium-sized New England communities. The 
illustrative exemption program described above was patterned after the Federal Essential Air 
Service (EAS) Program. Eligible communities were those markets with EAS determinations 
that designated Boston as a qualifying hub destination. The number of exemptions was 
established at two daily roundtrips, also consistent with the EAS standard. 


By granting a limited number of exemptions to eligible cities, the projected service disruption 
caused by Peak Period Pricing would be reduced. In limiting the number of exemptions to 
two daily roundtrips during peak periods, the effectiveness of Peak Period Pricing in reducing 
delays is generally maintained, particularly under the 37.5M High Fleet scenario where Peak 
Period Pricing was recommended as an appropriate delay reduction strategy. 
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Peak Period Monitoring System 


Peak period pricing was evaluated as a demand management program designed to limit 
airline overscheduling at Logan. Overscheduling was a problem in 1993 when airline flight 
schedules during peak periods exceeded Logan’s available capacity. Since 1993, the hourly 
flight profile at Logan has flattened and current peak period demand can be accommodated 
with minimal delay during normal operating conditions. Because airline overscheduling is not 
a significant source of current delays at Logan, Massport did not recommend Peak Period 
Pricing for immediate implementation in the Preferred Alternative. 


However, the analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR indicates that under some future 
scenarios, overscheduling could re-emerge as a significant source of delays, and Peak Period 
Pricing could produce substantial delay reduction benefits. Based on this finding, Massport 
stated in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR that it would reserve the option to implement Peak 
Period Pricing, should this be warranted by future flight activity patterns at Logan. 


The EOEA Certificate requires that Massport define the conditions that would lead to the 
implementation of a Peak Period Pricing program. In response, Massport will establish a 
monitoring system to provide advance warning of when overscheduling is likely to become 
a significant contributor to delays at Logan. If so, the system would identify the portion of 
the day where an overscheduling condition would likely occur. This information would 
then be used as a basis for initiating a discussion with the carriers on how to achieve timely 
corrective action. If the necessary corrective action is not agreed to then appropriate 
regulatory action would be taken to reduce or eliminate overscheduling as a source of 
airfield delays at Logan. 


While the detailed structure of the proposed monitoring system has not been finalized, key 
components of an illustrative monitoring system are described below: 


m Projections of Logan flight activity will be developed on a semi-annual basis. These 
projections will be prepared 4 to 6 months in advance and will represent estimates of 
flight levels by hour for the upcoming season. Projections will be based on the most 
recent activity levels at Logan, historic seasonality patterns, and on advance flight 
schedules submitted by carriers to the OAG, expanded to reflect non-scheduled activity 
including charter and general aviation. Advance carrier flight schedules have been a 
reliable indicator of future activity at Logan, as illustrated in Table 4.5-4. 


m Logan’s average capacity under VFR weather conditions will be evaluated as required to 
account for fleet mix changes and advances in air traffic control technology as required. 
VFR conditions are available approximately 80 percent of the year. 


m Delays due to overscheduling will be quantified through an analysis that simulates the 
projected flight schedule against Logan’s average VFR capacity. Delays will be estimated 
by hour to permit designation of a specific peak period when overscheduling conditions 
are causing significant delays. 
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m A phased Peak Period Pricing curative process would be initiated when projected delays 
due to airline overscheduling reach or exceed an average level of 15 minutes per flight 
over a period of three or more consecutive hours. The 15-minute criterion is based on the 
FAA threshold for identifying significant delay. 


Table 4.5-4 
Comparison of Advanced and Actual Flight Schedules for Logan 


Daily Nonstop 


Logan Departures for August Percent 
__Year__ Advanced Actual __ Difference _ 
1998 707 724 2.4% 
1999 691 689 -0.2% 


Note: | Advanced schedules based on April OAG Schedule Tape. 
Source: Official Airline Guide, Schedule Tapes. 


Phase 1: Voluntary Schedule Adjustments 


When the 15-minute delay threshold is projected to be exceeded, Massport will first meet 
individually with airlines that exhibit significant levels of flight activity during the 
identified peak period. These carriers would be informed that Peak Period Pricing will be 
invoked unless flight schedules are reduced below threshold levels. If voluntary schedule 
adjustments occur, the Peak Period Pricing regulatory requirements would be deferred. 


Phase 2: Regulatory Action 


If voluntary schedule adjustments do not eliminate the overscheduling situation, Massport 
will take the necessary steps to implement Peak Period Pricing at Logan. Massport will 
continue to monitor flight schedules and make adjustments to the peak period as warranted 
by future schedule changes. Massport will also make other adjustments to the monitoring 
system and the Peak Period Pricing program if necessary to effectively address any 
overscheduling situation that may arise. 


4.6 Aircraft Delay and Runway Use Results 


Delay Analysis 


The Logan airfield modeling methodology, described in Chapter 4 of the Airside Project 

Draft EIS/EIR, was used to estimate aircraft delays and runway utilization for the 1993 
historic analysis and for each of the future passenger demand and aircraft activity levels. To 
provide perspective on current conditions at Logan, additional analysis of 1998 conditions was 
also performed for this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. At the request of the SDEIS Panel, a new 
37.5 million passenger High Regional Jet Fleet (37.5M High RJ Fleet) scenario was also 
examined; the results of the High RJ Fleet analyses are presented in Section 4.7. 
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Analysis of Historic (1993) and Current (1998) Delays 


The year 1993 represents a peak year for small aircraft operations at Logan Airport. Flight 
operations in 1993 also exhibited a relatively high degree of hourly peaking compared to 
the current, flatter operations profile at Logan. The year 1993 was originally chosen as an 
analysis year since it represented the most recent complete year of available data at the 
beginning of the Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study. Though considerable time 
has passed since 1993, the analysis year illustrates operating and environmental conditions 
at Logan during a period of airline overscheduling and high delays. 


To supplement the 1993 historic analysis, 1998 conditions have been studied in the 
Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR to provide a more recent point of reference. Since 1998 
has less hourly peaking, delays are lower than those in 1993, even though total demand was 
nearly the same. While these years provide context for historic and current conditions at 
Logan, the appropriate data for assessing the benefits of the proposed Airside Project 
improvement concept in future years is a comparison of the action Alternatives 
(Alternatives 1, 1A, 2 and 3) to Alternative 4, the No Action Alternative. The 1993 and 1998 
analyses are useful for model calibration and for providing a frame of reference. 


The 1993 historic analysis estimated 159,000 annual hours of aircraft delay at Logan, with 
135,000 hours of delay related to runway congestion and 24,000 hours resulting from 
taxiway congestion. The delay analysis for 1998 indicates that Logan incurred 120,000 hours 
of runway-related delays in that year, comparable but slightly below the 1993 level of 
135,000 hours. While detailed simulation of taxiway movements were not conducted for 
1998, an estimated 22,000 annual hours of taxiway delays occurred in 1998 based on 
interpolation from other modeled scenarios. Incorporating both runway and taxiway delays 
for 1998, Logan experienced total aircraft delays of approximately 142,000 hours during the 
year. 


Analysis of 1998 Delays with the Preferred Alternative 


In addition to modeling actual Logan operating conditions and delays, the analysis also 
re-modeled 1998 activity assuming that the airfield improvements contained in the Preferred 
Alternative were in place. This analysis quantifies the delay reduction benefits that would 
have been realized at Logan in 1998 if the Preferred Alternative had been implemented. 


Logan operations during 1998 were analyzed using 1998 runway utilization from the 1998 
Annual Update and actual 1998 weather observations. The version of DELAYSIM used for 
the 1998 delay analysis included an added feature for tabulating delays by wind direction. 
In order to demonstrate the benefits of Runway 14/32 under northwest wind conditions, 
the analysis of actual 1998 conditions was compared to projected 1998 results assuming that 
the Preferred Alternative improvements were in place. 
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Similar to the results for future year operating conditions, if Runway 14/32 had been 
available in 1998, Logan would have experienced a 32 percent reduction in runway delays, 
or 82,000 hours versus 120,000 hours without the Preferred Alternative improvements 
(Table 4.6-3). While this improvement is significant, the analysis of VFR delays is even more 
compelling and demonstrates the impact of unidirectional Runway 14/32 on VFR delays, 
particularly under northwest wind conditions. Figure 4.6-1 shows that the Preferred 
Alternative would have reduced 1998 VFR delays by 69 percent, from 51,000 annual delay 
hours to only 16,000 hours. 


Figure 4.6-1 also categorizes 1998 VFR delays by wind direction. As shown in the figure, 
delays from northwest winds made up 70 percent of VFR delays in 1998. Since winds from the 
northwest accounted for only 37 percent of the 1998 VFR weather conditions, northwest winds 
generated a disproportionate percentage of the VFR delays. The disproportionate share of 
VFR delays that occur during northwest winds demonstrates the inefficiency caused by 
Logan’s lack of a third runway in the northwest-southeast orientation. A comparison of the 
1998 No Action and Preferred Alternative results indicates that Runway 14/32 would have 
had a dramatic effect on VFR northwest wind delays in 1998, reducing them by nearly 

90 percent. This case study of VFR delays under northwest wind conditions demonstrates the 
effectiveness of Runway 14/32 under current operating conditions at Logan. 


Total Delays 


Massport selected Alternative 1A as its Preferred Alternative (all actions except Peak Period 
Pricing) because airline overscheduling is not currently a problem at Logan. Further, the delay 
reduction benefits associated with Peak Period Pricing come at a cost to passengers, communities 
and the regional carriers. If airline overscheduling emerges as a significant contributor to Logan 
delays, the monitoring program provides for a clear plan of action to alleviate that condition (see 
Section 4.5.4). 


The following discussion analyzes the delay reduction savings associated with the Preferred 
Alternative under two fleets that reflect a broad range of likely operating conditions at Logan 
over the near and long term—the 29M Low Fleet and the 37.5M High Fleet. 
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Figure 4.6-1 

Annual VFR Delay Hours by Wind Direction 
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Table 4.6-1 compares the results of the operating delay analysis of the Preferred Alternative 
versus the No Action Alternative under the 29M Low Fleet and the 37.5M High Fleet scenarios. 
The airfield operations analysis indicates that Logan will incur extremely high levels of delay if 
no actions are taken to improve airport operating efficiency. For the No Action Alternative 
(Alternative 4) under the 29M Low Fleet, which reflects the lowest growth in aircraft operations, 
Logan passengers and airlines are forecast to experience 157,500 annual hours of delay. Even 
under this most conservative growth scenario, the extent of Logan’s delay problem is 
highlighted by the FAA’s threshold of 20,000 annual hours of delay which is used to identify 
severely congested (i.e., delay prone) airports. If aircraft operations at Logan reach the level 
projected under the 37.5M High Fleet, delays could exceed 360,000 hours per year, more than 
double the 159,000 hours of modeled delay in the 1993 historic analysis. 


Under Low Fleet conditions that are most similar to current conditions at Logan (29M Low), the 
Preferred Alternative produces a delay reduction contribution of over 43,000 hours. This 
represents a savings in delay of approximately 27 percent under likely near term conditions as 
shown in Table 4.6-2. 
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Table 4.6-1 
Total Hours of Runway and Taxiway Delay by Alternative and Fleet Scenario 


Runway and Taxiway 

Total Annual Delay Hours 
Alternative 29M Low 37.5M High 
Total Delay 
Preferred Alternative - All except Peak Period Pricing 114,450 249,600 
Alternative 4 - No Action 157,500 363,400 
Delay Reduction 
Alternative 1 vs. Alternative 4 46,100 194,800 


Preferred Alternative vs. Alternative 4 43,050 113,800 


Table 4.6-2 
Percent Reduction in Total Annual Hours of Delay by Fleet Scenario for the 
Preferred Alternative (Including Runway and Taxiway Delay) 


Percent Delay Reduction vs. No Action 
Improvement Concept 29M Low 37.5M High 
Preferred Alternative - All except Peak Period Pricing -27.3% 31.3% 


Annual Hours of Delay 
Alternative 4 — No Action 157,500 363,400 


Preferred Alternative 100,000 200,000 


The contribution of the Preferred Alternative grows rapidly in future conditions. The 37.5 M High 
Fleet represents an appropriate upper bound for future conditions at Logan. Under this future 
High Fleet scenario, the Preferred Alternative produces 114,000 hours of delay reduction—a 
savings that is comparable to the current level of runway related delay at Logan. The Preferred 
Alternative would provide delay savings of 31.3 percent compared to the No Action Alternative. 


In the 37.5M High Fleet scenario, flights at Logan would experience an average delay of 
36 minutes per flight (runway plus taxiway delay). Based on the estimated $2,500 per hour 
cost of aircraft delay, including both aircraft operating expenses and the value of time for 
airline passengers, the potential level of delays in the 37.5M High scenario could cost 
airlines and passengers $925 million if no improvements are made. 
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Runway Related Delays 


Total Logan operating delays can be segmented into two principal components—runway delays 
and taxiway delays. Separate analysis of these segments provides a clearer understanding of the 
benefits associated with the Preferred Alternative. Runway-related delays account for the 
majority of aircraft delays at Logan. The Preferred Alternative will significantly reduce runway- 
related delays, but because of limited runway capacity under severe weather conditions, Logan 
will continue to experience some runway-related delay under all forecast scenarios. 


Figure 4.6-2 shows the forecast distribution of runway delays between VFR (Visual Flight Rules) 
and IFR (Instrument Flight Rules) weather conditions at Logan. IFR conditions reflect poor 
weather that ranges from low cloud cover to heavy fog and blizzards. While IFR conditions 
prevail less than 15 percent of the time at Logan (using the ten-year weather data), a dispropor- 
tionately high share of historic airport delays have occurred during these conditions. In 1993, for 
example, over 70 percent of modeled delays occurred in IFR conditions. In 1998, (with actual 1998 
weather), IFR conditions occurred 13 percent of the time and made up 57 percent of the delays. 


Figure 4.6-2 
Forecast Annual Hours of Delay by Weather Condition — No Action Alternative 
600,000 
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As shown in Figure 4.6-3, future growth in aircraft operations will produce large increases in 
VFR delays under the No Action Alternative. Under the 37.5M High Fleet scenario, VFR 
delays will increase by 168 percent over 1998 levels if no actions are taken to address the delay 
problem at Logan. Conversely, implementation of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1A) 
will substantially reduce the growth in delays occurring in VFR conditions. Under the 37.5M 
High Fleet scenario, if the Preferred Alternative is implemented VFR delays would be reduced 
by over 50 percent compared to the No Action Alternative. 


Figure 4.6-3 
Forecast Annual Hours of Delay by Weather Condition - 
Preferred Alternative vs. No Action Alternative 
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As Table 4.6-3 shows, if no action is taken, runway delay could grow from 120,000 hours in 
1998, to 333,000 hours under 37.5M High Fleet conditions. This represents an increase of 

175 percent. The Preferred Alternative would reduce runway-related delays by 38,000 hours 
under current conditions and 94,000 hours in the 37.5M High Fleet scenario. 
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Table 4.6-3 
Hours of Delay by Alternative and Fleet Scenario 


Runway Related Delay 
Alternative 1998 29M Low 37.5M High 
Preferred Alternative - All except Peak Period Pricing 82,000 108,000 239,000 
Alternative 4 - No Action 120,000 136,000 333,000 
Delay Reduction 


Preferred Alternative vs. Alternative 4 38,000 28,000 94,000 


Taxiway Related Delays 


The second component of airfield delay at Logan is taxiway delay. While the level of 
taxiway delays at Logan is not as high as delays associated with runway constraints, the 
airfield operations analysis indicates that taxiway improvements will provide substantial 
delay reduction. Table 4.6-4 shows the level of taxiway-related delays associated with the 
Preferred Alternative in comparison to the No Action Alternative. 


The taxiway delay reduction associated with the Preferred Alternative ranges from 
15,000 annual hours under the 29M Low scenario to 19,800 hours under the 37.5M High 
Fleet scenario. At approximately $2,500 per hour of delay, the potential reduction in 
taxiway-related delays represents annual cost savings of between $37 and $49 million. 


Table 4.6-4 
Hours of Taxiway Delay by Alternative and Fleet Scenario 


Taxiway Related Delay 


Alternative 29M Low 37.5M High 
Preferred Alternative — All except Peak Period Pricing 6,450 10,600 
Alternative 4 — No Action 21,500 30,400 


Delay Reduction 


Preferred Alternative vs. Alternative 4 15,050 19,800 
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Taxiway construction improvements make the largest contribution to reduction in taxiway 
delays, but the addition of unidirectional Runway 14/32 also contributes to taxiway delay 
savings. The availability of Runway 14/32 permits a shift in runway usage patterns that 
allow the use of more efficient taxiway configurations. Under the 37.5M High scenario, 
Alternative 2 which includes taxiway construction (but does not include Runway 14/32) 
reduced delay by 4,900 hours per year compared to Alternative 3 which does not include 
taxiway improvements. The construction of Runway 14/32, included in the Preferred 
Alternative, reduces taxiway-related delay by a further 4,700 hours per year in addition to 
reducing runway-related delays. Appendix K of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR includes 
the “Taxiway Delays Case Study” which examined taxiway delays during periods of peak 
terminal utilization. 


Runway Use 


The delay reduction benefits associated with Alternative 1A were critical to its selection as the 
Preferred Alternative. A second important factor was the effect that Runway 14/32 would have 
on runway use patterns which in turn directly impacts both the level and distribution of 
aircraft related noise. The addition of Runway 14/32 and the resultant flexibility that 
controllers would have to shift runway use patterns provides the communities to the north and 
south of Logan substantial relief from noise, while at the same time moving a substantial 
portion of Logan’s operations over water. By reducing the reliance on north/south runways, 
Runway 14/32 allows greater performance relative to the PRAS annual runway use goals—in 
fact, the predicted PRAS conformance nearly doubles with Runway 14/32. Without 
unidirectional Runway14/32, the communities to the north and south of Logan will bear an 
increasingly disproportionate high impact from flight activity at Logan. 


This section describes the differences in runway use patterns for the Preferred Alternative 
and the No Action Alternative. The analysis will describe effective jet utilization’, which 
weights nighttime operations ten times more heavily than daytime operations. This 
weighting reflects how noise is perceived by the public and thus is a key input for 
estimating in-flight noise impacts. 


4.6.5.1 Annual PRAS Goals 


Without airfield improvements, air traffic controllers will have fewer runway options as 
activity at Logan increases, limiting their ability to follow preferred runway use 
procedures. As illustrated in Table 4.6-5, without Runway 14/32 the percentage of effective 
jet operations impacting populated areas to the northeast and west of Logan is projected to 
increase from 69 percent in 1998 up to 82 percent in the 37.5M High Fleet scenario. By 
providing an additional three-runway configuration with a northwest orientation, 
unidirectional Runway 14/32 would permit a more balanced distribution of operations by 
direction. In the 37.5M High Fleet scenario, the effective jet utilization of runways affecting 
communities to the north and south would decline from 82 percent to 57 percent with the 
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availability of unidirectional Runway 14/32. In addition, effective jet activity to the 
southeast or over the water would increase from 13 to 26 percent with unidirectional 
Runway 14/32. 


Table 4.6-5 
Distribution of Effective Jet Aircraft Operations by Operating Direction 
37.5M High Fleet 

Alternative 4 Alternative 1A 
Direction 1998 CN Action —_s~Preferred Alternative 
North and South 69% 82% 57% 
East (Overwater) 21% 13% 26% 
West 10% 5% 17% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 


A summary of effective jet aircraft runway use for the 1993, 29M Low and 37.5M High 
Fleets is presented in Table 4.6-6 for arrivals and Table 4.6-7 for departures. The 
information for the future scenarios is also presented graphically in Figures 4.6-4 and 4.6-5 
(Appendix H of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR included effective jet runway use for the 
29M High, 37.5M Low, and 45M High Fleets. Also see Appendix B of this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for the 1998 Fleet). 


In all future forecast scenarios, the Preferred Alternative increases operations over water 
and achieves a more balanced distribution of operations over land because it includes 
Runway 14/32. For example, in the 29M Low scenario, the Preferred Alternative increases 
equivalent jet arrivals for Runways 15R, 32 and 33L compared to Alternative 4 (No Action). 
In the same scenario, equivalent jet arrivals on Runway 4R, which occur over land and 
impact the South Boston and South Shore communities, are reduced significantly. In terms 
of departures, the Preferred Alternative causes an increase in equivalent jet utilization for 
Runways 14 and 15R (overwater) and a significant reduction for Runway 9, which impacts 
the Point Shirley community. 
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Table 4.6-6 
Effective Arrivals by Fleet and Runway End 


Percent Effective Arrivals by Fleet 


1993 29M 37.5M 
Runway End and Improvement Concept Historic Low High 
Runway 4L/R 
PRAS Goal 21.1 21.1 21.1 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 24.6 30.0 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 24.6 29.7 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 34.1 45.4 
Alternative 4 - No Action 35.8 34.8 47.3 
Runway 15L/R 
PRAS GOAL 8.4 8.4 8.4 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 77 6.0 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 77 41 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 41 2.1 
Alternative 4 - No Action 3.7 4.9 1.2 
Runway 22L/R 
PRAS Goal 6.5 6.5 6.5 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 12.2 12.0 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 12.3 16.1 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 12.1 13.9 
Alternative 4 - No Action 11.7 12.4 21.6 
Runway 27 
PRAS Goal 21.7 21.7 21.7 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 18.6 16.0 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 18.6 13.1 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 14.6 23.7 
Alternative 4 - No Action 16.9 14.6 15.7 
Runways 33L and 32 
PRAS Goal 42.3 42.3 42.3 
Alternative 1 — All Actions - 36.8 35.9 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 36.8 37.0 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 35.0 14.9 
Alternative 4 — No Action 31.8 33.2 14.2 
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Table 4.6-7 


Effective Departures By Fleet and Runway End 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Percent Effective Departures by Fleet 


1993 29M 37.5M 
Runway End and Improvement Concept Historic Low High 
Runway 4L/R 
PRAS Goal 5.6 5.6 5.6 
Alternative 1 - All Actions 7.6 11.1 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing 78 6.7 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build 7.0 13.9 
Alternative 4 - No Action 10.3 77 77 
Runway 15L/R and 14 
PRAS Goal 23.3 23.3 23.3 
Alternative 1 - All Actions 18.1 11.6 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing 18.0 14.6 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 13.0 9.5 
Alternative 4 - No Action 12.9 12.5 12.2 
Runway 22L/R 
PRAS Goal 28.0 28.0 28.0 
Alternative 1 - All Actions 26.9 24.8 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing 27.0 25.1 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 26.1 37.3 
Alternative 4 - No Action 27.5 26.3 33.4 
Runway 27 
PRAS Goal 17.9 17.9 17.9 
Alternative 1 - All Actions 17.0 17.1 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing 16.9 20.5 
Alternative 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 15.2 5.4 
Alternative 4 - No Action 12.3 141 5.5 
Runway 33L 
PRAS Goal 11.9 11.9 11.9 
Alternative 1 - All Actions 12.0 9.8 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing 12.0 9.9 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 11.5 1.7 
Alternative 4 - No Action 11.7 11.1 3.0 
Runway 9 
PRAS Goal 13.3 13.3 13.3 
Alternative 1 - All Actions 18.5 25.7 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing 18.4 23.1 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build 27.3 32.3 
Alternative 4 - No Action 25.2 28.3 38.2 
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Figure 4.6-4 
Runway Utilization and PRAS Goals — 29M Low Fleet Scenario (510,000 Operations) 
Percent of Equivalent Operations on Runway 
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Figure 4.6-5 
Runway Utilization and PRAS Goals — 37.5M High Fleet Scenario (608,000 Operations) 
Percent of Equivalent Operations on Runway 
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The Preferred Alternative offers a dramatic improvement in overall annual PRAS goal 
achievement, and by providing reduced approach minimums, also offers greater flexibility and 
improves PRAS goal achievement under poor weather conditions. The overall degree to which 
airfield operations approach annual PRAS goals for runway use at Logan can be measured in 
terms of the PRAS Performance Index (PPI) described previously in this chapter. A value of zero 
would represent perfect compliance with the PRAS goals, compared to the 1998 Annual Update 
value of 997. An improvement in terms of the PRAS goals is expressed as a decline in the PPI, 
which means that lower values indicate better conformance (see Table 4.6-8). 


For most runway ends, the Preferred Alternative provides closer achievement of the annual 


PRAS runway use goals. For some runway ends, such as 15R, greater compliance with the PRAS 
goals leads to an increase in effective jet utilization. 


Table 4.6-8 
Achievement of Annual PRAS Runway Use Goals 


PRAS Performance Index 


1998 
Improvement Concept Historic 29M Low 37.5M High 
Perfect PRAS Compliance 0 0 0 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing 59 147 480 


Alternative 4 — No Action 997 731 2,803 


4.6.5.2 Dwell and Persistence 


The short-term PRAS goals include dwell (one-day) and persistence (three-day) goals. (See 
Section 4.3.2.2) The DELAYSIM model measures compliance with dwell and persistence goals 
in terms of annual hours in excess of the defined targets. It is important to note that increases in 
dwell or persistence for overwater areas actually represent benefits since this results in a 
corresponding decrease in the total hours of flying over more populated areas. 


The addition of Runway 14/32 and the reduced approach minimums on Runways 15R, 22L, 27 
and 33L result in substantial benefits, with significantly fewer hours of dwell over populated 
areas. Figures 4.6-6 and 4.6-7 illustrate annual hours of dwell exceedence by runway end for the 
29M Low and 37.5M High Fleets. 
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Figure 4.6-6 
Annual Hours of Dwell Exceedence by Noise Area — 29M Low Fleet Scenario 
(510,000 Operations) 
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Figure 4.6-7 
Annual Hours of Dwell Exceedence by Noise Area - 37.5M High Fleet Scenario 
(608,000 Operations) 
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The hours of persistence exceedence presented in Figure 4.6-8 and Figure 4.6-9 are consistent 
with those for dwell. As with dwell, the addition of Runway 14/32 results in significant 
improvements, particularly in the long-term scenario. A significant environmental benefit of 
Runway 14/32 is that hours of persistence exceedence for overwater areas increase dramatically 
(e.g., from 74 to 3,186 hours in the 29M Low Fleet for arrivals to Runway 33), while in most cases, 
persistence over populated areas and therefore perceived noise impacts is greatly reduced. 
Figures 4.5-8 and 4.6-9 illustrate annual hours of persistence exceedence by runway end for the 
29M Low and 37.5M High Fleets. 
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Figure 4.6-8 
Annual Hours of Persistence Exceedence by Noise Area - 29M Low Fleet Scenario 
(510,000 Operations) 
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Figure 4.6-9 
Annual Hours of Persistence Exceedence by Noise Area - 37.5M Low Fleet Scenario 
(608,000 Operations) 
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The Logan airfield modeling methodology, described previously in this chapter and in 
Chapter 4 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, was also used to estimate runway delays 
and runway utilization for the new 37.5M High RJ Fleet described in Section 4.2. This 
analysis was identical to that discussed previously with the following three exceptions. 


The High RJ scenario examined only the runway related delays. The Airside Project 

Draft EIS/EIR developed taxiway delays for a full range of future fleet scenarios. The taxiway 
delays comprise a relatively small fraction of the runway delays in every case, and there is no 
reason to expect that the taxiway delay savings for the High RJ fleet would differ in any 
significant manner from those of the other fleets (e.g., 15,000 to 20,000 annual hours). 


Due to the nature of the High RJ fleet, the delay models were modified to allow the regional 
jets to be analyzed as separate classes. Thus, for example, the runway assignments and 
runway utilization statistics can extract the regional jets from the other conventional jets. 


The largest change in the High RJ analysis was the use of newer weather data for estimating 
delays and runway utilization for this scenario. Several comments received on the Airside 
Project Draft EIS/EIR suggested that the 1981 through 1990 weather database used in the 
prior studies should be updated with later information. Analysis has shown that there have 
been no climatic changes since 1981-90 that could substantially alter the conclusions of the 
earlier studies, the FAA has recently augmented its weather database with the inclusion of 
wind gust observations that were not previously available. Since controllers and pilots 
normally consider wind gusts when selecting active runways at the airport, this newer data 
was adopted for the analysis of the 37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario. Because the enhanced 
weather data has only been available since 1997, the delay and runway use results for the 
High RJ Fleet scenario are based on a three-year weather period rather than the ten-year 
period employed previously. The general impact of the wind gust data is to reduce 
somewhat the availability of each runway configuration. This is because the wind speed 
with gusts is the same as or greater than without the gusts, so the cross-wind or tail-wind 
restriction will occasionally exclude a runway configuration that would otherwise be 
available. As a consequence of the wind gust data, the analysis of runway use and 
corresponding delays for the 37.5M High RJ fleet represents an improved estimate of actual 
operating practice at the airfield. 


Since operational experience with regional jets is still relatively limited, there is no unanimity 
among pilots, controllers, airlines, airport operators and manufacturers as to their practical 
limitations. To assess the benefits of Runway 14/32 under different assumptions, a sensitivity 
analysis is presented in Section 4.7.3. The assumption adopted for the nominal analysis 
follows the suggestions in the FAA Consultant Report of Regional Jet Utilization of Runway 14/32 
in Appendix C: all Dornier model RJs will be able to land on Runway 32; all Embraer model 
RJs will be able to land on Runway 32 in dry conditions (but not when the runways are wet); 
and Canadair models will not use Runway 32. 
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The final refinement in the 37.5MHigh RJ Fleet analysis was an assessment of the potential 
impacts of an effective Peak Period Pricing program. Because regional jets are generally far 
more profitable than non-jets, the flat-fee peak period pricing program used with the other 
fleets was ineffective. The following section describes that analysis and the projected impacts 
of an effective program. 


Peak Period Pricing Program with the 37.5M High Regional Jet Fleet 


The initial Peak Period Pricing analysis for the 37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario followed the 
general approach used to evaluate this demand management mechanism under the other 
tested fleet scenarios. This approach is described in Section 4.5 of this chapter. 


The fleet mix changes reflected in the 37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario have significant 
implications for a successful Peak Period Pricing program at Logan. First, the 37.5M High RJ 
Fleet includes a substantial number of regional jet operations and a greatly reduced, but still 
significant volume of non-jet regional carrier aircraft. It is the combination of these two aircraft 
types that poses the greatest problem for a flat-fee based Peak Period Pricing Program. The 
larger and faster regional jets are operating in markets of longer distance, higher revenue and 
greater profit than their non-jet predecessors, and will be less susceptible to the economic 
disincentive represented by the flat $150 surcharge. A flat fee large enough to impact peak 
period regional jets would threaten the economic viability of non-jet services, and could result 
in the elimination of non-jet operations at Logan, despite the exemption program. 


Table 4.7-1 compares estimated revenues and profit levels for several illustrative Logan 
markets served by either regional jets or conventional non-jet aircraft. It shows that the 
profit level achieved on a typical regional jet route can be significantly greater than the 
profit associated with a non-jet service. Whereas a $150 fee could easily eliminate the 
profitability of a non-jet flight, particularly those operated with the smallest 9- and 19-seat 
aircraft, a surcharge of this magnitude is unlikely to represent a meaningful deterrent to an 
operator of regional jet aircraft. 


It is therefore not surprising that the analysis of a $150 peak surcharge on the 37.5M High 
RJ Fleet shows only a limited impact on carrier flight schedules and the resulting Logan 
demand profile. Figure 4.7-1 compares the number of daily flight cancellations (summer 
weekday) predicted for the 37.5 million passenger fleets. The 23 daily flight cancellations 
estimated for a summer weekday in the 37.5M High RJ scenario are far below the predicted 
impact on the 37.5M High Fleet, and even below the levels estimated for the 37.5M Low 
Fleet. Based on previous analysis of the delay impacts associated with Peak Period Pricing 
under the Low Fleet scenario, it was apparent that the predicted schedule changes caused 
by a $150 peak fee on the 37.5M High RJ Fleet would not produce a meaningful reduction in 
delays. 
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Table 4.7-1 
Impact of a $150 Peak Period Surcharge on Turboprop and RJ Markets 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Estimated Peak Fee 
Aircraft Class Aircraft RevenuePer Revenue as a Percent 
and Market Carrier Seat Size Passenger per Flight Peak Fee of Revenue 
Turboprop 
Nantucket Cape Air 9 $85 $383 $150 39.2% 
Portland US Airways Express 19 $64 $608 $150 24.7% 
Burlington American Eagle 33 $93 $1,527 $150 9.8% 
Regional Jet 
Norfolk American Eagle 37 $193 $3,939 $150 3.8% 
Philadelphia Delta Connection 50 $142 $3,910 $150 3.8% 
Indianapolis US Airways Express 50 $177 $4,858 $150 3.1% 
Richmond US Airways Express 50 $186 $5,106 $150 2.9% 
Figure 4.7-1 


Comparison of Impacts of a $150 Surcharge on 2015 37.5M Fleet Scenarios - 
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To structure a Peak Period Pricing regimen that would succeed in eliminating airline 
overscheduling in an environment such as the 37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario, it would be 
necessary to charge a substantially higher peak period surcharge. In addition to the risk of 
eliminating non-jets at Logan, a sufficiently high peak surcharge could produce a large 
surplus in airfield revenues, thereby violating the principle of revenue neutrality. 


The FAA is currently evaluating alternative demand management mechanisms to replace the 
interim slot lottery at New York LaGuardia (see Chapter 3). Clearly, any strategy to eliminate 
excess airline demand at LaGuardia will have to deal with the high level of regional jet demand 
that emerged following passage of Air-21 in March 2000. In addressing the LaGuardia situation, 
the FAA may provide guidance on issues such as revenue neutrality and a mechanism to permit 
a continuation of turbo-prop services from small and medium-size communities. With the 
pending decision at LaGuardia, it is premature at this time to define the specific parameters for 
an effective program at Logan. Rather, these parameters will be more effectively defined at the 
time of implementation, following an FAA rulemaking at LaGuardia and when the specific fleet 
characteristics of Logan’s overscheduling situation are known. 


It is possibile, however, to postulate what the results of an effective Peak Period Pricing program 
would be in terms of the program impacts on Logan’s hourly demand profile. For example, in 
the 37.5M High Fleet scenario, Peak Period Pricing provided significant delay reduction benefits 
by reducing hourly flight volumes to a level below Logan’s normal operating capacity of 
approximately 120 flights per hour. The impacts of the illustrative program on the summer 
demand profile for the 37.5M High Fleet scenario are shown in Figure 4.7-2. 


Figure 4.7-2 
Comparison of August Weekday Peaking Patterns — 37.5M High Fleet 
(Maximum 3-Hour Average) 
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The operational and environmental analysis for Peak Period Pricing on the 37.5M High RJ 
Fleet was structured based on projected impacts to Logan’s demand profile that were 
comparable to those produced under the 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Figure 4.7-3 illustrates 
the demand profiles for a representative summer weekday that were developed to reflect 
the projected impacts of an effective Peak Period Pricing program on the 37.5M High RJ 
Fleet. It shows that the peak activity level for the busiest three-hour period is reduced from 
131 flights per hour down to 114 hourly flights, and that operation levels are consistently 
below Logan’s full operating capacity of 120 flights per hour. The changes in the profile are 
equivalent to approximately 18,000 annual cancellations (or 10.5 percent of the total peak 
period flights). 


The demand profile described above, and the fleet mix associated with that demand profile, 
were inputs to the capacity and delay modeling for the 37.5M High RJ alternatives that 
included Peak Period Pricing (Alternatives 1, 2, and 3). The results of this Peak Period 
Pricing delays analysis are described along with the delay reduction benefits of the 
Preferred Alternative in the following sections. 


Figure 4.7-3 
Comparison of August Weekday Peaking Patterns — 37.5M High Ru Fleet 
(Maximum 3-Hour Average) 
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4.7.2 Runway Delays 


Delay Analysis 


The results of the 37.5M High RJ Fleet runway delay analysis are similar to those for the other 
future year operating conditions. Table 4.7-2 compares the results of the runway delay 
analysis for the four alternatives under the 37.5M High Regional Jet scenario. The table 
indicates that Logan will incur extremely high levels of delay if no actions are take to improve 
airport operating efficiency. For the No Action Alternative (Alternative 4), Logan passengers 
and airlines are forecast to experience over 370,000 annual hours of delay. With the Preferred 
Alternative, these runway delays are reduced by 29% to 263,000 hours, demonstrating the 
effectiveness of Runway 14/32. Analysis with the proposed Peak Period Pricing monitoring 
program indicates that the 37.5M High RJ Fleet would trigger implementation of a peak 
period pricing program, and under Alternative 1 (All Improvements), runway delays would 
be further reduced to 219,000 annual hours. This additional benefit demonstrates the 
effectiveness of a peak period pricing program under overscheduling conditions. 


Table 4.7-2 
Total Hours of Runway Delay by Alternative 


Alternative 37.5M High RJ Fleet 
Total Delay 

Alternative 1 — All improvements 219,200 
Preferred Alternative - All except Peak Period Pricing 263,500 
Alternative 2 - All except Runway 14/32 304,300 
Alternative 4 - No Action 372,200 


Delay Reduction 


Alternative 1 vs. Alternative 4 153,000 

Preferred Alternative vs. Alternative 4 108,700 

Alternative 3 vs. Alternative 4 67,900 
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Figure 4.7-4 shows the forecast distribution of runway delays between VFR (Visual 
Flight Rules) and IFR (Instrument Flight Rules) weather conditions. With the High RJ 
Fleet, approximately fifty percent of the modeled No Action delays occur in IFR 
conditions. While the proposed improvements have relatively little impact on IFR 
delays, VFR delays decline significantly with the airside improvements. 


Figure 4.7-4 
Annual Delay Hours by Weather Condition 
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Figure 4.7-5 depicts VFR delays categorized by wind direction. A comparison of the 
No Action and Preferred Alternative indicates that Runway 14/32 would reduce VFR 
northwest wind delays by 65 percent. 


Runway Use 


The effects of the Airside Improvements on runway use for the High RJ Fleet are also 
similar to those presented previously for the other future scenarios. 


Table 4.7-3 shows the total jet operations by operating direction for 1998 and the projections 
for the 37.5M High RJ Fleet. Without unidirectional Runway 14/32, the north/south 
communities’ share of overflights would grow to 90 percent from the 76 percent that 
occurred in 1998. With the Preferred Alternative, jet overflights of the north/south 
communities decline to 58 percent. At the same time, the Preferred Alternative would 
increase the overwater flights by a factor of four versus the No Action scenario and would 
produce a much more balanced and equitable distribution of overflights. Peak period 
pricing would not help the disproportionate impact on the north/south communities. 
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Figure 4.7-5 
VFR Delay Hours by Wind Direction 
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Table 4.7-3 
Distribution of Jet Operations by Operating Direction 


37.5M High Ru Fleet 
Alternative 4 Alternative 1A Alternative 1 Alternative 2/3 
Direction _ 1998 — No Action Preferred Alternative All Actions No Runway 
North and South 76% 90% 58% 57% 91% 
East (Overwater) 13% 6% 22% 22% 5% 
West 11% _4% 21% 21% _4% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


4.7.4 PRAS Goals 


This section describes how the differences in runway use patterns provided by the Airside 
Improvements would produce an overall improvement in future compliance with the 
annual and short-term PRAS goals under the 37.5M High RJ scenario. 
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4.7.4.1 Annual Runway End Use Goals 


As discussed previously, the annual PRAS goals use effective jet utilization’ which weights 
nighttime operations ten times more heavily than daytime operations. Table 4.7-4 compares the 
effective jet utilization for 1998 and the four modeled alternatives of the 37.5M High RJ Fleet. 


Table 4.7-4 
Distribution of Effective Jet Operations by Operating Direction 


37.5M High RJ Fleet 
Alternative 4 Alternative 1A Alternative 1 Alternative 2/3 
Direction 1998 No Action Preferred Alternative All Actions No Runway 
North and South 69% 84% 60% 59% 83% 
East (Overwater) 21% 11% 23% 24% 12% 
West 10% _ 5% 17% 17% _ 5% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Without unidirectional Runway 14/32 the percentage of effective jet operations impacting 
populated areas to the north and south of Logan is projected to increase from 69 percent in 
1998 up to 84 percent in the 37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario. The Preferred Alternative 
increases overwater flights and achieves a more balanced distribution of operations over 
land. For example, the, Preferred Alternative more than doubles equivalent jet operations 
over Boston Harbor, while reducing them over the northern and southern communities by 
29 percent. The effective jet utilization of runways affecting communities to the north and 
south together would decline to 60 percent (less than 1999’s 68 percent) with the availability 
of Runway 14/32. Moreover, by reducing delays at the airfield which shift some flights into 
the nighttime hours, the Preferred Alternative would also yield an 8 percent reduction in 
total effective jet operations. Peak Period Pricing (Alternative 1) would provide a slight 
additional reduction in total effective jet operations by canceling a few regional jet flights, 
but by itself (Alternatives 2/3) would not permit any relief to the northern and southern 
communities. 


Tables 4.7-5 and 4.7-6 compare the effective jet utilization of the four Airside Improvement 
alternatives with 1998 actual use and with the PRAS annual goals, while Figure 4.7-6 
presents the 37.5M High RJ runway end use graphically. The Preferred Alternative offers a 
dramatic improvement in overall annual PRAS goal achievement. The PRAS Performance 
Index (PPI) described previously in this chapter shows that the Preferred Alternative 
improves PRAS conformance by a factor of 2.7 (see Table 4.7-7). 
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Table 4.7-5 
Effective Arrivals and PRAS Goals by Runway End 


Percent Effective Arrivals 


1998 2015 
Runway End and Improvement Concept Historic High RJ 
Runway 4L/R 
PRAS Goal 21.1 21.1 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 33.5 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 34.4 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 446 
Alternative 4 - No Action 36.7 44.7 
Runway 15L/R 
PRAS GOAL 8.4 8.4 
Alternative 1 - All Actions _ 2.2 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 1.7 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 0.6 
Alternative 4 - No Action 1.2 0.6 
Runway 22L/R 
PRAS Goal 6.5 6.5 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 17.3 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 19.6 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 26.0 
Alternative 4 - No Action 11.9 26.7 
Runway 27 
PRAS Goal 21.7 21.7 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 8.9 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 7.2 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 13.0 
Alternative 4 - No Action 21.7 12.3 
Runways 33L and 32 
PRAS Goal 42.3 42.3 
Alternative 1 — All Actions - 38.1 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 37.0 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 15.7 
Alternative 4 — No Action 28.6 15.5 
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Table 4.7-6 
Effective Departures and PRAS Goals by Runway End __ 
Percent Effective 


Departures 

1998 2015 
Runway End and Improvement Concept Historic High RJ 
Runway 4:/R 
PRAS Goal 5.6 5.6 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 6.8 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 5.5 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 7.9 
Alternative 4 - No Action 6.6 5.6 
Runway 15L/R and 14 
PRAS Goal 23.3 23.3 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 9.7 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 8.6 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 7.4 
Alternative 4 - No Action 10.9 6.6 
Runway 22L/R 
PRAS Goal 28.0 28.0 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 22.7 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 23,7 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 38.7 
Alternative 4 - No Action 30.9 38.9 
Runway 27 
PRAS Goal 17.9 17.9 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 20.5 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 20.7 
Alternative 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 6.6 
Alternative 4 - No Action 16.6 7.1 
Runway 33L 
PRAS Goal 11.9 11.9 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 12.1 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 11.2 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 3.0 
Alternative 4 - No Action 5.2 3.0 
Runway 9 
PRAS Goal 13.3 13.3 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 28.4 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 30.2 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 36.6 


Alternative 4 - No Action 29.9 38.8 
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Figure 4.7-6 
Runway Utilization and PRAS Goals -- 2010 37.5M High RJ (585,000 Operations) 
Percent of Equivalent Operations by Runway 
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Table 4.7-7 
Achievement of Annual PRAS Runway Use Goals 


PRAS Performance Index 


1998 2015 
Improvement Concept Historic High RJ 
Perfect PRAS Compliance 0 0 
Alternative 1 -- All Improvements 943 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing 1,160 
Alternative 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 2,893 


Alternative 4 — No Action 997 3,078 
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4.7.4.2 Dwell and Persistence 


Figure 4.7-7 presents the annual hours of dwell exceedence for the High RJ scenario by runway 
end for each improvement alternative. The addition of Runway 14/32 and the reduced 
minimums of the Preferred Alternative result in substantial short-term noise benefits, with 

30 percent fewer total hours of dwell over populated areas. Peak period pricing, either alone or 
with the runway, does not produce any significant changes in dwell. With the runway, 
communities to the north (A22/D4 and A27/D9) and south (A4 and D22) experience substantial 
short-term noise relief, while the overwater zones (A33/32 and D15/14) receive more dwell. 
Dwell also increases for populated areas to the west (D27), but those communities still receive 
less impact than the north and south populations, and total exposure is reduced. 


Figure 4.7-7 
Dwell Exceedence by Noise Area - 2010 37.5M High RJ Fleet 
Annual Hours of Dwell Exceedence 
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The annual hours of persistence exceedence are presented in Figure 4.7-8 by runway end 
and alternative. The results are generally consistent with those for dwell, but the magnitude 
of the benefits are even greater. The Preferred Alternative reduces total persistence 
exceedence by 42 percent, or 49 percent if overwater areas are excluded. Peak period 
pricing actually increases the persistence exceedence slightly. Although communities to the 
west receive a moderate increase in persistence exceedence with the Preferred Alternative, 
the level is far less than that suffered by the north or south communities. 
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Figure 4.7-8 
Persistence Exceedence by Noise Area - 2010 37.5M High Ru Fleet 
Annual Hours of Persistence Exceedence 
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Sensitivity to Regional Jet Runway Use 


The 37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario was developed to assess the potential impact of regional 
jet aircraft on the future utility of the proposed Runway 14/32. The regional jets in this 
scenario comprise nearly one-third of the total flight operations. Of these, 55 percent are by 
Embraer models (ERJ), 24 percent by Dornier /Fairchild models (DRJ), and 21 percent by 
Canadair models (CRJ). A key factor in the operational evaluation was the ability of these 
new regional jets to land on a 5,000 foot runway. The airframe manufacturers specifications 
and the FAA type certifications indicate that the regional jets produced by all three makers 
are capable of landing in less than 5,000 feet over a 50-foot obstacle when the aircraft is at 
maximum gross weight, the runway is dry, there is no wind, and the temperature is below 
60 degrees Fahrenheit. However, the conditions of each flight operation are different, and a 
fully loaded CRJ, for example, would not be able to land on 5,000 feet on a warm rainy 
summer day. On the other hand, few regional flights operate at maximum gross weight, 
and normally when Runway 32 is in use northwest winds will provide a headwind that can 
substantially reduce landing distances. Moreover, there is no obstacle on the approach end 
of Runway 32, and the length of the runway plus the safety areas on both ends add up to 
7,000 feet of paved surface. When long delays exist on Runway 33L under strong northwest 
wind conditions, it is unlikely that many would reject the option of a perfectly safe and 
legal landing on Runway 32, particularly as they gain familiarity with the new runway. 


The assumptions for regional jet use of Runway 32 were based on the analysis conducted 
by FAA’s consultant that DRJs would use it under wet or dry conditions, ERJs would 
accept it under dry conditions, and CRJs would refuse it. (Gee Appendix C). This policy 
resulted in a 29 percent reduction in runway delays for the Preferred Alternative compared 
to the No-Action Alternative. To assess the sensitivity of delays to the possible regional jet 
utilization of Runway 32, two other cases were modeled. One extreme was to assume all 
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regional jets could and would use Runway 32 under all conditions. The other was to 
assume that only the DRJs would use the new runway. The results of the sensitivity 
analysis are presented in Table 4.7-8. Under the most optimistic assumption—that all 
regional jets use the runway—the incremental delay savings are 9,500 hours or just 

2.6 percent more than the nominal 29 percent. The very pessimistic assumption that only 
the DRJs use Runway 32 still saves 76,400 hours of delay per year, or 21 percent less than 
would occur under the No Action scenario. The conclusion of the sensitivity analysis is that, 
depending on the regional jet use, Runway 14/32 will save between 76,000 and 118,000 
hours of delay per year, with the best estimate being about 108,000 hours. 


Table 4.7-8 
Sensitivity of Delays to Regional Jet Use of Runway 32 


Runway 32 Assignment Annual Percent 
Dormier Embraer Canadair Delay Hours Delay 

Alternative Dry Wet Dry Wet ODry _ Wet Saved Savings 

No Action Alternative (Alt. 4) N/A 
Preferred Alternative (Alt. 1A) 

Nominal (Base Case) X X X 108,100 29.0% 

High xX Xx Xx xX X x 117,600 31.6% 

Low xX xX 76,400 20.5% 


Northwest Wind Restriction on Use of Runway 32 


One of the issues raised in the SDEIS Panel Process was the possibility of restricting the 
availability and use of Runway 32 to northwest wind conditions only. This concept was 
conceived as a potential limit on the increase in the number and proportion of jet 
departures on Runway 27 that was predicted to occur with construction of Runway 14/32. 
Runway 27 is the principal departure runway used in combination with arrivals on 
Runways 33 and 32 in the new three-runway configuration that would become available 
with construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32. With the proposed runway, Logan 
would have three-runway configurations available in three distinct operating directions: to 
the northeast using Runways 4L/4R and 9, to the southwest using Runways 22L/22R and 
27, and to the northwest using Runways 33/32 and 27.8 


Currently, when wind conditions require air traffic control to route aircraft on a 

northwesterly heading, available airfield capacity declines sharply from Logan’s normal 
three-runway capacity down to the capacity of two, and sometimes just one runway. As 
described throughout this report, the construction of Runway 14/32 would prevent this 


8 — Construction of the proposed new runway would also create a fourth three-runway configuration—Runways 15/14/ and 9—in a southeast alignment. 
However, this configuration would have limited arrival capacity. 
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substantial decline in airfield capacity, and the resulting aircraft delay that now occurs 
under these conditions. 


The increased usage of Runway 27 projected in the airfield simulation modeling reflects the 
availability of this new three-runway configuration in the northwest direction. This 
configuration would not only allow controllers to nearly eliminate northwest wind delays 
at Logan, but would also enable air traffic control to more evenly distribute aircraft 
overflights across three different operating directions during periods of high demand. As 
discussed previously in this chapter, this flexibility leads to a significant improvement in 
the ability of air traffic control to achieve the Preferential Runway Assignment System 
(PRAS) goals and provides relief to residents of communities impacted by use of the 
existing north and south runway configurations. 


The full analysis of the proposed northwest wind restriction on Runway 32 is presented in 
Appendix D of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Major findings are summarized below. 


4.7.6.1 Summary of Results for a Northwest Wind Restriction on Runway 32 


A northwest wind restriction would sacrifice a portion of the delay reduction benefits that 
could be realized through unrestricted usage of unidirectional Runway 14/32. Even at the 
least severe 5-knot wind restriction, Logan would experience 17,000 more hours of annual 
aircraft delay under the 37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario than it would with an unrestricted 
runway. As the wind speed criterion is increased, further limiting the circumstances in 
which Runway 14/32 could be used, the delay benefits of the proposed runway are 
progressively eroded. 


The proposed restriction does limit the increase in jet departures off Runway 27 that results 
from its use in combination with Runways 33L and 32. With a 5-knot northwest wind 
restriction, usage of Runway 27 declines from 29 percent to 18 percent of total Logan jet 
departures. 


However, the decreased usage of Runway 27 corresponds with other, less desirable changes 
in runway utilization at Logan. Restrictions on the use of Runway 32 would limit the 
number of aircraft using over-the-water routings to Runways 32 and 33L. The proposed 
restriction also sacrifices potential relief to residents of communities impacted by the 
prevailing north/south runway configurations at Logan. 


Restricting the use of Runway 32 would reduce the ability of air traffic controllers to 
achieve the PRAS goals, including the annual runway use goals and the short-term goals 
designed to limit dwell and persistence of overflights impacting individual communities. 


A wind restriction on the use of Runway 32 would increase the number of people exposed 
to the highest noise levels above 70 DNL (compared to an unrestricted runway). However, 
the restriction would at the same time lower the population exposed to noise levels greater 
than 65 DNL. These impacts occur due to changes in runway utilization patterns that result 
from restricting the use of Runway 32. 
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Logan is currently the sixth most delayed airport in the United States, and experienced 
approximately 142,000 hours of total aircraft delay in 1998. If no improvements are made at 
Logan, continuing growth in demand for air transportation services will be accompanied by a 
significant increase in delays. Conversely, the Preferred Alternative represents an effective 
means to minimize the growth in delays, enhance safety, allow for better achievement of 
PRAS goals, and increase the number of flights over water. 


The delay reduction benefits attributable to the various Airside Project Alternatives were 
assessed against a range of potential future fleet scenarios. This analytic approach provides 
an understanding of the circumstances under which individual improvement concepts are 
most effective, and how their contribution may vary according to future operating condi- 
tions at Logan. The analysis demonstrated that Alternatives that include Runway 14/32 
provide a significant reduction in delay in both the near- and longer-term operating 
environment at Logan. Delay reduction benefits associated with the Preferred Alternative 
range from 21 percent (or 28,000 annual hours) under the 29M Low Fleet, to 29 percent (or 
109,000 hours) under the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario. The greatest benefits occur during 
VFR weather conditions when the availability of Runway 14/32 would reduce future 
delays by approximately 50 percent or more. 


Unidirectional Runway 14/32 reduces delays by enabling Logan to maintain its normal three- 
runway capacity when wind conditions require operations in the northwest direction. Since 
operations in turboprops have declined and regional jets have entered the fleet, commenters 
questioned the utility of the proposed runway. Even though the unidirectional Runway 14/32 is 
only 5,000 feet long, the FAA consultant evaluated the probable utilization by regional jets and 
found that the runway length would be acceptable for most future RJ’s at Logan. 


Runway 14/32 would be permitted and operated as a unidirectional runway, with all 
arrivals and departures occurring over Boston Harbor. As a result, 52,000 jet flights, or 17 
percent of total jet operations for the 29M Low Fleet, would shift from flight paths over 
communities to flight paths over the water. By establishing an additional three-runway 
configuration at Logan, Runway 14/32 would provide greater flexibility in runway 
selection. This increased flexibility will permit a substantial improvement in the 
achievement of the annual PRAS runway use goals, designed to produce an equitable 
distribution of impacts across surrounding communities. 


Incorporating a northwest wind restriction on Runway 32 would limit the increase in jet 
departures on Runway 27 that results from the availability of an additional three-runway 
configuration at Logan. However, this restriction would sacrifice a portion of the delay 
reduction benefits provided by the runway, and would also limit the relief provided to 
communities affected by the north/south runways which are already the most heavily 
utilized at Logan. 
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Delay Analysis 


The Centerfield Taxiway and other proposed taxiway improvements provide consistent 
delay reduction benefits across future fleet scenarios by increasing the efficiency of Logan’s 
taxiway system and reducing aircraft taxi delays by 47 percent with the 29M Low Fleet and 
26 percent with the 37 M High Fleet (Alternative 2 vs. Alternative 3). The runway and 
taxiway improvements also enhance operational safety at Logan by reducing congestion on 
the ground and lowering the potential for runway incursions or wingtip conflicts. 


Reduced minimums provide some delay reduction benefits and enhance safety by increasing 
runway availability options in Instrument Flight Rules (IFR). Reducing minimums do not 
change the flight path of arriving flights, but move the decision point for missed approaches 
closer to the airport, or over the airport. Reducing minimums will permit pilots to operate on 
optimal runways during crosswind conditions. While reduced minimums result in a modest 
annual delay reduction benefit, they are particularly effective during IFR weather conditions. 


Peak Period Pricing is designed to reduce delays resulting from airline overscheduling 
which occurs when flight demand exceeds Logan’s normal VFR capacity. Current and 
expected near-term demand patterns at Logan do not exhibit an overscheduling condition. 
In this environment, Peak Period Pricing would produce marginal delay reduction benefits 
while imposing heavy economic costs on regional carriers and small communities. 


The illustrative Peak Period Pricing program with a $150 surcharge was ineffective at 
reducing delays under the 37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario. A higher peak fee would be 
required to provide meaningful delay reduction under this fleet scenario, principally due to 
the higher revenue and profitability of regional jet services as compared with non-jets. An 
effective Peak Period Pricing program that eliminates overscheduling in the High RJ Fleet 
was projected to reduce runway delays by approximately 68,000 annual hours or 18 percent 
(Alternative 2/3). While not recommending Peak Period Pricing for current implementation 
at Logan, Massport is establishing a schedule monitoring system to determine if and when 
to initiate curative action, which would lead to the implementation of Peak Period Pricing if 
necessary. As a first step in its curative action plan, Massport will initiate collaborative 
discussions with individual Logan carriers aimed at improving scheduling efficiency at 
Logan and postponing or eliminating the potential future emergence of airline 
overscheduling conditions. Massport is also anticipating guidance from the FAA as to key 
elements of a Peak Period Pricing program as the FAA addresses this issue at LaGuardia 
over the next several months. 
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Affected Environment 


Affected Environment 
Key Points | 


In the Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR), Chapter 5 
presented an overview of the baseline environmental conditions within the airport 


and surrounding communities. In this chapter of the Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report (Supplemental 
DEIS/ FEIR), the analysis of baseline conditions was expanded to include analyses of 
the current environmental conditions that were presented in the 1998 Annual Update.' 
This chapter also includes a description of historic properties and parklands within 
the Project impact area (this material was previously contained in Chapter 8 of the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR) to support the analysis of potential impacts under 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, and under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. 


This Supplemental DEIS/FEIR adds to the analysis included in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR by including 1998 Existing Conditions in comparison to 1993 Historic 
Modeled Conditions. The 1998 Existing Conditions are based on the findings of the 
Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update? to the Logan Airport 1994/1995 Generic Environmental 
Impact Report (GEIR)*. 


Noise 


m Winthrop and East Boston are most affected by noise exposure from Logan 
operations, with significant numbers of residents experiencing noise greater than 
70 decibel (dB) Day-Night Sound Level (DNL), and some experiencing it at levels 
above 75 dB DNL. South Boston and Revere are generally next most affected. 
Exposures at these highest noise levels support the continuing need to improve 
compliance with PRAS goals that attempt to reduce exposure in the most highly 
exposed areas without significantly increasing the exposure above 65 dB DNL in 
other areas. 


m Nighttime noise levels determined from Time-Above calculations for both the 
1993 modeled historic and the 1998 actual operations indicate that the most 
affected areas are Loring Road near Court, Somerset and Johnson, and Bay View 


1 Boston Logan International Airport, 1998 Annual Update, October ,1999. 

2 Ibid. 

7 The Logan Airport Generic Environmental Impact Report is now known as the Environmental Status and Planning Report 
(ESPR). The 1999 ESPR was filed with the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, MEPA Office on December 15, 2000. 
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and Grand View, all in Winthrop, and Bayswater and Nancia Roads and the East 
Boston Yacht Club in East Boston. These same sites also experience some of the 
highest DNL values of any locations around Logan. 


When comparing the noise-exposed population within the 65 dB DNL noise 
contours for the 1993 and 1998 scenarios, overall the 1993 historic modeled 
scenario includes approximately 34,400 people, while the 1998 actual condition 
includes 23,300 people. Almost all of this difference occurs northwest of Logan in 
East Boston and Chelsea. It is attributable to a variety of factors including 1993s 
use of 10 years of weather data and modeled, rather than actual, air traffic 
conditions, and a higher percentage of Stage 3 compliant aircraft. 


Noise exposure from aircraft taxi operations is significantly less than that for in- 
flight operations, especially during conditions of average sound propagation. 
However, for maximum propagation the ground taxi DNL is close enough to that 
for in-flight noise that it can add 1 to 2 dB to the closest receptors. The highest 
ground taxi noise appears to be at the three receptors around the northeast corner of 
the airport which are exposed to the noise from aircraft taxiing to take off on 
Runways 22L and 22R and to return to the terminals after landing on 4L and 4R. 
The areas are: Loring Road near Court, Winthrop, and Bayswater and Shawsheen 
Roads and the East Boston Yacht Club, both in East Boston. 


Air Quality/Odors 


Measured air quality at Logan is within national and state ambient air quality 
standards. The Boston metropolitan area has experienced past violations that 
caused this area to be designated nonattainment for ozone. 


As documented in the 1998 Annual Update ground service equipment (GSE) 
constitute the largest source of carbon monoxide (CO) emissions, representing over 
43 percent of the Logan total. However, Massport and several major air carriers at 
Logan are undertaking programs to convert GSE to alternative fuels where feasible. 
Aircraft closely follow at approximately 42 percent. Airport-related motor vehicles 
are the third largest source, and other sources have a nearly negligible contribution. 


As in the 1993 historic modeled inventory, in 1998 aircraft emitted the largest 
portion (80 percent) of oxides of nitrogen (NOx). GSE are responsible for about 
10 percent, while motor vehicles and other sources each emit almost 5 percent of 
the total. 


In 1998, volatile organic compounds (VOCs) emitted by aircraft constitute around 


58 percent of the total, followed by GSE at roughly 18 percent. The remainder is 
divided between motor vehicles (11 percent) and other sources (13 percent). 
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Drainage and Water Quality 


m The Preferred Alternative would be constructed in an area served by an existing 
stormwater collection and treatment system. Existing airfield stormwater runoff 
was found to be generally uncontaminated. 


Soils 


m= The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR identified a potential need to remove up to 
approximately 240,000 cubic yards of soil material stockpiled on Governors Island 
for construction of proposed Runway 14/32 (Alternatives 1 and 1A). Since 
circulation of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, portions of the Governors Island 
soil stockpile were moved to the Town of Middleton’s landfill, in response to a 
request from the court-appointed receiver for the landfill closure. As a result, there 
no longer will be a need to remove any of the Governors Island soil stockpile for 
construction of Runway 14/32. 


m Other soil materials which may need to be excavated for taxiway and runway 
construction can be handled with conventional soil management procedures. 


Habitat 
m The Preferred Alternative is located in upland areas of the airfield which are 
generally vegetated by common grassland species. No portion of the Project is 


proposed within wetland resource areas. 


Endangered and Threatened Species 


m The upland sandpiper, a State-listed endangered species, has been observed on 
portions of the airfield to be used for the Preferred Alternative. 


Coastal Zone Management Consistency 


m Inaccordance with state and federal regulations, construction projects within the 
Coastal Zone must be consistent with the policies and principles established for 
these areas by the Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management (MCZM). 
Discussion of the consistency criteria is included in Chapter 6, Environmental 
Consequences. 


Parklands and Historic Resources 


m Cultural resources including historic resources and parklands which are regulated 
under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, the National Historic 
Preservation Act (“Section 106”), and by state regulations concerning historic 
properties are not impacted by the Preferred Alternative. As specified in the 
May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate, parklands addressed include the Boston Harbor 
Islands, Arnold Arboretum, Franklin Park, and the Emerald Necklace. 
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m The Preferred Alternative is located on an existing airfield and does not alter 
existing land use patterns. Likewise, the Preferred Alternative will not affect light 
emissions, floodplain, wild and scenic rivers, economic issues, farmland, energy 
supply, design and architecture or energy supply. 


5.1 Introduction 


5.1.1 


Affected Environment 


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) directive* which implements the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) identifies categories of impact that are 
typically analyzed in an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The directive also 
indicates that analyses should be focused on areas in which impacts are likely, rather 
than areas where no impact or nominal impact is anticipated. Similarly, the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) scope for the Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project (Airside Project) also focuses the environmental 
analysis on specific areas of potential impact. Chapter 5 describes environmental 
resources that may be affected by the Airside Project alternatives under 
consideration. Chapter 6, Environmental Consequences, presents an assessment of 
impacts of the Airside Project alternatives for both the construction and operations 
phases, while potential cumulative impacts are evaluated in Chapter 7. 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR Studies and Analyses 


Additional studies and analyses conducted for this chapter of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR are summarized below: 


m This chapter describes noise conditions in the vicinity of Logan. It differs from the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR in that it reports on the noise from a new 
operational scenario, the actual activity occurring in 1998 (as reported in the Logan 
Airport 1998 Annual Update). 


m The noise analysis contains additional data in response to the Secretary of 
Environmental Affairs (EOEA) May 7, 1999 Certificate which requested Massport 
to extend the outer limits of its DNL and population analyses to the 60 dB DNL 
contour. 


m= A broader description is provided of cultural resources including historic 
resources and parklands which are regulated under Section 4(f) of the Department 
of Transportation Act, the National Historic Preservation Act (“Section 106”), and 
by state regulations concerning historic properties. As specified in the EOEA 
Certificate, parklands addressed include the Boston Harbor Islands, Arnold 
Arboretum, Franklin Park, and the Emerald Necklace. 


4 FAA Environmental Handbook, Order 5050.4A, October 8, 1985. 
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5.1.3 


Affected Environment 


Affected Resources 


As outlined in the EOEA Certificate5 on the Airside Improvements Planning Project 
(Airside Project) Draft EIS/EIR, this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is required to address 
the following categories of operational impacts: noise, air quality, and odor. This 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR addresses those categories of operational impacts and also 
addresses impacts of more limited duration associated with construction of the 
alternatives, such as construction traffic. On-airport issues to be addressed by this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR consist of wetlands and vegetation, wildlife, water quality, 
soils management and relocation impacts to the South Cargo area of the airport. 
During the construction period, airport operations may also be affected. Background 
information provided in this chapter is used for detailed analysis of potential impacts 
presented in Chapter 6, Environmental Consequences, and summarized in Chapter 8, 
Preferred Alternative and Mitigation. 


Due to the nature and location of the proposed Airside Project alternatives, there are 
several categories of resources that will not receive impacts, or would receive 
insignificant impacts. These are farmland, floodplains, wild and scenic rivers, light 
emissions and energy supply. There are no parklands, cultural resources, farmlands, or 
wild and scenic rivers on the airfield site; and no construction would occur in regulated 
floodplain areas. The lighting for proposed Runway 14/32 will be low to the ground 
and will be placed in accordance with FAA regulations for spacing and intensity. 
Therefore light emissions were not considered to have potential to create annoyance. 
Energy demands of the various alternatives would be within the capacity of available 


energy supply. 


Categories in which impacts may potentially result have been identified for the 
Airside Project, and are discussed in the following sections. 


Study Area 


Logan Airport occupies approximately 2,400 acres, 700 acres of which are water, 
within the boundaries of the East Boston district of the City of Boston, Massachusetts 
and the Town of Winthrop, Massachusetts. The airport is surrounded by Boston 
Harbor on the east and south and on much of the north side as well. The East Boston 
neighborhoods of Jeffries Point, Eagle Hill, Harborview, and Orient Heights are west 
and northwest of the airport. The Town of Winthrop is east and northeast of the 
airport, separated by the waters of Boston Harbor. The Downtown Boston Central 
Business District is located to the west, and South Boston is located to the southwest 
across the Inner Harbor. (See Figure 5.1-1.) 


5 Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs’ on the Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR, 
May 7, 1999. (See Responses to Comments, Volume 4). 
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The proposed Airside Project improvements are located on the existing airfield and 
do not alter existing land use patterns within the adjacent communities. Under FAA 
NEPA guidelines, the compatibility of existing and planned land uses in the vicinity 
of an airport is usually associated with the extent of noise impacts related to that 
airport. Land use ramifications are also evaluated concurrently with respect to other 
impact categories, such as wetlands, critical habitat of endangered and threatened 
species, or the disruption or relocation of communities. 


In order to address both the broad concerns of surrounding communities and on-site 
issues, two study areas have been delineated: one which includes communities 
impacted by airport noise, as directed by FAA guidelines, and a second which consists 
of the Logan airfield. 


5.1.1.1 Community Study Area 


The community study area includes those areas within the 60 dB DNL noise 
exposure contour for airport-generated noise. While both the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the FAA define an annual average 
DNL of 65 dB as the threshold of noise compatibility with residential land uses, this 
study contains additional data in response to the May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate 
which requested Massport to extend the outer limits of its DNL and population 
analyses to the 60 dB DNL contour. Additionally, since there are adverse impacts 
foreseen within the 65 dB DNL noise contour area, FAA procedures call for a general 
characterization of land uses within the 60 dB DNL contour area. 


Logan Airport’s noise contours are produced using an FAA-approved computer 
program known as the Integrated Noise Model, or INM. The INM requires detailed 
operational information including factors such as: 


m= The physical runway configuration, the numbers and types of aircraft using the 
airport, 

m Whether the flights occur during the day or night, and 

m How often they use each runway, and which flight paths they follow. 


Each of these affects the noise exposure in surrounding neighborhoods. (See Section 
5.2 for a more detailed discussion of the noise analysis.) The geographic area of the 
60 dB DNL or greater contours changes depending on the year’s activity and the 
operational scenarios being evaluated, but it generally includes the communities of 
Boston (including downtown Boston, East Boston, South Boston, Dorchester, 
Roxbury, and the South End), Winthrop, Chelsea, Revere, and Everett. 
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5.1.1.2 Logan Airfield Study Area 


The boundaries of the Airfield study area are shown in Figure 5.1-2. The study area 
encompasses all airport taxiways and runways as well as the South Cargo Area. Also 
shown for locational context are nearby airport facilities such as passenger terminals, 
cargo handling areas, and other facilities. Additional descriptions of the airfield site 
characteristics are provided in Section 5.5 — Biotic Communities and 5.7 - 

Soils /Sediment Characterization. 


5.1.1.3 Base Year Analysis 


This Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes updated operational and environmental 
analyses of 1998 conditions consistent with those contained in the Logan Airport 1998 
Annual Update. While the Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Status and Planning 
Report’ published in December 2000 includes updated analyses for 1999, the 
differences between the two study years are small. Between 1998 and 1999, 
operations declined by 2.5 percent, primarily due to a decline in regional carrier 
operations.° The fleet mix and runway use varied little, the shape of the noise 
contours and the population impacts, and the air quality and other environmental 
analyses also yielded similar results.’ Since the relevant comparison for evaluating 
the proposed Airside Project improvements is the comparison between the No 
Action and Preferred Alternatives, and since 1998 and 1999 are similar in terms of 
passengers, operations, and environmental impacts, this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
uses the 1998 modeling analysis as a representation of recent conditions at Logan. 


5.2 Noise 


Affected Environment 


Chapter 5 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR presented a detailed assessment of the 
noise-affected environment around Logan using 1993 as the study year. Both flight 
and ground operations were modeled in detail and exposures were described using a 
variety of noise metrics. Chapter 5 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR introduces 1998 
to describe the affected environment. This new scenario serves to update the Airside 
Project Draft EIS/EIR by presenting actual noise exposure data for 1998. The 
information is taken primarily from the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update, a 
document published annually by Massport in compliance with requirements of the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act. 


6 Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update, October 15, 1999 

7 Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Status and Planning Report, December 15, 2000. 

8 A more detailed comparison of the change between 1998 and 1999 passengers and operations is included in Chapter 2 of the ESPR. 
9 The ESPR compares all of the 1998 and 1999 analyses and discusses the differences in detail. 
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5.2.1 


5.2.2 


Affected Environment 


This Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes updated operational and environmental 
analyses of 1998 conditions similar to that contained in the Logan Airport 1998 
Annual Update prepared in October 1999. While the 1999 Environmental Status and 
Planning Report published in December 2000 includes updated analyses for 1999, the 
differences between the two study years are small. Between 1998 and 1999, 
operations declined by 2.5 percent, primarily due to a decline in regional carrier 
operations.'° Since the fleet mix and runway use varied little, the shape of the noise 
contours and the population impacts were also similar, with slightly less impact in 
Winthrop and Boston and slightly more impact in Chelsea and Revere in 1999 
compared to 1998." The air quality and other environmental analyses also yielded 
similar results.'* Since 1998 and 1999 are similar in terms of passengers, operations, 
and environmental impacts, this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes the 1998 
modeling analysis as a representation of recent conditions at Logan. 


Later in this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Chapter 6 presents an assessment of the noise 
impacts of the Preferred Alternative under two future fleet assumptions and 
compares those results to the No Action Alternative, as well as to 1998. 


Noise Metrics 


Both the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR depend 
heavily on the reader’s comprehension of common metrics used to evaluate aircraft 
noise. The two most pertinent to this document are (a) the DNL, and (b) times above 
designated “threshold” sound levels, commonly referred to as “Time-Above”, or TA. 
Appendix E of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a summary of noise metrics. 
The reader is urged to become familiar with the terminology and related background 
material in order to maximize understanding of the more condensed material presented 
here. 


Modeling Noise of Flight Operations 


The following section outlines the FAA’s noise modeling tools and their application 
at Logan. 


5.2.2.1. FAA’s Integrated Noise Model 


The basic tool used to model aircraft flight operations is the Integrated Noise Model, 
or INM. Developed by the FAA and prescribed on Federally-sponsored projects such 
as the Airside Project, the INM utilizes airport geometry, descriptions of aircraft 
operations, and an internal database of noise and performance characteristics to 
compute the noise of individual flights, adds them together depending on the noise 


10 Amore detailed comparison of the change between 1998 and 1999 passengers and operations is included in Chapter 2 of 
the 1999 ESPR. 

11 Amore detailed comparison of the change between 1998 and 1999 noise impacts is included in Chapter 6 of the 1999 
ESPR. 

12 The 1999 ESPR compares all of the 1998 and 1999 analyses and discusses the differences in detail. 
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metrics of interest, and presents the accumulation as a set of contours and/or noise 
calculations at specific points. 


Detailed operational inputs to the INM fall generally into three categories of 
information including: 


m Daily numbers of daytime and nighttime takeoffs and landings by specific aircraft 
types, 

m Typical flight path and runway geometry, and 

m Average statistics on usage of each runway and flight path by various aircraft 
groups. 


Historical data from sources such as Massport’s noise monitoring system, which 
records and saves FAA radar data from Logan’s Air Traffic Control Tower, are used 
to develop descriptions of past noise environments. Predicted aspects of an airport's 
operations are used to evaluate alternative assumptions regarding growth, future 
aircraft fleets, shifting of flight paths, new runway and taxiway configurations, delay, 
noise mitigation measures, and other critical planning efforts. 


INM users do not normally alter the model’s internal noise and performance 
databases as a part of the modeling process. However, when there is an identifiable 
need, the FAA requires that any changes to these databases be approved by them 
prior to use on any FAA-related project. Database adjustments have been made for 
the Airside Project. In 1996, Massport applied for and received permission to make 
adjustments to the INM to better account for Logan’s unique location surrounded on 
nearly all sides by water. The water’s surface affects propagation of sound into 
shorefront neighborhoods and is not normally accounted for in the standard INM 
algorithms. The FAA-approved adjustments are described briefly in the section that 
follows. (See Appendix E of this document for the FAA’s written authorization to 
modify the INM model.) 


5.2.2.2 INM Version 5.0 Upgrade and Adjustment 


In 1995, a comparison of INM Version 5.0 modeled noise results with the measured 
noise levels obtained from Massport’s extensive noise monitoring system indicated 
that the model accurately predicted the noise from aircraft in flight during takeoff 
but under-predicted the noise from takeoff ground roll and the approach noise just 
before landing. Therefore, adjustments to the model were developed for arrival noise 
below 1,000 feet altitude and for the noise radiated from the aircraft during the 
ground-roll portion of the takeoff. 


Authorization for use of the adjustments at Logan was issued in May 1996 by FAA’s 
Office of Environment and Energy. Subsequent noise analyses have been conducted 
with the adjustments (See Appendix E). In particular, the Airside Project Draft 
EIS/EIR and this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, as well as the Logan Airport 1994/95 
Generic Environmental Impact Report (GEIR) and the 1996, 1997, and 1998 Annual 
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Updates, used INM Version 5.0 with the authorized adjustments for their respective 
noise analyses. 


Model Inputs for INM Noise Analyses 


Many of the operational inputs used to model noise exposure for 1993 are 
summarized in Sections 5.2.6, 6.2.1, and Appendix H of the Airside Project Draft 
EIS/EIR. This section of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR updates the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR by summarizing the operations used to model the 1998 exposure 
levels and draws brief comparisons between the two periods. 


5.2.3.1 Fleet Mix and Operations 


For purposes of computing 24-hour DNL’s, annual aircraft operations at Logan are 
subdivided into average daily operations by specific aircraft types, and in some cases 
by engine model as well. Massport’s Noise Office compiles these records of 
commercial jet and turboprop activity from a variety of sources including published 
schedules in the Official Airline Guide, comprehensive reports provided by carriers 
and cargo operators as part of their compliance with Massport’s Noise Rules, and 
reports from the two main flight service companies operating at Logan. The data are 
consolidated into average daily takeoffs and landings for daytime hours (7:00 AM to 
10:00 PM) and nighttime hours (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) — the periods used in DNL 
calculations — and are sorted into different trip lengths used by the INM to 
approximate takeoff weights. Radar data are used to determine actual, rather than 
scheduled arrival and departure times. General aviation operations, were formerly 
excluded from modeling because of the difficulty identifying aircraft types and 
because they made only a minor contribution to total traffic at Logan. The operations 
have been approximated in the Airside Project analyses and are included in the 1998 
analyses which use FAA radar data to determine the numbers and times of 
operations by these specific aircraft types. 


Table 5.2-1 summarizes the average daily operations at Logan for 1998. Commercial 
jet operations are classified by their noise certification level. Noisier “Stage 2” aircraft 
(such as the older Boeing 727s and 737s, and McDonnell-Douglas DC-9s) meet initial 
Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 36 noise limits issued in 1969, but not the 
more stringent “Stage 3” limits applicable to newer aircraft (such as the Boeing 737- 
300 and 737-400, the Boeing 757 and 767, McDonnell-Douglas MD-80s, and Airbus A- 
300s and A-320s). The Stage 3 operations summary includes Stage 2 aircraft that have 
been retrofitted with hushkits or new engines to meet the Stage 3 criteria. The 
number of Stage 3 aircraft has increased steadily based on the ongoing replacement 
of Stage 2 operations by Stage 3 aircraft in the Logan fleet mix. In 1993, 69 percent of 
the commercial jet operations at Logan were in Stage 3 aircraft; in 1998, that 
percentage increased to 87 percent. The 87 percent also compares favorably to the 
1998 national average of 82 percent, due in large measure to the benefits of 
Massport’s Noise Rules that have resulted in conversion to Stage 3 aircraft faster than 
federal regulations. 
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As of January 1, 2000, operators of large jet aircraft (weighing over 75,000 pounds) 
are required by The Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 to have 100 percent of their 
fleets compliant with Part 36 Stage 3 noise limits. The Logan Airport 1998 Annual 
Update estimated the benefit of an all Stage 3 fleet to be on the order of 3 dB. 


Table 5.2-1 
1998 Modeled Daily Operations 
1998 ~~ Stage 2 Stage 3 Turboprops Totals 
Operations Jets Jets 
Day/Night Day/Night Day/Night Day Night Daily 
Commercial 85/6 541/96 553/22 1,179 124 1,303 
Ganuiaieraion 5/0 31/4 37/16 73 20 93 
Total 90/6 572/100 590/38 1,252 144 1,396 
Note: “Day” defined as 7:00 AM to 10:00 PM and “Night” defined as 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM, consistent with the definitions 
used in DNL calculations. 
Source: Boston-Logan International Airport 1998 Annual Update. 


5.2.3.2 Flight Tracks 


The flight tracks used in the INM are derived from radar tracks obtained by the 
Noise Abatement Office at Massport from the FAA’s Automatic Radar Terminal 
System-3 (ARTS) radar at Logan. This radar system obtains the location of each 
aircraft in the terminal airspace area at intervals of 4 seconds. Massport software is 
designed to determine the actual tracks and profiles of individual aircraft and to 
develop tracks for modeling purposes. For example, jet departure operations are 
typically modeled by a set of five to as many as 15 tracks per runway, while a 
separate set of three to five tracks per runway is used to model turboprop activity. 


The resulting sets of model tracks represent an approximation of the flight corridors 
that are actually overflown during a year by operations from and to each of the 
runways. Figure 5.2-1 shows the existing jet and turboprop departure flight tracks. 
Figure 5.2-2 shows the existing jet and turboprop arrival flight tracks for all runways. 


With one exception, the 1998 case uses the same tracks as have been used in each of the 
scenarios that do not include the new Runway 14/32. The one difference pertains to 
the departure corridor off Runway 27. For both the Airside Project Draft EIS/ EIR and 
this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, modeled tracks were developed based on objectives set 
forth in the FAA’s Record of Decision (ROD)"? on the Environmental Impact Statement 
for the new Runway 27 departure procedure. The procedure, itself, had not been 
implemented at the time these Airside Project analyses were initiated so the track 
locations had to be estimated. Since that time, the tracks and their usage were based on 
actual radar data for 1998. 
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Jet Departures in Green 


Aircraft Altitude Along the Flight Path (from runway departure) 
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Notes: Mileage rings are for reference only and do not indicate actual distance along the flight path 
Jet departures cross the shoreline of the Southshore at or above 6,000 ft. 
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ERS Id Modeled Departure Flight Tracks for Existing Runway Configurations 
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Jet Arrivals in Green 


Aircraft Altitude Along the Flight Path (from runway touchdown) 
1 Mile from Touchdown = 500 ft. or Less 5 Miles from Touchdown = 2,000 ft. or Less 10 Miles from Touchdown = 3,000 ft. or Less 


Notes: Mileage rings are for reference only and do not indicate actual distance along the flight path 
All jet arrivals descend from 11,000 ft. to 6,000 ft. entering final approaching airspace 


rN = Figure 5.2-2 
massport Modeled Anival Flight Tracks for Existing Runway Configurations 
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The first full year that the new departure procedure for Runway 27 was in effect was 
1997. Analyses performed by Massport and reported on in the 1997 Annual Update 
indicated that the flight corridor was not being maintained by the percentage of 
aircraft required by the FAA’s ROD. This resulted in an increase in population 
impacts within the 65 dB DNL contour for 1997. Data collected and analyzed by 
Massport for the 1998 Annual Update indicate that the aircraft pilots have been 
making progress towards attainment of the required flight corridor objectives, but 
the requirements are still are not being fully met. Thus, differences continue to exist 
between the 1998 flight tracks and those in the Airside Project EIS/EIR analyses 
which assumes full achievement of the ROD directives. Full achievement of the ROD 
tracks was estimated in the 1998 Annual Update to reduce the number of residents of 
South Boston exposed to noise above 65 dB DNL by about 2,700 people. The FAA 
will continue to encourage and monitor compliance with the ROD departure tracks 
with the intention of further realizing these benefits. 


5.2.3.3 Runway Use 


Runway use refers to the frequency with which aircraft utilize each runway during 
the course of a year, as dictated or permitted by wind, weather, aircraft weight, air 
traffic control conditions, and noise considerations. The more often a runway is used 
throughout the year, the more noise is created in communities located off the ends of 
that runway. 


Runway use statistics for 1998 are based on traffic counts from radar data processed 
by Massport’s noise and operations monitoring system. Takeoffs and landings are 
counted separately and sorted into daytime and nighttime operations, then further 
separated by groups of aircraft having different performance characteristics (for 
example turboprops separately from 747’s) reflecting existing runway use restrictions 
and takeoff length requirements for certain aircraft. A summary of the computed 
usages by all jet aircraft was previously published in the Logan Airport 1998 Annual 
Update ; it is reproduced here as Table 5.2-2. Also included are 1998's effective 
runway utilizations statistics (where usage at night is weighted by a factor of ten). 
These, too, were reported in the 1995 Annual Update and are computed each year to 
compare with Preferential Runway Advisory System" (PRAS) goals. The goals, 
themselves, are discussed in detail in Chapter 4 and their implications on noise 
exposure are discussed in Chapter 6. 


the objective of reducing noise exposure for the most highly impacted communities. At 
Logan, PRAS is a computer program that recommends to the FAA air traffic controllers, runway configuration options that will meet weather 
and demand requirements, while providing an equitable distribution of the airport’s noise impacts on the surrounding communities. The 
primary objectives of PRAS are to distribute the noise in accordance with annual runway utilization goals, and to provide short-term relief from 
continuous operations over the same neighborhoods at the ends of the runways. PRAS goals for Logan were established by a PRAS 
Advisory Committee (including representatives from Massport, the FAA and neighboring communities). PRAS was first implemented in 1983, 
and the program has undergone two major enhancements since then. 
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5.2.4 


Affected Environment 


1998 Noise Exposure Levels 


Section 5.2.7 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR presented noise exposure levels 
from flight activity as well as from ground taxi activity using the operations data 
developed for the 1993 modeled scenario. This current section of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR updates the analysis of noise from flight operations by presenting the 
1998 case. 


Table 5.2-2 
1998 Actual and Effective Runway Utilizations for Jet Aircraft 
1998 Actual Usage 1998 Effective Usage 
Runway Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures 
4L 2% 0% 0.0% 
4R M% 8% 38.7% 6.6% 
9 0% 35% 0.0% 29.9% 
15R 2% 6% 1.2% 10.9% 
22L 7% 5% 11.9% 
22R 0% 28% 0.0% 30.9%" 
27 28% 14% 21.7% 16.6% 
33L 19% 5% 28.6% 5.2% 
Total 100% 100% 100.1% 100.1% 
Note: Small addition errors may exist within the table due to rounding. ; 
‘ For closely-spaced parallel runways, Massport computes effective usage for the combined pair except when use 


restrictions permit activity to only one of the parallels. 
Source: 1998 Annual Update 


5.2.4.1 Noise from Flight Operations 
24-Hour Day-Night Sound Levels (DNL) 


For 1998 actual operations, 60, 65 and 70 dB DNL contours generated by the INM are 
presented in Figure 5.2-3. DNL noise exposure contours are a graphical 
representation of how the cumulative noise from Logan’s aircraft operations is 
distributed over the surrounding area on an average day of a given year. Comparing 
DNL contours from different years or different forecast scenarios provides valuable 
information for noise abatement programs or proposed airport development projects. 


Both the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the FAA 
define 65 dB DNL as the threshold of noise incompatibility with residential land 
uses. Thus, the 65 dB DNL contour is important for population impact assessments. 
In addition, this study contains data in response to the May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate 
which requested Massport to include the 60 dB DNL contour. 


The INM produces population estimates simultaneously with the development of 


DNL contours. Estimates of the numbers of people residing within each noise 
exposure contour are summarized in Table 5.2-3. 
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Table 5.2-3 
Noise-Exposed Populations Within Various Values of DNL 
for 1998 Actual Operations 


DNL 60 dB DNL 65 dB DNL 70 dB DNL 75 dB 


Community and Above and Above and Above and Above 
Boston‘ 10,809 0 0 0 
Chelsea 9,222 0 0 0 
East Boston (other than 28,108 7,962 590 58 
Jeffries Point) 

East Boston (Jeffries Pt.) 2,288 0 0 0 
Everett 0 0 0 0 
Quincy 0 0 0 0 
Revere 5,300 3,168 0 0 
South Boston 22,511 3,553 48 0 
Winthrop 15,120 8,613 2,041 519 
Totals 93,358 23,296 2,679 577 
1 Portions of Dorchester, Roxbury, and the South End are included in the Boston totals. 


Source: 1998 Annual Update. 


The 1998 population counts shown above and presented first in the Logan Airport 
1998 Annual Update are based on the same 1990 federal census as used for the Airside 
Project. Thus, both the contours in Figure 5.2-3 and the population counts within the 
contours indicate significant differences in the degree of impact occurring within 
individual communities. Winthrop and East Boston are most affected, with 
significant numbers of residents experiencing noise greater than 70 dB DNL, and 
some experiencing it at levels above 75 dB DNL. South Boston and Revere are 
generally next most affected. Exposures at the highest noise levels support the 
continuing need to improve compliance with PRAS goals. 


Noise Levels at Specific Monitoring Locations 


Massport maintains a state-of-the-art noise monitoring system that continuously records 
noise levels at each of its permanent noise monitor locations. At present, there are 29 
installed and operational noise monitors in residential neighborhoods recording noise 
from flight operations at Logan. 


Affected Environment 5-23 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


For the Airside Project noise analyses, 21 of these sites, plus 2 additional locations (A 
and E) were selected for detailed location-specific analysis (see Figure 5.2-4). These 
selected monitoring locations included all of the highest noise level measurement 
sites close to the airport, as well as those further from the airport that are consistently 
overflown. Five sites were not included since they did not meet one of these criteria. 
Their measurements were expected to contain enough noise of local origin such that 
their correlation with modeled aircraft noise would be low. The remaining three sites 
had not yet been installed at the time the Airside Study was initiated. Locations A 
and E were added for analysis of noise from ground operations and were discussed 
in detail in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 

At each of these 23 specific locations, a number of noise computations were completed 
and reported in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. These included: 


Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) 

Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) 

Night (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) 

Times Above Sound Levels of 55, 65, 75, 85, and 95 dB at night (TAN) 

Times Above Sound Levels of 55, 65, 75, 85, and 95 dB for 24-hour days (TA24) 


In this Chapter of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, similar data for 1998 are reported 
where available. Table 5.2-4 summarizes the DNL calculations from the INM at the 
21 noise monitoring locations used in the Airside analysis. It also includes the times 
above 65, 75, and 85 dB thresholds for nighttime hours (TAN) and for average 24- 
hour periods (TA24) at the same 21 locations. These data were reported initially in 
Table 5-9 of the 1998 Annual Update. The threshold levels of 65, 75, and 85 dB were 
identified in the 1998 Annual Update as covering different degrees of speech 
interference depending on factors such as whether people are outdoors, or indoors 
with windows open or closed. 


Observations regarding TA calculations for 1998 are similar to those for DNL. The 
highest exposure levels occur at Sites 4 and 7 at Bayview and Grandview in Winthrop 
and along Loring Road in Winthrop, where DNL values are 79 and 76 dB, respectively. 
These same locations experience sound levels exceeding 85 dB for about 21 to 23 
minutes per day and experience daily levels above 75 dB for almost an hour at Site 4 to 
nearly an hour and a half at Site 7. Sites 9 and 12 at Bayswater near Annavoy in East 
Boston and at the East Boston Yacht Club also experience high exposures. Their DNL 
levels are 72 and 74 dB, respectively, and they are exposed to sound levels above 85 dB 
for 8 and 16 minutes per day. In fact, the five most highly exposed sites, both at night 
and over 24 hours, are located in Winthrop and East Boston - the same communities 
identified earlier as having high numbers of people residing in areas where the DNL 
exceeds 70 dB. Again, these analyses indicate a need for improved conformance with 
PRAS goals if these highest exposures are to be reduced. Chapter 6 addresses the 
changes that occur in these communities under the Preferred Alternative as air traffic 
controllers are better able to achieve the goals. 
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1 Andrews Street, South End 9 Bayswaterand Annavoy, EastBoston 17 Carey Circle, Revere 
2 Band Bolton, South Boston 10 Bayswater/Shawnsheen, East Boston 23 Myrtlebank/Hilltop, Dorchester 
3 South Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 11 Orient Heights, East Boston 24 Cunningham Park, Milton 
4 Bayview and Grandview, Winthrop 12 East Boston Yacht Club, 25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy 
5 Harborview and Faun, Winthrop 13 East Boston High School 26 Hull High School, Hull 
6 Somerset and J ohnson, Winthrop 14 Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston A  SumnernearLamson, East Boston 
7 Loring Road nearCourt, Winthrop 15 Admiral’sHill, Chelsea E Farragut at 2nd, South Boston 
8 Morton and Amelia, Winthrop 16 Bradstreet and Sales, Revere 
LEGEND 
td Permanent Noise Monitors 
a ee ee A Additional Airside Project Noise Monitors 
not used for Airside analysisand not Location not shown on map: 
shown on map. 24 Cunningham Park, Milton 
— Figure 5.2-4 
massport Noise Monitor Locations Used For Airside Analysis 
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INM-Computed DNL Values and Times Above Threshold Values at Specific Points - 


1998 Actual Operations 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Day-Night 
Sound Minutes Above Threshold in Minutes Above Threshold 
Levels 24-Hour Period (TA 24) During Nighttime (TAN) 
Site Location’ DNL 85dBA 75dBA 65dBA 85 dBA 75 dBA 65 dBA 
1 Andrews Street, South End 59.6 0.1 3.6 14.6 0.0 0.5 27 
2 Band Bolton, South Boston 67.4 2.3 8.2 28.2 0.3 1.4 46 
3. Day Blvd. near Farragut, South Boston 64.3 0.3 11.7 106.0 0.0 1.0 9.1 
4 Bayview and Grandview, Winthrop 79.8 20.5 53.0 137.3 1.8 5.4 15.1 
5 — Harborview and Faun, Winthrop 71.8 8.2 35.4 113.8 0.6 3.4 12.0 
6 Somerset and Johnson, Winthrop 68.9 0.7 41.9 174.3 0.0 4.9 25.2 
7 Loring Road near Court, Winthrop 76.5 21.8 87.2 270.1 1.9 9.7 34.4 
8 = Morton and Amelia, Winthrop 67.9 1.6 21.4 112.4 0.1 2.3 15.0 
9 Bayswater and Annavoy, East Boston 72.7 7.9 33.8 118.0 1.0 4.7 15.5 
10 Bayswater/Shawsheen, East Boston 66.8 2.2 15.1 81.4 0.2 1.8 10.5 
11. Orient Heights, East Boston 62.8 0.2 8.8 55.5 0.0 1.0 6.8 
12 East Boston Yacht Club 74.7 15.4 80.9 259.2 1.9 12.2 41.1 
13 East Boston High School 64.9 0.8 4.2 43.4 0.1 0.7 5.4 
A Sumner near Lamson, East Boston N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
14 Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 65.7 0.0 19.5 116.5 0.0 2.4 15.5 
15 Admiral’s Hill, Chelsea 61.7 0.5 3.2 19.9 0.1 0.4 2.4 
16 Bradstreet and Sales, Revere 68.6 2.9 13.1 42.1 0.5 1.7 5.6 
17 Carey Circle, Revere 57.9 0.0 2.9 18.4 0.0 0.4 2.2 
23 Myrtlebank/Hilltop, Dorchester 51.7 0.0 0.0 74 0.0 0.0 0.5 
24 Cunningham Park, Milton 51.5 0.0 0.1 10.5 0.0 0.0 0.8 
25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy 51.3 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 
26 — Hull High School, Hull 57.7 0.0 0.9 24.1 0.0 0.2 3.5 
E Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
1 Sites modeled for the Airside Project noise analysis. Refer to Table 5.2-5 for a full list of Massport noise monitor 
locations. 
N/A Not available. 
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5.2.4.2 Ground Taxi Noise Levels 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR provided a detailed analysis of noise from aircraft 
on taxiways using modeled 1993 operations. Calculations were made for the same 
five metrics as were assessed for 1993 flight operations: 


m Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) 

m Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) 

m Night (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) 

m Times above sound levels of 55, 65, 75, 85, and 95 dB at night (TAN) 


m Times above sound levels of 55, 65, 75, 85, and 95 dB over 24 hours (TA24) 


Chapter 6 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes the analysis of ground noise 
that was conducted for the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, comparing the No Action 
and Preferred Alternative. Readers interested in further analyses of ground noise are 
referred back to the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


5.2.5 Comparing Measured and Modeled Noise Levels 


Massport’s permanent noise monitoring system continuously measures the 
noise levels at each of 29 microphone locations around the airport. Twenty-one 
of those sites were operational and used in the analysis of the Airside 
Improvements Planning Project, as shown earlier in Figure 5.2-1. During normal 
operation, noise monitors at the microphone locations measure hourly noise 
exposure levels as well as a variety of metrics associated with individual noise 
events that exceed preset threshold sound levels. These data are transmitted 
back to Massport’s Noise Abatement Office where daily DNL values as well as 
other noise metrics are computed from the measured data and summarized. 


In past years, Logan Airport GEIRs and Annual Updates have compared the 
annual average day values of DNL as measured by Logan Airport’s monitoring 
system to INM-computed annual average values of DNL. Though many of the 
results are consistent, several have indicated significant differences of 10 or 
more decibels. One of the major factors contributing to these differences has 
been that the measured levels include community-based noise sources in the 
vicinity of the monitor, while the INM-computed levels include the noise only 
from aircraft. This, in addition to aircraft, has tended to make measured levels 
higher than predicted values at certain locations. 
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As a result, commencing at the end of 1997, Massport enhanced its 
monitoring system to separate aircraft noise events from other sources 
and produce “aircraft-only” DNL values in addition to the total DNL 
values it has previously reported. Table 5.2-5 presents these measurement 
results for 1999 and compares them to INM-generated levels for 1999. 


Among the more significant observations regarding these data are the 
following: 


m The average difference in 1998 between the aircraft-only DNLs and 
the INM-generated values at all 29 monitoring locations is 
approximately 0.9 dB (measured values averaging higher than 
computed). In 1998, this difference in aircraft-only DNLs was 1.5 dB 
(measured values also averaging higher than computed). 


m At monitoring sites in higher noise environments where 
measurements are greater than 60 dB (and where it would be 
expected that the measured levels are more easily identified as 
aircraft), the average difference between aircraft-only DNLs and 
INM-generated levels in 1998 is 0.2 dB (measured values averaging 
higher than computed). In 1998, this difference was 0.4 dB. 


For a second year, these measured results show high correlation with 
INM calculations and indicate major improvement in the monitoring 
system’s capabilities. The close agreement that these new aircraft-only 
levels have with INM-generated values of exposure significantly 
enhances the monitoring system’s value as an analytical tool and also 
fully corroborates the INM’s noise prediction capability. 
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Table 5.2-5 
Comparison of Measured DNL Values to INM-computed DNL Values for 1998 
Site Location Total Aircraft - INM Measured vs. 
Measured DNL ~— Only DNL Result"? Modeled 
1 Andrews Street, South End 66.3 61.8 58.7 3.1 
2 B and Bolton, South Boston 69.2 66.1 66.7 -.6 
3 Day Blvd. near Farragut, South Boston 67.4 65.1 64.5 6 
4 Bayview and Grandview, Winthrop 80.2 79.8 79.4 4 
5 Harborview and Faun Bar, Winthrop 71.4 70.6 71.4 -.08 
6 Somerset near Johnson, Winthrop 71.0 69.9 68.2 17 
7 Loring Road near Court, Winthrop 73.9 73.3 76.1 -2.8 
8 Morton and Amelia, Winthrop 68.3 67.0 67.5 -0.5 
9 Bayswater near Annavoy, East Boston 75.9 75.3 72.4 2.9 
10 Bayswater near Shawsheen, East Boston 71.2 69.4 66.3 3.1 
11 Selma and Orient , East Boston 66.5 64.8 62.2 2.6 
12 East Boston Yacht Club 72.3 71.4 74.0 -2.9 
13 East Boston High School 66.9 65.6 64.2 1.3 
14 Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 66.9 64.6 64.9 -0.3 
15 Admiral’s Hill, Chelsea 67.0 63.3 61.1 2.2 
16 Bradstreet and Sales, Revere 71.2 70.8 69.0 1.8 
17 Carey Circle, Revere 66.6 62.3 58.3 4.0 
18 U.S.C.G. Recreational Facility, Nahant 65.5 55.2 49.8 5.4 
19 Smith Lane, Swampscott 56.8 49.2 45.7 3.5 
20 Pond and Towns Court, Lynn 58.5 53.6 49.5 41 
21 Tremont near Prescott, Everett 61.2 54.8 53.8 1.0 
22 Magoun near Thatcher, Medford 60.4 52.6 49.4 3.2 
23 Myrtlebank near Hilltop, Dorchester 63.1 57.7 52.0 5.5 
24 Cunningham Park near Fullers, Milton 60.9 55.5 51.9 3.6 
25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy 57.7 51.0 51.2 -0.2 
26 Hull High School near Channel St., Hull 63.2 59.2 58.1 11 
27 Boston Latin Academy, Roxbury 65.3 60.4 58.8 1.6 
29 Lewenburg School, Mattapan 59.0 55.1 54.0 11 
30 Piers Park, East Boston 63.2 59.9 62.2 -2.3 


1 INM Version 5.0 with adjusted database as described in the Logan Airport 1994/1995 Generic Environmental Impact Report. 


2 Includes FAA-approved terrain adjustment. 
Note: Site 28 yet to be installed. 
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5.3 Cultural Resources 


5.3.1 


Affected Environment 


This section summarizes relevant regulations and provides a description of historic 
properties within the project study area. An historic property, as defined by 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, is any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object, included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the 
National Register of Historic Places (36 CFR 800.16). Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act references “historic sites.” Both historic properties and historic 
sites refer to National Register eligible or listed properties. 


Regulatory Context 


Cultural resources, which include parklands and historic resources, are regulated 
under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, the National Historic 
Preservation Act (“Section 106”), and by state regulations concerning historic 
properties. 


5.3.1.1 Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act 


Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (recodified as 303(c ) of 49 
USC) ,as amended, directs that the Secretary of Transportation shall not approve any 
program which requires the use of a significant publicly owned public park, recreation 
area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site, unless there is no 
feasible and prudent alternative and the harm resulting from the use is minimized. 


The potential use of a Section 4(f) property may be either direct or indirect. Direct use 
is typically considered to include physical involvement of a site, including property 
acquisition, or facilities modification or relocation. Indirect impacts include changes 
in access, visual impacts, increased noise levels, and other similar conditions. 
According to FAA Order 5050.4A: 


“when there is no physical taking, but there is the possibility of use or of 
adverse indirect impacts to Section 4(f) land, the FAA must determine if 
the activity associated with the proposal conflicts with, or is compatible 
with the normal activity associated with this land. The proposed activity 
is compatible if it would not affect the normal activity or aesthetic value 
of a public park, recreation area, refuge, or historic site. When 

Section 4(f) applies and agencies which have jurisdiction agree that the 
effects of the action will be satisfactorily mitigated, the action may be 
considered not to have significant Section 4(f) impacts, and no further 
analysis is needed.” 


5.3.1.2 Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 


The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (NHPA), established the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) to advise the President and 
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5.3.2 


Affected Environment 


Congress on historic preservation matters, to recommend measures to coordinate 
federal historic preservation activities, and to comment on federal actions affecting 
properties included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places. Under Section 106 of the NHPA, federal agencies are responsible for identifying 
National Register listed or eligible properties and sites and for assessing the effects of 
agencies’ actions on them. The procedures prescribed in Section 106 are referred to as 
the “Section 106 process” and are set forth in regulations issued by the ACHP, 
“Protection of Historic Properties” (86 CFR 800). The ACHP regulations emphasize 
consultation among the responsible federal agency (in this case the FAA, and/or its 
designee, Massport), the Massachusetts State Historic Preservation Office 
(MASHPO)/ Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC), and other interested 
parties. The Section 106 process is being undertaken for the Logan Airside project and 
the FAA/Massport have consulted with the MASHPO/MHC. 


5.3.1.3 Protection of Properties Included in the State Register of Historic 
Places 


The proposed project is also subject to review by the MHC under the Massachusetts 
General Laws, Chapter 9, Sections 26-27C as amended by Chapter 254 of the 

Acts of 1988 and the implementing regulations, 950 CMR 71. This state law covers 
actions of Massachusetts agencies and involves a state process in addition to the federal 
process under Section 106 of the ACHP, which governs the actions of federal agencies. 
Standards for the state and federal review processes are similar, with the exception that 
properties subject to review under Chapter 254 are those listed in the State Register of 
Historic Places. Section 106 and Chapter 254 reviews are carried out simultaneously by 
the MASHPO/MHC. 


Cultural Resources Context 


The Preferred Alternative has the potential to increase noise-exposed populations. A 
review of MHC files, including the National Register of Historic Places and the 
Inventory of Historic and Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth, and field 
survey were undertaken to identify historic resources within the project area and in 
surrounding communities. 


5.3.2.1 Section 106 Resources 


A review of MHC files, including the National Register of Historic Places and the 
Inventory of Historic and Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth, and field 
survey were also undertaken to identify historic resources regulated under Section 
106 within the project area and in surrounding communities. Refer to Figure 5.3-1 
showing the 1998 65 dB DNL contour on a map of parklands. 
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5.3.2.2 Other Section 4(f) Resources 


In response to the May 7, 1999 EOEA Scope , specific parklands have been identified 
for analysis, namely the Boston Harbor Islands, Arnold Arboretum, Franklin Park, 
and the Emerald Necklace. These resources are described below (see Figure 5.3-1). 


Boston Harbor Islands 


In November 1996, the Boston Harbor Islands became a national park area 
under the supervision of the National Park Service. The Boston Harbor Islands 
National Recreation Area recognizes that the islands and the shoreline beaches 
and access points are one natural and cultural resource system. As a National 
Recreation Area, the park preserves and protects the open spaces and natural 
and cultural features of the harbor islands. 


According to the legislation that established the Boston Harbor Islands 
Recreational Area: 


“the present and future maintenance, operation, improvement, and use 
of Boston-Logan International Airport and associated flight patterns 
from time to time in effect shall not be deemed to constitute the use of 
publicly owned land or a public park, recreation area, or other resource 
within meaning of section 303(c) of title 49, United States Code, and 
shall not be deemed to have a significant effect on natural, scenic, and 
recreation assets with the meaning of section 47101(h)(2) of title 49, 
United States Code.”"” 


Therefore, Boston Harbor’s National Recreation Area is considered to be a 
compatible land use. 


Part of Massachusetts Bay, Boston Harbor, touches six of Boston’s 
neighborhoods (East Boston, Charlestown, Downtown, Fort Point, South 
Boston, and Dorchester) and seven other municipalities (Hull, Hingham, 
Weymouth, Quincy, Chelsea, Revere, and Winthrop). Linking the inner and 
outer harbor are more than thirty islands that range in size from less than one 
acre to 214 acres that together total 1,200 acres. 


18 Sec. 1029. Boston Harbor Island Recreation Area. Excerpted from P.L. 104-333, 110 Stat. 4093 the “Omnibus Public 
Lands Management Act of 1996.” 
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Arnold Arboretum 


Arnold Arboretum located in the Jamaica Plain section of Boston is recognized 
as the pre-eminent institution in the United States for the study of ligneous 
(woody) plants. Established in 1872 through a bequest from the estate of James 
Arnold, the Arboretum has since more than doubled in size and has assembled 
a collection of over 6,000 varieties of trees and shrubs from all over the Northern 
Temperate Zone. The Arboretum is listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places and is a National Historic Landmark. 


Olmsted Park System including the Emerald Necklace and Franklin Park 


The comprehensive park system, which Frederick Law Olmsted Sr. planned for 
the City of Boston in the late 1870s, is one of the nation’s outstanding examples 
of a multi-use open space. Olmsted’s original plan for the park system had three 
purposes: to create a much needed municipal open space while solving an 
engineering problem; to link annexed parts of the city with its historic center; 
and to provide a variety of forms of recreation. The Emerald Necklace includes a 
series of parks linked by continuous parkways. It curves from the mouth of the 
Muddy River to Franklin Park. The terminus of the system is at Franklin Park, 
one of Olmsted’s masterpieces. In 1885, Olmsted designed this large rural park 
especially for working class people. The park, included in the earliest schemes 
for Boston’s park system was financed in part by a bequest made to the City by 
Benjamin Franklin. The Emerald Necklace parks, including Franklin Park, are 
contributing elements to a National Register of Historic Places historic district 
and are a Boston City Landmark. 


5.4 Air Quality/Odors 


This section contains a general discussion of current air quality conditions in the 
vicinity of Logan and an overview of regulatory criteria. Specifically, this material 


includes: 

gm Asummary of historic and current air monitoring data; 

m Anexplanation of agency roles and requirements; 

m= The characterization of airport-related air emissions; 

m Anemissions inventory /dispersion modeling results for historic (i.e., 1993) 


conditions; and 


m Anemissions inventory for actual existing conditions in 1998. 
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5.4.1 Current Air Quality Conditions and Regulatory Criteria 


5.4.1.1 Criteria Air Pollutants and Air Quality Standards 


The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for the following six “criteria” pollutants: carbon 
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,), particulate matter 
(PM), ozone (O,), and lead (Pb). The Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Protection (DEP) has adopted these same standards. 

The concentrations of these criteria air pollutants serve as indicators-of-quality of the 
outdoor (i.e., ambient) atmosphere. Notably, some criteria pollutants, like O,, occur 
regionally (e.g., over many square kilometers); others, like CO, only disperse locally 
(i.e., over several square kilometers); and some, like PM, have characteristics that can 
be both regional and local. Those that are emitted directly into the atmosphere are 
called “primary” pollutants (e.g., CO and PM) in contrast to "secondary" pollutants 
(e.g., O,), which are produced in the atmosphere from precursors (e.g., volatile 
organic compounds [VOCs] and NO,). A general discussion of the EPA/DEP six 
criteria air pollutants is shown below in Table 5.4-1 and a detailed discussion of each 
can be found in Section 5.3-1 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Table 5.4-1 

Sources of Criteria Pollutants 

Pollutant Major Sources of Pollutant 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Natural and manmade; motor vehicles; incomplete combustion of fuels; 


fossil fuel combustion in utility and industrial boilers. 


Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Natural and manmade; lightning, forest fires, combustion of fossil fuels in 
motor vehicles and utility/industrial boilers. 


Particulate Matter (PM1o, PM25) Natural and manmade; emissions from fuel combustion; open burning, 
material handling, dust producing industries, fugitive dust; wind erosion, 
forest fires; sea spray. 


Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Natural and manmade combustion of sulfur bearing fuels (coal, oil, 
gasoline, diesel) and industrial processes. 


Ozone(QOs) Natural and manmade sources of NOz and VOCs, which are released 
during fuel combustion in engines, electric power generation units and 
space heaters, lead to formation under certain atmospheric conditions. 


Lead (Pb) Burning of lead-containing fuels and manufacturing. 


Affected Environment 5-36 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 


Affected Environment 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


The Massachusetts and NAAQS standards for these six criteria air pollutants are 
summarized in Table 5.4-2. Concentration units are micrograms of pollutant per 
cubic meter of air (ug/m’). Notably, the one-hour value for NO, is a MA DEP policy 
guideline (not a regulatory standard in Massachusetts) which is only applicable to 
major stationary sources emitting over 250 tons/year of NO,. Although it is not 
applicable to Logan in a regulatory sense, Massport has used this guideline value in 
the past in interpreting NO, measurements taken at and near runway ends. In 
general, for standards based on 24-hour (or less) averaging times, the second-highest 
concentrations are used to determine compliance with these standards. The U.S. EPA 
has recently introduced some changes to the O, and PM standards, which are 
reflected in Table 5.4-2. 


5.4.1.2 Air Monitoring Information 


The MA DEP, Division of Air Quality Control, Air Quality Surveillance Branch 
maintains a network of ambient air monitoring stations throughout the 
Commonwealth, including three in the general vicinity of Logan. Measurements of 
criteria air pollutants, their precursors, and meteorological conditions are recorded at 
these stations on a routine basis. 


Table 5.4-2 
Massachusetts and National Ambient Air Quality Standards 


Pollutant Averaging Time Standard (4g/m3) 
co 1-hour 40,000 
8-hours 10,000 
NO» 1-hour | 320 
Annual 100 
PMio (PM25) 23 24-hours 150 (65) 
Annual 4 50 (15) 
SO. 3-hours 1,300 (secondary) ® 
24-hours 365 
Annual 80 
03 1-hour 235 
8-hours 3 157 
Lead Calendar quarter arithmetic mean 1.5 
1 DEP policy guideline for NOs applicable only to major stationary sources. 
2 PMioand PMzs encompass particulate matter with diameters less than or equal to 10 and 2.5 microns, respectively. 
3 The status of these standards is unsettled because of recent judicial action, but they are still in place. 
4 The PMio standard is based upon an estimated exceedance calculation described in Appendix K of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR of 40 


CFR Part 50. The annual standard is met if the estimated annual arithmetic mean concentration does not exceed 50 wg/m°. 
5 Secondary standards are set to protect public welfare. 


Source: Massachusetts Air Quality Standards, Title 310, Section 6.00 and 40 CFR 50.4-50.12. 
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The closest of these DEP air monitoring stations to Logan is located in East Boston, at 
340 Bremen Street. Located adjacent to the northwest boundary of the airport, 
approximately 0.5 miles from Runway 15R, ambient concentrations of CO, SO,, PM,,, 
and NOx (NO and NO,) are recorded at this site (see Figure 5.4-1 for location). 
Another MA DEP station is located at the eastern portal of the Sumner/Callahan 
Tunnels (approximately 0.5 miles from Logan). This station will pick up CO levels 
from vehicles, including airport-related, passing into and out of the tunnels. The next 
closest DEP monitoring station is located on Powder Horn Hill in Chelsea. This is the 
closest O, monitor to Logan Airport. NO, and SO, are also monitored at this site. 


A synopsis of the most recent monitoring data for these stations is provided in 
Table 5.4-3. As shown, there have been no violations of the NAAQS at the 
monitoring stations for any criteria air pollutant in at least the past five years. 


The following summaries generally describe these data. 


m Carbon Monoxide. CO is an air pollutant characterized by ambient 
concentrations that correlate closely with local motor vehicle traffic and 
meteorological conditions. As a result, the Bremen Street station shows some 
variability in both the one- and eight-hour CO concentrations over the past five 
years. This is likely attributable to the influences of traffic, wind, and temperature 
in the immediate vicinity of the monitor. CO concentrations at the 
Sumner /Callahan Tunnels site are also heavily influenced by motor vehicle traffic 
passing into and out of the tunnel. Airport-related vehicles constitute 
approximately one-half the total tunnel traffic. Notwithstanding the above, CO 
levels at these two locations have remained well within the one- and eight-hour 
NAAQS over the past several years. 


m Nitrogen Dioxide. The monitoring data from the Bremen Street site show neither 
an upward nor downward trend in NO, over the past several years. This is 
reflected in both the one-hour and annual mean concentrations. 


m Particulate Matter. With only one exception, the highest 24-hour PM, 
concentrations at the Bremen Street site have not exhibited a wide variability over 
the past few years. The annual mean PM, levels similarly have not changed 
substantially over time. Although the PM, monitoring program has begun, the 
measurements are not yet available through the EPA. The PM,, and eight-hour O, 
standards have been the subject of litigation, which is described in Section 5.4.1.3. 


m Sulfur Dioxide. Since 1993, SO, levels exhibit slight downward trends at the 
Bremen Street and Chelsea Station sites. 
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m Ozone. O, is not measured at the Bremen Street station. The closest MA DEP 
ozone monitor to Logan is located at the Soldiers Home on Powder Horn Hill in 
Chelsea, Massachusetts, approximately 1.5 miles to the northwest. However, as 
previously discussed, O, is a regional air pollutant. Therefore, the monitoring data 
collected at the Chelsea site is considered representative of O, concentrations 
throughout the Chelsea/ East Boston area. As shown in Table 5.4-3, between 1993 
and 1997 the second highest one-hour O, concentrations have followed a 
downward trend. This trend turned slightly upward in 1998. Notably, no 
violations at the NAAQS for O, have been recorded at this site since 1992. Not 
enough data for the eight-hour averaging time are available to establish a trend. 
Data from 1997 to 1999 will be used to evaluate the area’s compliance with the 
eight-hour standard, should this standard be implemented and become 
enforceable by the EPA. 


Massport NO2 Monitoring Program 


Since 1982, Massport has collected ambient NO, data using diffusion tubes at up to 

27 locations (on- and off-airport) in the vicinity of Logan. An analysis of the most 
recent results and historic trends can be found in the 1999 Environmental Status and 
Planning Report (ESPR). The highest NO, concentrations recorded in the communities 
occur in locations that are likely not affected by emissions from Logan. For example, 
the station with the highest NO, concentration in 199716 was at Maverick Square and 
the elevated levels are likely due to the heavy motor vehicle traffic in the 

Sumner /Callahan Tunnels, Maverick Square and local traffic nearby. No violations 
of the NAAQS have been recorded at any of the off-airport sites and residential 
communities. 


Soot Measurements 


In response to complaints raised by residents living near Logan regarding soot and 
oily deposits, Massport commissioned two separate, but complementary, scientific 
studies to help establish the exact nature of this atmospheric fallout, the results of 
these studies are presented in Section 5.3.1.3 of the Airside Project Draft 
EIS/EIR.17,18 


Odor Assessment 


Massport has also conducted an assessment of odor complaints received from 
communities surrounding the airport, the results of which can be found in 
Section 5.3.1.2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


16 Year for which information is most recently available. 

7 Community Impact of Aircraft Particle Emissions, prepared by TRC Environmental Corporation, presented to Massport, 
Logan International Airport, January 1997. 

18 — Soot Deposition Study: Logan Airport and Surrounding Communities, prepared for Massport, prepared by KM Chng 
Environmental, Inc., January 1997. 
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Table 5.4-3 


DEP Air Monitoring Data Summary 


Pollutant 


Averaging Time 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998  Standard() 


Bremen Street Station?) 


NOz (ppm) 2nd Highest 1 Hour‘) 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.12 0.08 0.028 0.17 
Annual Mean 0.032 0.030 0.027 0.028 0.027 0.08 0.053 
CO (ppm) 2nd Highest 1-Hour 3 5 4 3 4 3 9 
2nd Highest 8-Hour 7 7 6 6 5 i) 35 
PM10 (tug/m3) 2nd Highest 24-Hour) = 45 48 52 41 48 49 150 
Annual Mean\) 21 23 21 21 21 23 50 
SOz2 (ppm) 2nd Highest 3-Hour 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.50 
2nd Highest 24-Hour 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.14 
Annual Mean 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 
Chelsea Station) 
NOz (ppm) 2nd Highest 1-Hour 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.023 0.017 
Annual Mean 0.025 0.026 0.023 0.025 0.022 0.09 0.053 
Os (ppm) 2nd Highest 1-Hour‘®) 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.12 
Highest 8-Hourt”) 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.087 0.08 
SOz2 (ppm) 2nd Highest 3-hour 0.07 0.07 0.21 0.19 0.09 0.05 0.50 
2nd Highest 24-Hour 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.14 
Annual Mean 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 
Sumner/Callahan Tunnels®) 
CO (ppm) 2nd Highest 1-Hour 7 8 5 7 5 3 35 
2nd Highest 8-Hour 4 5 3 3 4 4 ] 
Notes: 1 National Ambient Air Quality Standards, except for the case of the 1-hour NOs level, which is a MA DEP policy guideline 
applicable 


Affected Environment 


only to major stationary sources. 

2 Located at 340 Bremen Street, East Boston. 

3 As stated previously, the second-highest concentrations are used to determine NAAQS compliance for this averaging time. 

4 Based on PMio data; PM25 data are unavailable. 

5 Located at Soldiers Home, Powder Horn Hill, Chelsea. 

6 Based on 1-hour Os measurements. 

7 Data from years before 1995 are unavailable for this averaging time. The standard states that the average of the annual 4" highest 
daily 8-hour maximum over a three-year period is not to exceed 0.08 ppm. Therefore, a single exceedance does not constitute 
a violation of the standards. This standard is not currently enforceable, although it remains in place. 

8 Located at portal to Sumner Tunnel at Visconti Street. 
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5.4.1.3 Attainment/Non-attainment Designations 


In accordance with the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), all areas within the State of 
Massachusetts are designated as either attainment, non-attainment, unclassifiable, 
or maintenance with respect to the NAAQS. Simply stated, areas that meet the 
NAAQS are designated as attainment. Conversely, areas that have violated the 
NAAQS are designated as non-attainment. Classifications (or degrees) of non- 
attainment areas are also given as extreme, severe, serious, and moderate. Areas 
where data are insufficient for classification as either attainment or non-attainment 
are designated as unclassifiable. Finally, areas that have been re-designated from 
nonattainment to attainment since 1990 are labeled maintenance. 


As shown in Table 5.4-4, the airshed around Logan is designated by MA DEP as an 
attainment area for CO, NO,, SO,, PM,,, and Pb meaning that the NAAQS for these 
five criteria air pollutants are being met. As explained below, the study area is 
classified as a nonattainment area for O,,. 


In June 1999, the Boston-Lawrence-Worcester area was identified as an area that 
attains the one-hour ozone standard and, as such, an area where the one-hour 
standard no longer applies. A May 1999 D.C. Circuit Court case, however, 
questioned the EPA’s authority to set the new ozone and particulate matter 
standards. Because of this case, the EPA had no authority to implement the eight- 
hour standard, which applied once the one-hour standard was attained. In order to 
provide some form of ozone standard, the EPA reinstated the one-hour ozone 
standard nationwide. In doing this, the EPA designated attainment classifications for 
nearly 3,000 counties, including Suffolk County, which has been reclassified as 
serious nonattainment. At the Chelsea monitoring station (1.5 miles northwest of 
Logan), the last exceedance of the 1-hour O, standard occurred in 1991. On February 
27, 2001, the Supreme Court rejected the D.C. Circuit Court’s findings and upheld the 
EPA’s authority to set the revised O, and PM,, standards. However, the revised 
standards are not immediately subject to implementation because the Supreme Court 
is requiring the EPA to revisit its implementation policy, specifically for O,. The EPA 
must develop a reasonable interpretation of the non-attainment implementation 
provisions of the CAA. 


19 Year for which information is most recently available. 

20 Year for which information is most recently available. 

21 Community Impact of Aircraft Particle Emissions, prepared by TRC Environmental Corporation, presented to Massport, 
Logan International Airport, January 1997. 

22 Soot Deposition Study: Logan Airport and Surrounding Communities, prepared for Massport, prepared by: KM Chng 
Environmental, Inc., January 1997. 
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Table 5.4-4 

Attainment/Non-Attainment Designations for the Boston Area‘ 

Pollutant Designation Classification 
Carbon monoxide (CO) Attainment N/A 
Sulfur dioxide (SO2) Attainment N/A 
Ozone (Os) Non-attainment () Serious 
Nitrogen dioxide (NOz) Attainment N/A 
Particulate matter (PM1o) Attainment N/A 
Lead (Pb) Attainment N/A 


1 Designated area is Boston-Lawrence-Worcester. 
N/A _ not applicable. 


The Massachusetts State Implementation Plan (SIP) for O, identifies the strategies 
that have been, and will be, implemented to reduce emissions of VOCs and NOx to 
target levels needed to achieve compliance. In the Boston area, the Boston 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) works closely with the MA DEP to 
develop and update the SIP, Rate-of-Progress Plans and other supporting materials. 
In addition, the MPO is responsible for implementing the emissions reduction 
strategies presented in the SIP in this area. As a member of the Boston MPO, 
Massport plays a key role in this process. For example, all of Massport’s planning 
efforts are developed to be consistent with the policies in the SIP including the East 
Boston/Logan parking freezes. 


Sources of Air Emissions 


5.4.2.1 Airport-Related Sources of Air Emissions 


In general terms, the primary sources of air emissions at major air carrier airports 
such as Logan are aircraft, ground service equipment (GSE), and motor vehicles. 
Other sources include fuel storage facilities and transfer operations, a variety of other 
stationary sources (e.g., space heating, emergency electrical generation, food 
preparation), and construction activities. Table 5.4-5 provides a listing of air 
emissions sources at Logan, the pollutants emitted, and their general characteristics. 
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These emissions are described in greater detail in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 
Section 5.3.2.1. The amounts of emissions generated by these sources are given later 
in Sections 5.4.3.2 and 6.4.2 in the form of existing and future-year air emission 
inventories. 


5.4.2.2 Modeled Emissions 


For the purposes of evaluating the air quality impacts attributable to a project, it is 
important to distinguish between “direct” and “indirect” emissions. Direct emissions 
are generally defined as air pollutants, or their precursors that are caused directly by 
the project, including its construction, and occur at the same time and place as the 
action. Aircraft taxi, takeoff roll, landing, and delay periods; GSE; fuel storage and 
distribution facilities; on-site motor vehicle traffic; and stationary point sources (i.e., 
steam boilers and electrical generators) are all potential generators of direct 
emissions. 


By comparison, indirect emissions are caused by the project, but 


@ Occur later in time, 
m Are removed in distance, and 


m Are reasonably foreseeable. 


Examples may include off-site airport-related motor vehicle traffic. All other 
emissions, such as those from non-airport motor vehicle traffic or ancillary 
development are considered incidental, or "background" as they are not caused by 
the project and are not controllable or anticipated by the sponsor. 
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Sources of Air Emissions 


Sources 


Emission(s) 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Characteristics 


Aircraft 


Ground service vehicles and 
equipment 


Fuel storage and transfer 
facilities 


Space heating and emergency 
electrical generation facilities 


Motor vehicles 


Construction activities 


5.4.2.3 


Carbon monoxide 


Volatile organic 
compounds 


Nitrogen oxides 
Particulate matter 


Carbon monoxide 


Volatile organic 
compounds 


Nitrogen oxides 
Particulate matter 


Volatile organic 
compounds 


Carbon monoxide 


Volatile organic 
compounds 


Nitrogen oxides 
Particulate matter 
Sulfur dioxide 


Carbon monoxide 


Volatile organic 
compounds 


Nitrogen oxides 
Particulate matter 
Sulfur dioxide 
Carbon monoxide 


Volatile organic 
compounds 


Nitrogen oxides 
Particulate matter 
Sulfur dioxide 


Exhaust products of fuel combustion which vary greatly depending on aircraft engine 
type, power setting, and period of operation. Except for short periods of take-off and 
approach, aircraft altitude precludes measurable off-site ground level impacts. 


Exhaust products of fuel combustion (diesel, gasoline, and natural gas) from service 
trucks, tow tugs, belt loaders, and other portable equipment. 


Formed from the evaporation and vapor displacement of fuel from storage tanks and fuel 
transfer facilities. Emissions vary with fuel use, type of storage tank, refueling method, 
fuel type, vapor recovery system, climate, and ambient temperature. 


Exhaust products of fossil fuel combustion from boilers dedicated to indoor heating 
requirements and emissions from incinerators used for waste reduction. Emissions are 
permitted by MA DEP, and are generally well controlled with operational techniques and 
post-burn collection methods. 


Exhaust products of fuel combustion from passenger, employee, and cargo traffic 
approaching, departing, and moving about the airport site. Emissions vary greatly 
depending on vehicle type, distance traveled, operating speed, and ambient conditions. 
On-site emissions are confined to access/egress roadways and parking facilities. 


Dust (e.g., soil and concrete) generated during construction and land-clearing activities 
released into the air by wind and machinery. The amount of particulate emissions varies 
with the material type, the amount of area exposed, wind, rain, and the use of Best 
Management Practices to reduce fugitive dust. Also includes emissions from 
construction vehicle exhaust. 


Previous Air Quality Impact Assessments 


The assessment of air quality impacts associated with Logan is an ongoing process 


that is continually updated. Table 5.4-6 summarizes some important mileposts in this 


process. 


Affected Environment 
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Table 5.4-6 


The results contained in these studies compare favorably with each other largely 
because forecasts of aircraft operations were generally consistent. Any differences in 
the results are attributable to updated emission factors, fleet mix characteristics, 
and/or ground-based delay periods. Moreover, there were no significant increases in 
airport-related emissions and no predicted violations of any NAAQS. 


Previous Air Quality Impact Assessments 


Project/Assessment Analyses 


Logan Airside Project Improvements Feasibility 


Study - Phase 1 Report 


Simulation of 1993 and 1999 conditions using the Logan Dispersion Modeling System to predict 
ambient levels of CO, HC, NOz, PMio, and odor at six community receptors. 


Logan GEIR 1994/5; Annual Updates 1993 and Annually updated air emission inventories of VOCs, NOx, and CO from all Logan sources and 


1996-98 


1991/1992 Final Logan GEIR (1993) 


calculated both on and off the airport for the years 1987, 1990, 1993-97, 1999 and 2010. 


Logan receptors and receptors in the surrounding communities. 


Logan Growth and Impact Control (LOGIC) Emission inventories and atmospheric dispersion modeling for 1987 and 2010. 


Study(1993) 


West Garage Project Draft and Final EIR (1994 


and 1995) 


International Gateway Draft and Final EIR and 


Emission inventories for 1993, 1996, and 1999; microscale CO dispersion modeling for landside 
motor vehicle traffic. 


Used future year emissions inventories of all Logan airside-related sources and determined that 


Environmental Assessment (1996) reduced hardstand use resulted in air quality benefits. 


5.4.3 
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Existing and Historic Air Emissions and Dispersion 


In order to establish a benchmark of existing air quality impacts associated with 
Logan, an air emission inventory and atmospheric dispersion modeling was 
conducted for 1993 conditions. This procedure is consistent with FAA guidelines for 
preparing an EIS and meets the MEPA requirements for this project. Essentially, this 
analysis permits the comparison of future year forecasts to current year conditions. 


The approach for conducting this work is summarized below followed by separate 
presentations of the emission inventory and dispersion modeling results. 


5.4.3.1 Assessment Approach 


The approach for quantifying the Airside Project 1993 baseline air quality conditions 
was subdivided into two elements: an emissions inventory and atmospheric 
dispersion modeling. 
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The emissions inventory serves several purposes: First, the various sources of air 
emissions identified in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR Section 5.4.2.1 (i.e., aircraft, 
ground service equipment, motor vehicles, fuel facilities, etc.) are individually 
quantified, thus apportioning the relative contribution of each source. Second, the 
results are compared to other previous analyses discussed in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR Section 5.4.2.3 in order to insure consistency among the various 
assessments. Third, when compared to future year conditions (presented in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR Section 6.4.2) the effect of growth and, more 
importantly, the Airside Project on air emissions can be evaluated. Finally, the 
emissions inventory serves as important input to the atmospheric dispersion model. 


Because the emission inventory results are not directly comparable to the NAAQS, 
atmospheric dispersion modeling is also conducted. Using the emission inventory 
data, combined with a full year of meteorological data, predictions of ambient 
pollutant concentrations are made. 


The Logan Dispersion Modeling System and FAA/EPA methods were used to 
develop the emission inventories and perform the dispersion modeling. The 
modeling input parameters, assumptions and assessment methods are described in 
detail in Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR Section 6.4. 


5.4.3.2 1993 Historic Modeled and 1998 Actual Condition Emissions 
Inventories 


This section presents the results of the emissions inventory for the 1993 Historic 
Modeled Condition, followed by the results of the emissions inventory for the 1998 
Actual Condition. 


The results of the Airside 1993 Historic Modeled Condition emissions inventory for 
Logan are contained in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR Table 5.4-7. For 
comparison, the GEIR results for 1993 are also shown. The results of the 1998 Annual 
Update Emissions Inventory are shown in Table 5.4-8. Given in units of kilograms 
(kg) per day (1 kg = 2.2 pounds), emission totals are given for the pollutants CO, 
NOx, and VOCs for both 1993 and 1998 and for PM,, in 1993. For ease in viewing 
these data, Figures 5.4-2 and 5.4-3 provide illustrative summaries in the form of pie- 
charts of the 1993 and 1998 Emissions Inventories, respectively. 


As shown for both 1993 and 1998, aircraft and GSE constitute the two largest sources 
of CO at Logan, each representing between 41 and 44 percent, respectively, of the 
total in both years. Airport-related motor vehicles, which represent the third largest 
CO source, contributed ten percent of the total CO in both 1993 and 1998. Other 
sources are negligible in both years. 
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Aircraft also constitute the majority (approximately 75 and 80 percent, respectively) 
of the NOx emissions in 1993 and 1998. This is primarily attributable to high-power 
operating modes (i.e., take off and climbout). GSE and airport-related motor vehicles 
are again the second and third largest sources of NOx emissions, respectively, in both 
years. 


Table 5.4-7 
1993 Modeled Condition Emissions Inventory for Logan (kg/day)' 


Source Categories co NOx voc PMio 2 
Aircraft ° 7,060 3,811 2,410 208 
Service Vehicles 6,613 651 565 12 
Airport-Related Motor Vehicles 
Parking/Curbside 879 25 63 <1 
On-airport motor vehicle sources 1,465 237 215 13 
Total Motor Vehicle Sources 2,344 262 278 13 
Other Sources 
Fuel storage/handling 0 0 408 0 
Miscellaneous sources 4 26 278 5 8 
Total Other Sources 26 _ 278 143 _ 8 
Total Airport Sources 16,043 5,002 3,666 241 
(tpy) (6,454) (2,012) (1,475) (97) 
1993 Data from GEIR ® 17,704 5,964 4,501 N/A 
(tpy) (7,122) (2,399) (1,811) 
2 Assumes all PM emissions are PMio 
3 Includes air carriers, commuter, cargo, and general aviation aircraft throughout the entire landing/take-off cycle (i.e., 
approach landing, taxi-in, taxi-out, take-off, and climb-out, including any delay periods). 
4 Includes the central heating/cooling plant and emergency electricity generation. 


5 1997 Annual Update, Logan Airport GEIR, August 1998. Not included in 1998 Annual Update. 
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Table 5.4-8 
1998 Annual Update Emissions Inventory for Logan (kg/day) 
Source Categories co NOx voc 
Aircraft 1 5,577 4,685 1,648 
Service Vehicles 2 5,787 608 496 
Airport-Related Motor Vehicles 
Parking/Curbside 587 24 102 
On-airport motor vehicle sources 3 1,332 252 212 
Total Motor Vehicle Sources 1,919 276 314 
Other Sources 
Fuel storage/handling 0 0 372 
Miscellaneous sources 4 37 284 2 
Total Other Sources 37 284 374 
Total Airport Sources 13,320 5,853 2,832 
(tpy) (5,359) (2,355) (1,139) 


1 Includes air carriers, commuter, cargo, and general aviation aircraft throughout the entire landing/take-off cycle (e.g., 
approach landing, taxi-in, taxi-out, take-off, and climb-out, including any delay periods). 

2 Includes vehicles and equipment converted to alternative fuels. 

Includes through traffic from the Ted Williams Tunnel not destined for Logan Airport. 

4 Includes the Central Heating and Cooling Plant and emergency electricity generation. 


ow 


Similarly, aircraft emissions of VOCs represent 65 and 58 percent of the airport total 
in 1993 and 1998, respectively, followed by GSE at 15 percent in 1993 and 18 percent 
in 1998. Fuel storage and transfer operations, classified under “other sources,” emit 
roughly 11 percent of the total VOCs in 1993 and 13 percent in 1998. Emissions of 
PM 
vehicles, GSE, and other sources. 


in 1993 are generated primarily by aircraft (86 percent) followed by motor 


10 


When compared to the 1993 emissions inventory as presented in the 1997 Annual 
Update, the Airside Project results are lower. This difference arises from the 
availability of updated emission factors for aircraft, service vehicles, and motor 
vehicles and the refined assessment of airfield operational conditions developed in 
support of this Airside Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
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Figure 5.4-2 
1993 Baseline Emission Inventory 
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Off-site motor vehicle emissions associated with Logan were computed separately 
and are presented in Table 5.4-9. Representative of “indirect emissions,” this source is 
subdivided into two categories: (1) Motor vehicle emissions generated on local streets 
within the East Boston Area and (2) emissions generated by motor vehicles traveling 
to and from the airport on major regional highways and arterials.” For comparative 
purposes, emissions attributable to non-airport-related motor vehicles on these same 
roadway networks are also shown. These off-site motor vehicle emissions were 
computed from traffic data contained in the 1994/95 GEIR and MOBILE5b emission 


factors. 

Table 5.4-9 

1993 Off-site Motor Vehicle Emissions (kg/day) 

Source Categories co NOx voc PM 2 

East Boston Study Area! 

Airport-related motor vehicles 1,162 158 166 23 

Other vehicles 3,413 410 476 23 
Total East Boston Study Area 4,575 568 642 32 


Regional Study Area? 


Airport-related motor vehicles 5,195 1,300 765 61 
Other vehicles 61,231 15,244 9,019 711 
Total Regional Study Area 66,426 16,544 9,784 772 
Total airport-related vehicles 6,357 1,458 931 70 
Total other vehicles 64,644 15,654 9,495 734 
Total All Vehicles 71,001 17,112 10,426 804 
(tpy) (28,564) (6,884) (4,194) (323) 


1 Airport-related motor vehicles using local East Boston streets. 
2 Assumes all PM emissions are PM1o 

3 Airport-related motor vehicles on major regional arterials. 
Note: Not conducted for the 1998 Annual Update. 


23 The regional study area for the air quality assessment includes access routes to Logan Airport and major highways that are 
significant carriers of airport-related traffic. Roadways include Route 1 (north of Boston); I-93/Route 3 (south of Boston); and 
|-90/ Massachusetts Turnpike (west of Boston). The limits of the regional study area for vehicle travel analyses are defined by 
the intersection of these radial highways with I-95/Route 128. 
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5.4.3.3 Dispersion Model Results for 1993 


For the purposes of this assessment, ambient levels of air pollutants were predicted 
at 12 community sites (receptors) in the vicinity of the airport. (See Figure 5.4-1 for 
receptor locations.) Using the Logan Dispersion Modeling System (LDMS) and 1993 
local meteorological data, the model results were combined with appropriate 
"background" concentrations to obtain these levels. For ease in assimilating these 
findings, only the highest levels predicted from among all 12 receptors are reported 
in Table 5.4-10. Even these fall below the NAAQS. Appendix F provides a complete 
presentation of dispersion modeling results. A comparison between LDMS and the 
FAA’s Emissions Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS) is provided in Section 6.4.1, 
of Chapter 6, Environmental Consequences. 


Exceptions to this reporting technique are the reported ozone and odor indicator 
levels, which are given as spatially averaged values. The highest spatial average of 
24-hour VOC concentrations (as ozone indicators) are not predicted to be higher than 
20 (ug/m3). One-hour VOC levels (as odor indicators) are shown to be below 121 
(ug/m3). There are no NAAQS for these pollutants. Rather, these results will be used 
in Section 6.4 for comparison to future year conditions with and without the 
Preferred Alternative. 


Table 5.4-10 
1993 Dispersion Model Results Summary 

Community Air ~ AirQuality 

Concentration Standard 
Pollutant/Parameter“) (g/m?) (ug/m3) 
CO, 1-hour * 6,840 40,000 
CO, 8-hour * 3,311 10,000 
NOs, 1-hour 1 257 320 
NOx, annual, highest 60 100 
PMio, 24-hour | 50 150 
PMio, annual, highest 23 50 
Ozone indicator, Total VOCs, 24-hour, spatially-averaged highs 20 N/A 
Odor indicator, Aircraft Idle Mode VOCs, 1-hour, spatially-averaged 121 N/A 


highs 


1 The “highest second high” data are provided as the maximum value determined by taking the second highest value of the dispersion modeling 


results at each receptor and then reporting the maximum value for that data set of twelve. (Background levels are included). 
N/A _ There are no standards applicable to this pollutant, which is used as an indicator of potential ozone or odor formation. 
Note: Not conducted for the 1998 Annual Update. 
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5.5 Biotic Communities 


5.5.1 


5.5.2 


Affected Environment 


Biotic Communities refers to the vegetation communities, water resources, and 
wildlife habitats of an area. The ecosystems of the project area consist primarily of 
the upland vegetative communities associated with the Logan airfield. The urban 
character of the project area limits the extent of upland vegetation, and hence, 
wildlife habitat. 


Vegetation 


Vegetation occurring on the airfield, including the area of the Centerfield Taxiway 
and other vegetated areas proposed for construction, is primarily herbaceous, with 
some areas of sparse vegetation and bare ground. Herbaceous vegetation is regularly 
mowed to a maximum height of approximately 6 inches. The plant community 
consists of grasses and forbs characteristic of lawns, fields, and upland coastal 
habitats. 


Wetlands 


While federal and state-regulated wetlands do occur along the perimeter of the 
airfield (see Figure 5.1-2), no elements of the Airside Project improvements, require 
work in these wetland resource areas, although certain of the alternatives would 
unavoidably require construction in the buffer zone. 


The rock-faced bulkhead that forms the southern boundary of Logan is considered a 
Coastal Bank under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act (MGL Chapter 131, 
Section 40) and associated regulations (310 CMR 10.00 et. seq.). As defined at 

310 CMR 10.30(2), Coastal Banks are “the seaward face or side of any elevated 
landform, other than a coastal dune, which lies at the landward edge of a coastal 
beach, land subject to tidal action, or other wetland.” 


The coastal bank is significant to storm damage prevention and flood control. At 
Logan, this coastal bank was initially constructed to confine materials placed as fill 
for the airfield. The bank continues to provide storm damage protection along this 
edge of the airfield. The top of the bank is above the 100-year flood elevation, which 
is 10 feet above mean sea level for Boston Harbor. 


Land within 100 feet of the coastal bank is designated as the “buffer zone,” and 
extends the length of the coastal bank for the perimeter of the airfield. In the area of 
construction for proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32, the buffer zone presently 
consists of the airfield perimeter roadway, guard rail, taxiway, and paved runway 
safety area. Limited areas of grass are also present between the perimeter road and 
the taxiways and safety areas. 
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Wildlife 


The airfield is an urbanized environment with herbaceous vegetation between paved 
surfaces such as runways, taxiways, the perimeter road and aprons which is isolated 
from off-site vegetation by airport facilities and East Boston streets and 
neighborhoods. The airfield is only accessible to wildlife that is able to fly, travel 
through an urban environment, or swim via Boston Harbor. 


5.5.3.1 Typical Species 


As a result of the developed nature of the airfield, difficulty of access and the lack of 
diversity in cover types, airfield wildlife is low in diversity and predominantly avian. 
However, some mammals such as muskrats, mice, rats and other rodents have been 
observed on the airfield. 


With regard to avian species, the Logan airfield provides a relatively large expanse of 
grassland habitat in a region of the country (i-e., New England) dominated by forests. 
As a result, seasonal migrants associated with this habitat type, such as lapland 
longspur, snow buntings, killdeer, horned lark, upland sandpipers, and savannah 
sparrows, have been recorded on the Logan airfield. Snowy owls (Nyctea scandiaca) 
are common winter visitors. A wide range of waterfowl, waders, and shorebirds uses 
the adjacent marine habitat of Boston Harbor and areas around the airport perimeter 
that are not seawall. Table 5.4-2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR provides a list of 
bird species observed at Logan. 


5.5.3.2 Endangered and Threatened Species 


Based on correspondence with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) dated 
April 1, 1997, no federal-listed endangered and threatened plant or animal species 
are known to occur on the Logan airfield. There are also no state-listed plant species 
known to occur at Logan. (A copy of the letter from the USFWS is included in 
Appendix G) A copy of the most recent USFWS list dated December 8, 2000, 
indicates that while the statewide list has been modified, the initial 1997 findings 
remain relevant. 


The upland sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda), a state-listed endangered animal 
species, is associated with the Logan airfield, and this species accounts for mapped 
habitat shown in the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species 
Program (NHESP) Massachusetts Natural Heritage Atlas (2000-2001 Edition). 


For several years, upland sandpipers have been observed on the airfield during the 
spring migratory season, breeding and nesting periods, and through the summer. 
Upland sandpipers typically arrive at Logan airfield in April or early May, although 
they may arrive as early as the beginning of March, and were observed to nest on the 
airfield in 1990 and 1996. Since 1996, upland sandpiper have been observed 
seasonally. 
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Table 5.4-2 in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR summarized field observations for 
this species made during 1990 and in 1996. The 1990 field observations were made as 
part of the Central Artery/ Tunnel (CA/T) Project's siting studies for the Governors 
Island dredged materials storage area. 


5.6 Water Quality 


5.6.1 


5.6.2 


Affected Environment 


This section discusses Boston Harbor water quality and describes Logan’s existing 
drainage system and water quality resulting from existing operations. 


Boston Harbor 


Boston Harbor, which surrounds Logan on three sides, is classified by the 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) as Class SB water. As 
defined at 314 CMR 4.00, Class SB waters are to be suitable for primary contact 
recreation (swimming, boating and other water activities), fishing, industrial water 
uses and the protection, propagation and growth of fish and wildlife. Many of the 
intertidal flats surrounding Logan are used for the harvesting of shellfish by Master 
Diggers. However, because of the presence of combined sewer overflows in the 
vicinity (not associated with Logan), the shellfish must be depurated before sale. 
More acres of shellfish beds have recently opened to harvesting due to the 
construction of combined sewer overflows (CSO) treatment facilities at certain outfall 
points in Boston Harbor by the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA). 
All of these CSOs are non-Massport structures located off the airport. Water quality 
has also improved due to efforts by the Boston Water & Sewer Commission to 
investigate and remove illegal sewage connections by others to the storm drainage 
systems, and to improve the sewerage collection and treatment system around the 
harbor and the remainder of the MWRA Service Area. Logan’s sewer system does 
not have any illegal connections to the storm drainage system. 


The MWRA collects and analyzes water quality data at various locations around 
Boston Harbor, three of which are in the general vicinity of Logan. Data from these 
locations were reviewed and analyzed as the basis for characterizing harbor water 
quality adjacent to Logan. (See Table 5.5-1 in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR) The 
data indicate that the Class SB water quality standards are being met under average 
conditions. 


Airport Drainage and Water Quality 


Stormwater runoff from the airfield discharges to Boston Harbor through a complex 
drainage system. Airfield runoff flows across the grass infield to catch basins located 
primarily in the areas between the runways and taxiways. The catch basins are 
connected by underground drain lines leading to a series of outfalls along the 
perimeter of the airfield which discharge to Boston Harbor. Groundwater also 
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discharges through this drainage system in those areas of the airfield where an under 
drain system exists. 

There are also four principal discharge points (West Outfall, Porter Street Outfall, 
Maverick Street Outfall and North Outfall) which drain the terminal areas and 
portions of the airfield. These four Logan outfalls are permitted through the EPA’s 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. 


A simplified illustration of the drainage system for the terminal and airfield areas is 
shown in Figure 5.6-1. As illustrated in the figure, much of the terminal and apron 
area and portions of the southwest corner taxiway system presently discharges to the 
West Outfall. The West Outfall incorporates pollution control devices, including a 
mechanically cleaned bar screen, oil skimmer, grinder pump, sedimentation tank, 
and an oil/water separator. Oil from the separator is collected in an off-line waste oil 
storage tank. The remainder of the airfield areas included in the Preferred 
Alternative drain to the perimeter outfall system. 


Massport monitors the quality of its major terminal area discharges as part of the 
NPDES Permit (Permit No. MA 0000787) that was issued by the U.S. EPA for the four 
main airport outfalls identified above. Massport and the Logan tenants applied in 
October 1992, as co-applicants, for an individual NPDES Permit for the entire airport 
which would supersede the existing permit. The U.S. EPA is expected to issue the 
draft permit in 2001. In addition, a NPDES Permit (Permit No. MA 0032751) has been 
issued for discharge from the water treatment facility at the Fire Training Facility. 


Airport Deicing 


Deicing activities at Logan include both anti-icing, which is to prevent snow and ice 
buildup, and deicing, which is the removal of snow and/or ice once it has built-up 
on the ground or on an aircraft. (The term “deicing” as used in this document refers 
both to anti-icing and deicing.) Massport is responsible for operations relating to the 
deicing of roadways, runways, and taxiways. Roadways at Logan are treated using 
salt and sand similar to those used on other public roadways. The runways and high 
speed turn-offs are deiced by applying a liquid mixture of ethylene glycol, urea, and 
water in an approximate ratio of 50 percent ethylene glycol, 25 percent urea, and 25 
percent water. The rates of application on the runways and taxiway exits are in the 
range of 0.5 to 1.5 gallons per 1,000 square feet, depending on ground conditions, air 
temperature, precipitation and other weather factors. Occasionally, taxiways may be 
deiced in a similar manner, under controlled applications. Aircraft deicing practices 
and volumes will not change as a result of the Airside Project Improvements. 


In the Logan NPDES application, Massport assessed the environmental impact of the 
discharge of deicing materials to Boston Harbor. The assessment resulted in the 
conclusion that the deicer applied to the runways does not significantly affect water 
quality because runway runoff flows overland upgradient of the catch basins; the 
approximately 50 outlets are dispersed around the airfield; and the glycol deicing 
compounds are relatively harmless with respect to aquatic toxicity (U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service) and quickly biodegrade. The combination of overland runoff and a 
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large number of small discharge locations helps to attenuate and disperse the deicing 
compounds used on the airfield. 


During preparation of the NPDES application, runoff samples were collected from 
the drainage system (Outfall A-12) at the departure end of Runways 22R and 22L 
(see Figure 5.6-1), and analyzed for a number of water quality parameters. The 
sampling results related to the deicing activities were briefly summarized in 

Table 5.2-2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


5.7 — Soil/Sediment Characterization 


5.7.1 


Affected Environment 


This section contains information on the existing quality of soil and subgrade 
materials that may be removed or relocated during runway and taxiway 
construction. It also provides a description of the characteristics of the CA/T Project 
materials which are managed on Governors Island. Construction will not take place 
in Boston Harbor and therefore, marine sediment quality is not discussed. 


Existing Soil Quality 


Construction of the runway and taxiway improvements will require the excavation 
of unsuitable or excess soils. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR contained 
preliminary information on soil quality based on existing data from previous airfield 
soil sampling programs. Following the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, a soil pre- 
characterization program was conducted by Massport in July and August 1999 in 
areas where excavation would be required for construction. The goal of the program 
was to develop both structural and environmental information to assist in the design 
and construction of the various airfield improvements. Structural soil data will be 
used for the engineering design and the environmental data will indicate any areas 
of possible contamination and provide guidance on reuse of the excavated materials, 
where appropriate. 


The soil pre-characterization program involved the installation of 93 soil borings 
within or in proximity to airside areas proposed for construction of runway and 
taxiway improvements. Soil samples were collected at three depths from each of the 
93 boring locations: 0 - 2 feet below ground surface, 5-7 feet below ground surface, 
and 8-10 feet below ground surface. In addition, soil borings on Governors Island (B- 
46, B-47, B-50 and B-51) were installed to a depth of 20 feet below ground surface due 
to the presence of fill in that area. None of these soil borings were within of 100 feet 
of wetlands or waterways regulated under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection 
Act. 
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Soil samples were analyzed at a DEP-certified analytical laboratory for the following 
parameters: 


m Volatile petroleum hydrocarbons (VPH) and extractable petroleum hydrocarbons 
(EPH), DEP method 98-1 


@ Priority pollutant metals, EPA methods 6010/7471/7740/7840 
m Pesticides and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), EPA Method 8080 
@ Soil conductivity, EPA method 120.1/9050 


The Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) contains categories for reporting 
contamination of oil and hazardous materials. These reporting categories are 
based on land use and groundwater use. Reporting Category S-1 applies to soil 
that is within 500 feet of dwellings, residentially zoned property, schools, 
playgrounds, recreational areas, parks and within areas that have been 
designated as part of groundwater aquifer supply zones. Reporting Category S- 
2 is for all other land areas. For Logan, the S-2 Category applies. If soil 
contamination levels exceed the applicable Reportable Concentrations (RC) for 
oil and hazardous materials, they are considered to be regulated and must be 
reported to the DEP. 


The S-1 and S-2 categories have specific contamination concentrations for oil 
and hazardous materials. The laboratory results were compared to S-2 
Reporting Concentrations established in the MCP at 310 CMR 40.1600. The 
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) test is one measure of the 
toxicity of a sample and upon exceeding regulatory limits it is determined to be 
TCLP hazardous. The data indicate that the soil was not found to be TCLP-lead 
hazardous. There are, however, areas where the DEP’s Reportable 
Concentrations are exceeded for various chemical constituents. The analytical 
results of the soil pre-characterization program are summarized in Table 5.7-1 
and are described below. 


5.7.1.1 Runway 14/32 


The soil pre-characterization data indicate that the soil under the footprint of the 
proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 does not exceed the Reportable 
Concentrations for S-2 soil. 
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Table 5.7-1 
Airfield Soil Data Summary for Exceedances of S-2 Reportable Concentrations 
Proposed Proposed 
Reportable Proposed Taxiway Southwest 
Concentration Proposed Centerfield November — Corner Taxiway 
Soil Contaminants S-2 Soil Runway 14/32 Taxiway Realignment _ Realignment 
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (mg/kg) 
Volatile Petroleum Hydrocarbons No Exceedance No Exceedance NoExceedance No Exceedance 
Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons 
Aliphatic Hydrocarbons No Exceedance No Exceedance No€Exceedance No Exceedance 
Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) No Exceedance 
Benzo(a)anthracene 1 No Exceedance ND-19! ND-5.8 ND-4.7 
Chrysene 10 No Exceedance ND-18 No Exceedance No Exceedance 
Benzo(b)flouranthene 1 No Exceedance ND-20 ND-12 ND-6.7 
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.7 No Exceedance ND-22 ND-6.3 ND-4.5 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 0.7 No Exceedance ND-3.8 No Exceedance No Exceedance 
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene 1 No Exceedance ND-13 ND-2.6 ND-2.1 
Priority Pollutant Metals (mg/kg) 

Beryllium 0.8 No Exceedance <0.59-1.2 No Exceedance No Exceedance 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (mg/kg) 1 No Exceedance No Exceedance NoExceedance No Exceedance 
Pesticides (mg/kg) 

Dieldrin 0.04 No Exceedance ND-2.1 ND-0.62 ND-3.1 


1 Not Detectable to-19mg/kg 


5.7.1.2 Centerfield Taxiway 


The soil pre-characterization data indicate that soil underlying the proposed 
Centerfield Taxiway contains variable levels of contamination. The soil data indicate 
that no volatile compounds were present nor were any of the aliphatic fractions from 
the total petroleum hydrocarbon tests. The soil was found to exceed the S-2 
Reportable Concentrations (RC S-2) for the polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, as 
determined in the EPH analysis. The PAH contamination was found from Taxiway 
Echo north to Taxiway Romeo. Beryllium was the only priority pollutant metal to 
exceed the RC S-2. This condition was found adjacent to Runway 15L/33R and 
between Taxiways Echo and Charlie. Lead in the soil was found to exceed the 100 
mg/Kg TCLP trigger level by a slight amount (110 to 120 mg/kg) at three scattered 
locations. The results of the TCLP testing indicate that the soil did not exceed the 
TCLP regulatory limit of 5.0 mg/I for lead and is, therefore, not hazardous. The 
insecticide dieldrin was found in the soil at 8 locations. It is believed that the dieldrin 
originated from historical mosquito control programs. The soil was not found to 
contain polychlorinated biphenyls. 
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5.7.1.3 Taxiway November Realignment 


Soil underlying the area for the realignment of proposed Taxiway November was 
found to be contaminated in excess of the Reportable Concentrations for S-2 soil with 
four polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) compounds, and the insecticide 
dieldrin. This contamination was only found in the surface soils (0-2 ft). The soil data 
indicate that no volatile compounds were present nor were any of the aliphatic 
fractions from the total petroleum hydrocarbon tests. 


5.7.1.4 Southwest Corner Taxiway Reconfiguration 


The soil sampling and analysis data indicate that the soil in the area of the proposed 
Southwest Corner Taxiway Reconfiguration contains concentrations of four PAH 
compounds and the insecticide dieldrin which exceed the Reportable Concentrations 
for S-2 soil. The soil data indicate that no volatile compounds were present nor were 
there any of the aliphatic fractions from the total petroleum hydrocarbon tests. 


Governors Island Central Artery/Tunnel Materials Storage Site 


Section 5.6.2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR presented an extensive discussion 
of the temporary Massachusetts Highway Department (MassHighway) Central 
Artery /Tunnel project soil stockpile at Governors Island. The discussion was 
included because at that time it appeared that a portion of the stockpiled materials 
would need to be relocated if unidirectional Runway 14/32 was to be constructed. 


In 1999, Massport was approached by the Court-appointed Receiver of the 
Rubchinuk Landfill in Middleton, Massachusetts to assist in the closure of the landfill 
in accordance with a Landfill Closure Plan approved by the DEP. As a result of this 
request, in June 1999, Massport developed a third amendment to the 1993 Grant of 
Easement with MassHighway. This 1999 amendment facilitated a partial release 
(removal) of soil from Governors Island for transfer to the Rubchinuk Landfill. The 
first amendment to the Grant of Easement allowed Massport to use a portion of the 
area for storage and disposal of Massport soils from the Logan 2000 projects. A 
second amendment in 1996 allowed the MassHighway to use stockpiled materials for 
construction of the I-90 Airport Interchange at Logan. The 1999 amendment releases 
MassHighway from all of its right, title and interest to obligations from this “released 
area,” totaling approximately 24.8 acres. 


The removal of soil from the Governors Island release area was initiated in June, 1999 
at a rate of approximately 1,400 tons/day (1,000 cubic yards). In total, 380,000 tons 
(approximately 240,000 cubic yards) of the MassHighway soil was removed from 
Governors Island by November 2000. As a result, no MassHighway soil will need to 
be removed from Governors Island for runway construction. 
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5.8 Other Environmental Categories 


5.8.1 


5.8.2 


5.8.3 


5.8.4 


5.8.5 


5.8.6 


Affected Environment 


The FAA’s Airport Environmental Handbook (5050.4A) requires that a range of 
issues be addressed in terms of potential environmental consequences. Several of 
these potential impact categories are not applicable to the Airside Project. Specific 
impact categories that are not relevant to the proposed Airside Project improvements 
are discussed below. 


Coastal Barriers 


There are no coastal barrier resources as defined by the Coastal Barrier Resources Act 
(PL97-348) in the project area. As such the project will not affect these resources. 


Wild and Scenic Rivers 


Logan Airport is not adjacent to, nor will it affect any body of water included in the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System Inventory. Accordingly, the project will have no 
impact on a river subject to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (PL 90-542). 


Farmland 


Logan Airport does not include any areas of farmland and therefore the project will 
not result in the conversion of any farmland to nonagricultural purposes. The project 
is consistent with the Farmland Protection Act (PL 97-98). 


Energy Supply and Natural Resources 


The addition of runway and taxiway elements will necessitate a slight increase in 
airfield energy use, primarily for construction and permanent airfield navigational 
lighting and signage. There is adequate energy to meet the energy needs of these 
temporary and long-term demands. 


Light Emissions 


As noted above, implementation of the taxiway and or runway improvements will 
require the installation and operation of new ground-mounted airfield navigational 
lighting and new airfield signage. All lighting and signage will be consistent with 
current equipment and operations. Proposed Runway 14/32 will not require the 
installation of a light pier. 


Solid Waste 


The Airside Project improvements will not generate the need for additional solid 
waste collection, control or disposal other than that associated with construction. 
Section 6.8.1 describes construction impacts of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Environmental Consequences 


| Key Points | 


This chapter repeats much of the analysis presented in the Airside Improvements 
Planning Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
(Airside Project Draft EIR/EIS). It is focused primarily on the comparison between the 
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1A) and the No Action Alternative (Alternative 4) for 
representative fleets: the 29M Low Fleet and the 37.5M High Fleet scenarios. These fleets 
were chosen because they reflect the full range of potential impacts, including the worst 
case in terms of noise." 


Recent trends at Logan Airport indicate an increased presence of regional jet aircraft in the 
fleet mix. In order to examine the potential impacts that these 30-70 seat jet aircraft may 
have on the operational and environmental analysis of the proposed airside improvements, 
an additional long-term 37.5 million annual air passenger scenario was developed for this 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement /Final Environmental Impact Report 
(Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). This fleet scenario, referred to as the 37.5M High Regional Jet 
(RJ) Fleet, reflects a significantly higher percentage of regional jet aircraft and a lower 
percentage of non-jet operations than any of the prior fleet forecasts presented in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


To further clarify the impacted areas, the analysis is presented through Geographic 
Information System (GIS) mapping with a more detailed base map and a different scale 
than was presented in Chapter 6 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Chapter 6 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIS also includes an in-depth discussion of 
Environmental Justice requirements and additional Environmental Justice analyses 
requested by the Massachusetts Secretary of Environmental Affairs. In response to the 
Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA’s) direction following the Supplemental Draft EIS 
Panel (SDEIS Panel) process, a school day/school year contour? is also included for the 
29M Low Fleet scenario. Finally, the presentation of the flight tracks has been expanded to 
show the tracks over a wider geographic area. 


1 Appendices E and F contain a summary of environmental impacts for other fleets analyzed in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 
2 Contour provided in Appendix E of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Environmental Consequences 6-1 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Noise Benefits 


Environmental Consequences 


The Preferred Alternative reduces noise exposure in the most highly affected communities 
around Logan Airport: Winthrop, parts of East Boston, and Revere. Depending on the fleet 
forecast, all three communities have residents exposed to Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) 
values of 70 dB and above. Under the 29M Low Fleet scenario, use of Runway 14/32 will 
remove approximately 180 people in these communities from areas exposed to noise above 
75 dB DNL, and some 60 people from areas of 70 dB DNL and above. Under the 37.5M High 
forecast, 199 people in areas of above 75 dB DNL and 2,800 people in areas of 70 dB DNL 
and above will no longer be exposed to those high noise levels. These numbers represent 

77 percent and 73 percent reductions, respectively, in the total population residing in the 70 
dB DNL and above and the 75 dB and above noise contours. 


The reduction in exposure at the highest DNL values is achieved by redistributing aircraft 
onto other runways and increasing the number of over-water operations. This redistribution 
causes increases in exposure at lower DNL values. Under the 29M Low Fleet scenario, the 
Preferred Alternative is estimated to increase the number of people exposed to noise 

above 65 dB DNL by 378, 2 percent of the total population in that contour compared to the 
No Action Alternative. Under the 37.5M High Fleet scenario, the Preferred Alternative 
increases the number of people above 65 dB DNL by 508, a 4 percent increase. 


Under the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, no one residing in an area exposed to noise above 65 
dB DNL is projected to experience a noise level increase greater than 1.5 dB due to the 
Preferred Alternative. Approximately 400 people in Winthrop will experience decreases in 
noise of more than 1.5 dB compared to the No Action Alternative. 


In addition to reducing noise exposure at the highest DNL levels, the Preferred 
Alternative allows for more flights over water rather than over populated areas, as well as 
a more balanced geographic distribution of jet operations. Under the 37.5M High Fleet 
scenario, the Preferred Alternative results in 41 percent of jets utilizing runways affecting 
communities north and south of the airport, compared to 91 percent for the No Action 
Alternative. The percentage of jets flying over the water increases significantly, from 

6 percent in the No Action Alternative to 30 percent with the Preferred Alternative. 


The Preferred Alternative, with its unidirectional Runway 14/32 and Centerfield Taxiway, 
reduces delay and consequently the number of nighttime (10 PM to 7 AM) operations by 
approximately 5 percent compared to the No Action Alternative under the 29M Low Fleet 
scenario. 


The Preferred Alternative is even more effective at reducing delays under the 
37.5M High Fleet forecast. As a result, in that scenario the number of nighttime operations is 
reduced by approximately 20 percent compared to the No Action Alternative. 


Under the 37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario, the Preferred Alternative also reduces noise in 
the most-highly exposed communities. Proposed Runway 14/32 removes an estimated 
164 people from exposure to noise above a DNL of 75 dB, a reduction of 74 percent 
compared to the No Action Alternative. It also removes approximately 1,433 people from 
exposure to DNL levels above 70 dB. 
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Under the 37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario, the reduction in the highest exposure levels 
achieved with the Preferred Alternative causes increases in exposure for 364 people 
at DNL values above 65 dB. This is a 3 percent increase compared to the No Action 
Alternative. 


Under the 37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario, the Preferred Alternative reduces the number of 
nighttime operations by 13 percent compared to the No Action Alternative. 


The Preferred Alternative generally reduces the noise from ground movements, 
lowering DNL levels due to taxi operations by a few tenths to as much as 3 dB at seven 
close-in monitoring locations. 


Land Use and Social Impacts 


The Preferred Alternative will have no significant impacts on land uses adjacent to or in 
the immediate vicinity of Logan Airport. The only relocation required for construction of 
Runway 14/32 involves the tenants of Building 60 in the South Cargo Area. Massport will 
provide relocation assistance as required under applicable law to mitigate impacts to 
affected tenants. 


Historic Resources 


Providing sound insulation for the few historic residential properties within the 65 dB 
DNL contour associated with the Preferred Alternative will be undertaken in accordance 
with historic building rehabilitation standards established by the Secretary of the Interior 
(36 CFR 800.5(b)). 


The FAA and the Massachusetts Historical Commission have concurred that the proposed 
project will have no adverse effect on significant historic properties (see Appendix H fora 
copy of the letter from the Massachusetts Historical Commission, December 21, 1999.) 


Other Section 4(f) Resources 


The FAA found that implementation of the Preferred Alternative will neither incorporate 
land from a Section 4(f) resource, nor affect the normal activity or aesthetic value of a 
public park, recreation area or wildlife refuge. 


The Preferred Alternative does not add any new parklands within the 65 dB DNL 
contour. The Boston Harbor Islands are already within the No Action 65 dB DNL contour, 
while the Arnold Arboretum, Emerald Necklace and Franklin Park are well outside the 
65 dB DNL contour and will not experience new noise impacts. 


Air Quality Benefits 


Environmental Consequences 


Implementation of any of the Airside Project alternatives produces a reduction in 
emissions and an improvement in ambient air quality when compared to the No Action 
Alternative, due to improved airfield efficiency and shorter aircraft delay periods. 
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m None of the Alternatives will result in any violations of federal or state air quality 
standards. 


m Due to improved airfield efficiency and shorter delay periods, the Preferred Alternative 
results in a reduction of air pollutant emissions when compared to the No Action 
Alternative. 


m The Airside Improvements Planning Project does not require a Federal General 
Conformity determination for the purposes of air quality, because it will not exceed 
general conformity thresholds — therefore it is assumed to conform to the State 
Implementation Plan. 


Biotic Communities 


m By constructing the Centerfield Taxiway and the Taxiway Delta extension, approximately 37 
acres of existing grassland will be converted to pavement, resulting in the loss of an area of 
Upland Sandpiper habitat. An on-site and off-site mitigation plan has been developed in 
consultation with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program 
(NHESP) to mitigate impacts to the upland sandpiper consistent with aircraft safety. 


m There are no significant impacts to terrestrial vegetation, wetlands or typical wildlife. 


Water Quality 


m Construction of Runway 14/32 and the Taxiway components (the Preferred Alternative) will 
create additional impervious surfaces at Logan Airport and will increase the peak rate of 
runoff from Logan Airport to Boston Harbor by approximately 3.8 percent. The combination 
of overland flow across grass areas and the large number of discharge locations helps to 
attenuate and disperse contaminants in the runoff, and therefore the general quality of runoff 
under the Preferred Alternative is expected to be similar to present runoff. 


m = Since the existing water quality in Boston Harbor will not be affected by the construction 
of the runway or taxiway improvements, there are no adverse water quality impacts that 
would result from the Preferred Alternative. 


Soil Removal 


m = Allsoils removed from the site will be managed in accordance with State regulations and 
Massport policy to minimize impacts. Appropriate sediment and erosion controls will be 
employed during construction and disturbed soils will be revegetated. 

m= The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR identified a potential need to remove soil materials 
stockpiled on Governors Island for construction of Runway 14/32. In response to a 
request from the Court-appointed receiver for the Rubchinuk Landfill, Massport arranged 
for the transport of the Massachusetts Highway Department (MassHighway) soils from 
Governors Island to the Rubchinuk Landfill in Middleton. This work has since occurred as 
part of a separate initiative. The transportation of the MassHighway soils began in June 
1999 and was completed in November 2000, therefore none of these soils will need to be 
moved offsite for construction of Runway 14/32. 
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Environmental Justice 


There is no disproportionate high and adverse impact on minority and low-income 
populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. Adverse noise impacts of the Preferred 
Alternative are not predominately borne by a minority or low-income population. Only 

21 percent of the population within the resulting 65 dB DNL is minority, compared to the 
Suffolk County population which is 38 percent minority. Less than 2 percent of the 
population within the 65 dB DNL contour has a household income of less than 150 percent 
of poverty level. 


The additional area within the 65 dB DNL contour associated with the Preferred 
Alternative includes a predominantly Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
predicted to experience an increase of 0.6 dB or less under the near-term 29M Low Fleet, 
the worst case scenario based on total noise exposure. Under FAA standards, this change 
is not a significant adverse impact. Mitigation of the increased noise will be provided to 
the affected community in the form of residential sound insulation. 


Construction 


Construction of the runway and taxiway improvement components of the Preferred 
Alternative will occur on the existing airfield. Construction will be managed to minimize 
noise, air and water pollution, and other impacts to the adjacent community. 


The total period for the phased construction of the runway and taxiway improvement 
components of the Preferred Alternative is approximately five years. Construction vehicles 
would access the airport on designated haul routes via the Ted Williams Tunnel or Route 
1A, and thus would not impact local residential streets adjacent to Logan Airport . 


Construction traffic associated with the Preferred Alternative will be reduced significantly 
from the number of truck trips presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR as a result of 
the reduction of soil material to be moved off-site. 


Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 


Environmental Consequences 


The Preferred Alternative causes no irretrievable commitment of natural resources. 
Construction of the runway and taxiway improvement components of the Preferred 
Alternative will consume fuel and result in the consumption of raw materials such as 
gravel, concrete and other materials required for the construction process. 


Measures will be implemented to mitigate both short- and long-term impacts on natural 
resources to the greatest extent practicable. 
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6.1 —_ Introduction 


This chapter of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR focuses on the benefits and impacts of two 
Airside Project Improvements Alternatives — the No Action Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative which includes all improvements except Peak Period Pricing. It includes a 
discussion of long-term impacts relating to airfield operations, as well as a description of 
shorter-term construction impacts. 


The environmental consequences of the proposed Airside Project improvements were 
evaluated against a near-term demand level of 29 million annual passengers and long-term 
levels of 37.5 and 45 million passengers (referred to in this document as 29M, 37.5M, and 
45M). These demand levels are expected in the years 2003, 2015, and 2024, respectively. At 
each passenger level, two different operations forecasts were developed. The High and 
Low Fleet scenarios, presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, reflect differing aircraft 
fleet mix assumptions. The Low Fleets assume more large jet operations than non-jet 
operations, similar to current conditions. The High Fleets assume a greater proportion of 
non-jet aircraft and thus a higher level of total operations for the same passenger level. 


Recent trends at Logan Airport indicate an increased presence of regional jet aircraft. In 
order to examine the potential impacts that these 30-70 seat jet aircraft may have on the 
operational and environmental analysis of the proposed airside improvements, an 
additional long-term 37.5 million passenger scenario was developed for this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This fleet scenario, referred to as the 37.5M High Regional Jet 
(RJ) Fleet, reflects a much higher percentage of regional jet aircraft and a lower percentage 
of non-jet operations than do any of the prior fleet forecasts presented in the 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes updated operational and environmental analyses of 
1998 conditions similar to that contained in the 1998 Annual Update prepared in October 
1999. While the 1999 Environmental Status and Planning Report (ESPR, formerly the GEIR) 
published in December 2000 includes updated analyses for 1999, the differences between 
the two study years are small. Between 1998 and 1999, operations declined by 2.5 percent, 
primarily due to a reduction in regional carrier operations. Since the fleet mix and runway 
use varied little, the noise contours and population impacts were also similar, with slightly 
less impact in Winthrop and Boston and slightly more in Chelsea and Revere in 1999 
compared to 1998. The air quality and other environmental analyses also yielded similar 
results. Since the relevant comparison for evaluating the proposed airside improvements is 
the comparison between the No Action and Preferred Alternatives, and since 1998 and 1999 
are similar in terms of passengers, operations, and environmental impacts, this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR maintains the 1998 modeling analysis as a representation of 
recent conditions at Logan Airport. 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR focuses on the 29M Low and 37.5 High Fleet scenarios, 
because these represent the full range of environmental impacts, as well as the newly 
added 37.5 M High Regional Jet fleet scenario. Appendices E and F contain a summary of 
environmental impacts for other fleets analyzed in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 
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Specific studies and analyses conducted to assess the environmental consequences in this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR include: 


m Review of potential benefits and impacts of each Alternative, but with a focused 
comparison of the Preferred Alternative (all actions except Peak Period Pricing) to the 
No Action Alternative for the 29 M Low and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios. 


m Environmental analyses associated with an additional future fleet scenario — the 
37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario. 


m Inclusion of GIS mapping with a more detailed base map for noise contours showing land 
use at a larger scale. 


m = Tabular and graphic comparison of the Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative 
showing the number and location of people who are exposed to noise. 


m Discussion of the relationship between the noise analyses conducted for the Airside 
Project and the Runway 27 EIS. 


m Focused noise contour analysis comparing the 1998 Annual Update, Runway 27 EIS, and 
the Airside Project noise contours. 


m@ Reevaluation of construction impacts (truck trips and air quality) associated with 
construction of Runway 14/32 due to the reduced amount of soil materials that will need 
to be removed from Govemors Island. 


m Expanded discussion of environmental justice and related mitigation. 


m Aschool day/school year contour for the 29M Low Fleet scenario which results in the 
largest noise-exposed area (See Appendix E). 


6.2 Noise 


This section presents the results of the noise modeling analysis of the Airside Project 
Alternatives, focusing on the Preferred Alternative and comparing its noise impact with the 
No Action Alternative under two different aircraft fleet assumptions. 


The smaller fleet assumes a demand level of 29 million passengers and a lower percentage 
of non-jet operations (29M Low Fleet scenario). It is forecast to occur in the year 2003. The 
second fleet scenario assumes a demand level of 37.5 million passengers and a higher 
percentage of non-jet operations (37.5M High Fleet scenario). This is the long-term outlook, 
and is forecast to occur around 2015. As described in Chapter 4, a third fleet, the 37.5M 
High Fleet Regional Jet scenario (37.5MHigh RJ Fleet) has been added in this 

Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. It reflects replacement of many non-jet commuter operations by 
small 30-70 seat regional jets, such as the Canadair Regional Jet and the Embraer 145. These 
fleets were described in detail in Chapter 4, and together they bracket a range of potential 
exposure levels. Noise impacts of other fleets were analyzed in Section 6.2 of the 


Environmental Consequences 6-7 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


6.2.1 


Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. Summary noise results for the other fleets are contained in 
Appendix E of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


This section also addresses the exposure levels associated with the Preferred Alternative 
and the No Action Alternative in the context of the noise that occurred in 1998 due to 
actual operations that year. It discusses DNL noise contours and other metrics common to 
all three scenarios, and presents population counts under each Alternative as determined 
by the Integrated Noise Model (INM). To address noise exposure caused by aircraft taxiing 
between runway and apron areas, this section also summarizes findings from the 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR pertaining to noise from taxiway and other ground 
operations. See Section 5.2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR for a description of the 
noise models used in these analyses and Section 6.2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR for 
additional information on the effects of ground noise under action alternatives other than 
the Preferred Alternative. 


Finally, the noise section concludes with an evaluation of all Airside Project alternatives 
using the new 37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario described in Chapter 4. 


INM Inputs for the Evaluation of Flight Noise 
6.2.1.1 Fleet Mix and Operations 


Operation summaries for 1998 and for the No Action and Preferred Alternatives under each of 
the future fleet forecasts are presented in Table 6.2-1. Summaries based on the 1993 Historic 
Modeled condition were presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. Modeled activity 
includes both scheduled and unscheduled operations by major air carriers, commuter airlines, 
and air cargo operators, as well as general aviation jet and turboprop aircraft. 


The Preferred Alternative has no effect on the total number of flights in and out of Logan 
Airport -- air carriers and cargo operators will schedule their aircraft to meet the public’s 
travel and shipping needs. However, there are important noise implications between the 
No Action and Preferred Alternatives in the manner that these flights are accommodated. 
Some runway and taxiway configurations have lower capacities than others, and when 
those combinations have to be used because of poor weather or other circumstances, 
aircraft delays grow rapidly. The effect of aircraft delays on noise exposure is twofold: 


m As delays increase, daytime and evening flights slip into nighttime hours, causing greater 
noise disturbance and an increase in thosenoise measures (DNL, LeqN, and TAN, in 
particular) that are sensitive to late night activity; and 


m Use of low capacity runway configurations makes achieving the Preferential 
Runway Advisory System (PRAS) goals more difficult for air traffic controllers. 


The Preferred Alternative, which includes unidirectional Runway 14/32 and the 
Centerfield Taxiway, is estimated to reduce the number of nighttime operations from 
approximately 132 to 125, a decrease of 7 operations per night or 5 percent of the projected 
nighttime operations that would otherwise occur under the No Action Alternative for the 
29M Low Fleet scenario. 
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Table 6.2-1 
Average Daily Operations for 1998 and for Future 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet Scenarios for the 
No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative 


Stage 2 Jets Stage 3 Jets Turboprops Totals 

Fleet Forecast Day/Night Day/Night Day/Night Day Night Daily 
1998 Actual 90/6 572/100 590/38 1,252 144 1,396 
29M Low Fleet 

No Action (Alt. 4) 16/6 699/114 550/13 1,265 132 1,397 

Preferred (Alt.1A) 16/5 703/108 553/12 1,272 125 1,397 
37.5M High Fleet 

No Action (Alt. 4) 0/0 819/209 615/22 1,434 231 1,665 

Preferred (Alt.1A) 0/0 843/166 635/18 1,478 184 1,662 


Note: “Day” is defined as 7:00 AM to 10:00 PM and “Night” is defined as 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM, consistent with the definitions as used in DNL calculations. 


For the long-term 37.5M High Fleet scenario, the difference is even more significant. The 
Preferred Alternative reduces the number of nighttime jet operations by an estimated 

43 per night and the number of nighttime turboprops by another four, for a total reduction 
in nighttime flights of 47, or about 20 percent compared to the No Action Alternative, all as 
a result of fewer delays. 


The significant reduction in nighttime operations under the Preferred Alternative is 
enhanced by the fact that overall noise exposure is expected to decrease further in the near 
future. Both the 1998 fleet as well as the 29M Low Fleet scenario include several noisy 

Stage 2 jets with maximum takeoff weights greater than 75,000 pounds. However, 
beginning January 1, 2000, every aircraft at Logan greater than 75,000 pounds met FAR Part 
36 Stage 3 noise limits. Furthermore, many of the Stage 2 jets that have been hushkitted to 
meet Stage 3 requirements are expected to be retired over the next ten years and replaced 
with newer and quieter Stage 3 aircraft. The number of Stage 2 aircraft in the 29M Low 
Fleet scenario is insignificant. 


Some operators at Logan Airport have already announced and implemented plans for fleet 
renewals. As indicated in the 1998 Annual Update, the US Airways and Delta Shuttles 
planned to replace 78 daily operations flown in hushkitted Boeing 727-200s. These aircraft 
meet Massport’s as well as the FAA’s noise regulations, but Massport lobbied the carriers 
to update their fleets to newer and quieter aircraft. Since those discussions, the Delta 
Shuttle replaced its 727 aircraft with new, quieter 737-800 aircraft, and US Airways took 
delivery of new Airbus 320s to replace its older 727s. These fleet improvements and the 
reductions in night operations with the Preferred Alternative will each contribute to 
meaningful reductions in noise exposure. 
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6.2.1.2 Flight Tracks 


Flight tracks were developed for Runway 14/32 with input from the FAA in order to 
evaluate noise impacts for both Alternative 1 and the Preferred Alternative. These tracks 
are shown in Figures 6.2-1 through 6.2-4. They indicate that all arrivals to unidirectional 
Runway 14/32 come from the harbor over water and that all departures climb out in the 
opposite direction over the water. While aircraft that use Runway 14/32 do fly over land, 
they are considered over-water flight paths because they cross land further from the 
runway and at higher altitudes than operations to or from other Logan Airport runways. 


In Figure 6.2-1, jet arrivals to Runway 32 coming into the area from the north and west 
approach Logan Airport on a downwind leg well east of the airport together in the same 
flow of traffic with other jet arrivals to Runway 33L, then make a right turn crossing over to 
a final approach that is over the harbor and parallel to the approach for Runway 33L. 
Propeller aircraft from the north and west (see Figure 6.2-2) are separated from the flow of 
jet traffic well northwest of Logan Airport and fly south over the Airport making a left turn 
to join the final approach to Runway 32. Both types of aircraft coming into the area from 
southerly directions approach the airport and make a left turn (as is done now) to line up 
on their final approaches over the harbor. 


The closest populated land area overflown by arrivals to Runway 32 is tip of the Hull 
peninsula, approximately 5 miles from the runway end. In contrast, arrivals to 

Runways 4L/R and 22L/R fly over populated land areas until they are within one mile of 
the runway ends. In the case of departing aircraft, Figures 6.2-3 and 6.2-4 show jet aircraft 
turning to a heading that takes them out of the harbor over water, similar to the current jet 
departure procedure for Runway 15R. Most of these jet aircraft do not cross back over land 
until they are at or above 6,000 feet .The propeller aircraft climb initially over the water and 
then are vectored within the indicated zone by ATC towards their enroute headings. 


For the lowest-altitude portions of flights to and from the proposed runway, aircraft are 
flying over water. In addition, the flight tracks for the runway demonstrate that aircraft 
using Runway 14/32 will fly over cities or towns that are currently overflown by aircraft 
utilizing Logan Airport ’s existing runways. 


6.2.1.3 Runway Use 


Summaries of effective runway use projections for the Preferred and No Action 
Alternatives under both the 29M Low Fleet and the 37.5M High Fleet scenarios are shown 
in Tables 6.2-2 and 6.2-3 below. (See Appendix H of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR for 
jet runway usage for the 29M High Fleet, 37.5M Low Fleet, and 45M High Fleet scenarios.) 
Effective jet utilizations for 1998 operations appeared in Table 5-12 of the 1998 Annual 
Update and are reproduced here in Table 6.2-4 for reference along with the corresponding 
PRAS goals discussed in Chapter 4. 


3 Effective operations include jet operations, only with nighttime operations weighted by a factor of 10. Thus one nighttime operation is equivalent to 10 
daytime jet operations. 
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Table 6.2-2 
Effective Arrivals by Fleet and Runway End 


Percent Effective Arrivals by Fleet 


1993 29M 37.5M 
Runway End and Improvement Concept Historic Low High 
Runway 4L/R 
PRAS Goal 21.1 21.1 21.1 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 24.6 30.0 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 24.6 29.7 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 34.1 45.4 
Alternative 4 - No Action 35.8 34.8 47.3 
Runway 15L/R 
PRAS GOAL 8.4 8.4 8.4 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 77 6.0 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 77 44 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 44 2.1 
Alternative 4 - No Action 3.7 4.9 1.2 
Runway 22L/R 
PRAS Goal 6.5 6.5 6.5 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 12.2 12.0 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 12.3 16.1 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 12.1 13.9 
Alternative 4 - No Action 11.7 12.4 21.6 
Runway 27 
PRAS Goal 21.7 21.7 21.7 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 18.6 16.0 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 18.6 13.1 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 14.6 23.7 
Alternative 4 - No Action 16.9 14.6 15.7 
Runways 33L and 32 
PRAS Goal 42.3 42.3 42.3 
Alternative 1 — All Actions - 36.8 35.9 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 36.8 37.0 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 35.0 14.9 
Alternative 4 — No Action 31.8 33.2 14.2 
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Table 6.2-3 
Effective Departures By Fleet and Runway End 


Percent Effective Departures by Fleet 


1993 29M 37.5M 
Runway End and Improvement Concept Historic Low High 
Runway 4L/R 
PRAS Goal 5.6 5.6 5.6 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 76 11.1 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 78 6.7 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 7.0 13.9 
Alternative 4 - No Action 10.3 77 77 
Runway 15L/R and 14 
PRAS Goal 23.3 23.3 23.3 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 18.1 11.6 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 18.0 14.6 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 13.0 9.5 
Alternative 4 - No Action 12.9 12.5 12.2 
Runway 22L/R 
PRAS Goal 28.0 28.0 28.0 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 26.9 24.8 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 27.0 25.1 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 26.1 37.3 
Alternative 4 - No Action 27.5 26.3 33.4 
Runway 27 
PRAS Goal 17.9 17.9 17.9 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 17.0 17.1 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 16.9 20.5 
Alternative 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 15.2 5.4 
Alternative 4 - No Action 12.3 141 5.5 
Runway 33L 
PRAS Goal 11.9 11.9 11.9 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 12.0 9.8 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 12.0 9.9 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 11.5 1.7 
Alternative 4 - No Action 11.7 11.1 3.0 
Runway 9 
PRAS Goal 13.3 13.3 13.3 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 18.5 25.7 
Preferred Alternative - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 18.4 23.1 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 27.3 32.3 
Alternative 4 - No Action 25.2 ; 28.3 38.2 
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Table 6.2-4 
1998 Effective Jet Runway Utilization 


1998 Effective PRAS Goals 
Runway End Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures 
4L/R 36.7% 6.6% 21.1% 5.6% 
9 0.0% 29.9% 0.0% 13.3% 
15R 1.2% 10.9% 8.4% 23.3% 
22L/R 11.9% 30.9% 6.5% 28.0% 
27 21.7% 16.6% 21.7% 17.9% 
33L 28.6% 5.2% 42.3% 11.9% 
Totals 100.1% 100.1% 100.0% 100.0% 


Because of random variations in wind and weather conditions, as well as fluctuations in 
demand, it is unlikely that the annual PRAS goals will ever be achieved exactly. However, 
comparing 1998 conditions with the stated goals, there are several areas where improved 
compliance would help reduce noise in the most highly exposed neighborhoods. Use of 
Runway 9 for departures is currently more than double the desired utilization and directly 
contributes to high exposure levels in Winthrop. Also, lower-than-desired use of 

Runway 15R for departures and 33L for arrivals means that more noise is occurring over 
populated areas rather than over water to the southeast of Logan Airport. 


Over use of Runways 4L and 4K for arrivals creates higher noise exposure in the vicinity of 
City Point in South Boston and other South Shore communities. In addition, excessive use 
of Runway 22L for arrivals and 4R for departures creates more noise for areas of Winthrop 
and Bayswater Street in East Boston. Each of these situations is exacerbated further under 
the 37.5M High Fleet scenario. 


Only portions of East Boston and Chelsea have benefited from this current use; 
Runway 33L is used for departures less than half as much as its PRAS goal, and 
Runway 15R is used for arrivals only one-seventh as much as its PRAS utilization goal. 


Under the 29M Low Fleet scenario, the Preferred Alternative, which includes 

Runway 14/32, offers a dramatic improvement in Air Traffic Control’s (ATC’s) ability to 
achieve the PRAS goals compared to the No Action Alternative. For example, under the 
29M Low Fleet scenario effective use of Runway 9 for departures over Winthrop decreases 
from 30 percent in 1998 and 28 percent in the future No Action Alternative down to 
approximately 18 percent with the Preferred Alternative; the PRAS goal for Runway 9 is 
13 percent. Similarly, to the south, effective utilization of Runways 4L and 4R for landings 
over City Point decreases from 37 percent in 1998 and 35 percent in the future No Action 
Alternative to 25 percent with the Preferred Alternative. The PRAS goal for those runways 
is 21 percent. 


The Preferred Alternative also increases the use of overwater flight paths. Under the 
29M Low Fleet scenario, departures on Runway 15R increase from 13 percent with the No 
Action Alternative up to 18 percent (Runways 15R and 14) with the Preferred Alternative, 
consistent with the PRAS objective to maximize over-water routings. In the opposite 
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6.2.2 


6.2.3 


direction, arrivals to Runway 33L increase from 33 percent with the No Action Alternative 
up to 37 percent with the Preferred Alternative (Runways 33L and 32). 


Collectively, these changes clearly show that the added flexibility of the new 

Runway 14/32 plays a significant role in ATC’s ability to better achieve the current PRAS 
goals, especially those that involve over-water operations. The resulting noise benefits are 
discussed in the following section. 


INM Modeled In-flight Noise Levels 


As the discussion in the prior sections indicates, with a growing number of operations at 
Logan represented by the 29M Low Fleet scenario and 37.5M High Fleet scenario, the 

No Action Alternative will cause Runways 4L/R and 27to be utilized for increasing 
numbers of arrivals and Runways 22L/R and 9 for increasing numbers of departures. 
These increases will occur despite the fact that even present runway usages exceed the 
PRAS goals. Without the addition of Runway 14/32, these runway combinations are the 
only ones that can accommodate the increasing demand. Noise exposure off these runway 
ends will increase, as well. 


Unidirectional Runway 14/32, on the other hand, will give air traffic controllers two or 
three runways to use during northwest winds (instead of the current one or two), and will 
offer greater flexibility to achieve both long-term annual PRAS goals and short-term dwell 
and persistence relief. This benefits the neighborhoods experiencing the most aircraft noise, 
accomplishing exactly what PRAS was designed to do. 


The next sections document the noise contour results of the INM modeling for the No 
Action and Preferred Alternatives. 


Area-wide Cumulative Noise Exposure Contours 


Appendix L of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR presented a complete set of DNL contours 
covering the full range of project Alternatives and fleet forecasts addressed in this study. A 
summary of the noise results for fleets analyzed in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is in 
Appendix E of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The 65 dB DNL contours for the No Action 
and Preferred Alternatives under the 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleets are presented in 
Figures 6.2-5 and 6.2-6 to show the relative effects of each of the study cases on an 
improved base map. Figures 6.2-7 and 6.2-8 compare DNL contour values of 60, 65, and 

70 dB under each of the two fleet assumptions. Their differences are discussed in the 
following section. 
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6.2.3.1 Comparison of The No Action Alternative and the 
Preferred Alternative 


29M Low Fleet Scenario 


Figure 6.2-7 compares the DNL contours for the Preferred Alternative with the No Action 
Alternative for the near-term 29M Low Fleet. In general, the No Action Alternative 
produces more delay and poorer compliance with PRAS goals. 


With the addition of Runway 14/32, noise exposure decreases off the approach end of 
Runway 4K in the City Point area of South Boston but only at lower levels of exposure 
between DNL 60 dB and 65 dB; no one in this area is exposed to noise above a DNL of 

65 dB. To the southwest, consistent with achievement of PRAS goals, departure noise from 
Runway 27 increases with the addition of Runway 14/32, adding to the exposure in that 
area of South Boston both in the increment from DNL 65 dB to 70 dB and also further to the 
southwest in the increment from 60 to 65 dB, though the increases are less than 1.5 dB in 
both areas. Exposure due to takeoffs over East Boston and Chelsea is relatively unchanged 
under the Preferred Alternative given that there are only minor differences in runway use 
between the No Action and Preferred Alternative, and aircraft departing from Runway 33L 
generally make 15 degree left turns up the Mystic River. However, in those neighborhoods 
directly aligned with Runway 33L/15R there are small increases in exposure of less than 
1.5 dB due to increases in arriving air traffic on Runway 15R. 


Exposure in Revere is very slightly reduced, while the remaining areas of Winthrop, near 
and on Point Shirley, experience decreased exposure due to decreased use of Runway 9 for 
departures. Increased use of both Runway 15R and the new Runway 14 for departures, 
combined with their added use in the opposite direction for landings (to Runways 33L and 
32) , will cause increased exposure over Long Island and other Boston Harbor Islands, 
generally in the range of DNL 60 dB to 65 dB. Noise exposure further to the southeast in 
Hull is expected to be less than DNL 60 cB. 


37.5M High Fleet Scenario 


Under the long-term 37.5M High Fleet, the above noise exposure patterns are more 
pronounced, as seen in Figure 6.2-8. Exposure in South Boston, east of D Street, which is 
affected by departures from Runway 27, increases approximately 5 dB DNL. Increased 
departures on Runway 33L and increased arrivals on Runway 15R produce approximately 
4 dB DNL higher exposure in portions of East Boston and Chelsea. For other communities 
surrounding Logan noise exposure declines by 2 to 3 dB DNL under the Preferred 
Alternative. 


The Harbor Islands will generally receive increases in DNL from 3 to 5 dB due to better 
achievement of the PRAS goals for departures on Runway 15R and arrivals on Runway 33L. 
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6.3.2.2 Comparison of 1998 Actual Exposure with the 29M Low No Action 
Alternative 


To give additional context, Figure 6.2-9 compares the 60, 65, and 70 dB DNL contours for the 
29 M Low Fleet scenario with 1998 exposure levels. The 29M Low Fleet scenario is used in 
this discussion because it most closely resembles current activity levels at Logan Airport. 


Differences between the two cases occur in several areas— the 1998 contours are larger than 
the 29M Low Fleet No Action contours over much of Winthrop (including Point Shirley) and 
in South Boston off of Runway 27. Conversely, in East Boston and Chelsea off the departure 
end of Runway 33L, the 1998 contours are smaller than the 29M Low Fleet No Action 
Alternative. There are three basic reasons for these differences. 


The 1998 contours are generally larger than those for the 29M Low Fleet scenario because the 
latter has fewer Stage 2 aircraft, including 17 percent fewer at night (see Table 6.2-1). Thate 
smaller number accounts for a 3 to 4 dB improvement in average exposure around the entire 
airport when compared to 1998. A reduction of similar magnitude was anticipated in the 
Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update, where Figure 5-8 depicted the anticipated improvement in 
exposure off of Runway 27 if no Stage 2 aircraft were to remain in the 1998 fleet. Based on this 
analysis, the fact that fleet differences exist between 1998 and the No Action Alternative 
should not imply that the 29M Low Fleet scenario is inaccurate or unrepresentative of the 
future. The No Action Alternative is based on passenger demand that exceeds 1998 levels by 
only 2.5 million people, and it assumes a higher use of Stage 3 aircraft than occurred in 1998. 
The 29M Low Fleet represents an upper bound on near-term noise exposure since all US 
aircraft with maximum gross takeoff weights greater than 75,000 pounds must comply with 
Stage 3 criteria as of January 1, 2000. 


Another important difference between the 1998 and the No Action Alternative noise contours 
pertains to the departure corridor for Runway 27. The 1998 corridor is based on a large 
sample of radar data taken from Massport’s noise monitoring system after the FAA 
implemented a new jet departure procedure in accordance with the FAA Record of Decision 
(ROD) on the Runway 27 EIS. The Airside Draft EIS/EIR, however, was under way well 
before the ROD, and could only approximate how the new departure procedure would be 
specified by the FAA. The difference in model inputs creates a slight clockwise (westward) 
shift to the contours off of Runway 27 for each of the Airside Project Alternatives compared 
to 1998. It does not represent a real difference in corridor location or noise between the two 
scenarios. It does, however, contribute to the large difference in population counts between 
1998 and the 29M Low No Action Alternative in South Boston. 


A third cause for differences in the noise contours is due to variations in assumed runway 
utilization. For valid statistical modeling purposes the Airside Project alternatives utilize 10- 
year weather data and corresponding runway assignments. Since weather patterns have a 
major effect on runway use, and since weather varies substantially from year to year, 
modeled results will invariably differ from any actual year. 


Insum, the fleet, flight track, and runway assignment differences all help explain the 
differences in noise contours shown in Figure 6.2-9. 


Environmental Consequences 6-32 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS / FEIR 


\ ' Ss \ ( 1 Fr Boe 
 / MP EE | | /Storleha Melrose’: 
Winchester Len Stoneham | al : ee 


RoE Sor aaa 8 f Legend 


ine { Fells Resorv 4 : 
7 \" mY 3 1 ILE Nahant Harbor 1998 No Action 


(\J 60,65 and 70 DNL 


No Action Alternative 29M Low 


a a 2 ld cy bs ABER i se {\J 60,65 and 70 DNL 
cae = YA y/ \ 
5 yj J c 


; ey | Ls {LX ‘Nahant o 
p Medford /< ; LAN ee ae Cay | Zo < Open Space 


& 
“4 


ensus Blocks 


Populated 


Non-Populated 


x 


Somerville 


hf 


SS A” elf i ‘ ere 
\\ eS ry 
= Rerbesge Z 


| Pp 


x 


QS 
~ Kerk % 


Z Ie p ae Be ae / 7 Massachusetts Ba i 
“eh Brookline * 4 As : SNS fh IN, — y 0.5 1 1.5 Miles 


Figure 6.2-9 


Quincy Bay 


Se EEN Day/Night Sound Levels 
pee eR 60, 65 and 70 DNL Contours 
) oN 1998 No Action & 29M Low Fleet 


Source: Harris Miller Miller & Hanson 


Environmental Consequences 6-33 


07466-Final.apr 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


6.2.4 


Area-wide Cumulative Noise Exposed Population 


Estimates of the number of people residing within various 5 dB increments of noise 
exposure for the 29M Low Fleet and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios under the No Action and 
Preferred Alternatives are summarized in Table 6.2-5. Included in this table are the 1998 
populations for reference (population summaries for the 29M High Fleet, 37.5M Low Fleet, 
and 45M High Fleet scenarios are found in Appendix L of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
and Appendix E of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). It is notable that under all of the 
improvement alternatives, the population exposed to each value of DNL (greater than or 
equal to 60 through 75 dB) is significantly less than that of either the 1993 modeled 
historical or the 1998 actual noise-exposed populations. This improvement is due to the 
January 1, 2000 phase-out of the noisier Stage 2 aircraft having a maximum gross takeoff 
weight greater than 75,000 pounds. 


Table 6.2-5 
Summary of Noise-Exposed Population 


No Action Preferred Preferred Alt. Percent 

Day-Night Sound 1998 Alternative = Alternative Compared to Change 
Level in dB Actual (Alt. 4) (Alt. 1A) No Action re No Action 
29M Low Fleet 

DNL 75 dB and above 577 257 77 -180 -70% 

DNL 70 dB and above 2,679 1,521 1,459 -62 -4% 

DNL65dBandabove 23,296 17,531 17,909 378 2% 

DNL60dBandabove 93,860 59,523 60,418 895 2% 
37.5M High Fleet 

DNL 75 dB and above 577 257 58 -199 -77% 

DNL 70 dB and above 2,679 3,828 1,028 -2,800 -73% 

DNL65dBandabove 23,296 11,499 12,007 508 4% 

DNL60dBandabove 93,860 41,659 52,153 10,494 25% 


1 Except for 1998, all estimates are based on runway use chosen to most nearly achieve PRAS goals and reflect the effects of delayed 
aircraft as determined by the DELAYSIM model. 

2 References to 29M Low Fleet and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios do not apply to 1993 or 1998; they are applicable only to The Preferred 
and No Action Alternatives. 

3 Where applicable, counts now include 502 institutional residents of Long Island in Boston Harbor. None of these individuals is exposed to 
noise greater than DNL of 65 dB under any of the study scenarios; they do, however, experience DNL values of 60 to 65 dB in some 
cases but were not previously counted in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR or the Logan Airport GEIR and its Annual Updates. 
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As shown in Table 6.2-5, the Preferred Alternative significantly reduces the population 
exposed to DNL values greater than or equal to 70 and 75 dB. The benefits range from 
70 to 77 percent for exposures greater than or equal to 75 dB, and from 4 to 73 percent 
for values of 70 dB and more. These reductions are a direct result of the 
implementation of Runway 14/32, which enables FAA controllers to better achieve 
PRAS goals that were specifically designed to give relief to the populations 
experiencing the most airport noise. 


These benefits at high exposure levels cause increases in population within the 65 dB 
contour for the Preferred Alternative; they range from 2 to 4 percent, while increases 
within the 60 dB DNL contour range from 1 to 25 percent. 


Noise exposed populations are broken down by community area in Tables 6.2-6 and 
6.2-7. The first presents the exposed populations for the 29M Low Fleet scenario while 
Table 6.2-7 presents similar data for the 37.5M High Fleet scenario. At a DNL of 70 dB 
or greater, the most heavily affected communities are East Boston and Winthrop. 
Revere becomes heavily affected at these exposure levels with the higher fleet forecast. 
At 65 dB or greater, Chelsea and South Boston are added to the list of impacted 
communities (similar tables for the other fleets were in Appendix L of the 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and are summarized in Appendix E of this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). 


An analysis of the neighborhoods exposed to noise levels greater than or equal to 70 dB 
indicates that Runway 14/32 is projected to reduce impacts for those areas most 
affected by airport noise. For example, under the No Action Alternative for the 

29M Low Fleet scenario, approximately 200 residents of Point Shirley are projected to 
reside within the 75 dB DNL contour; however, under the Preferred Alternative, 

60 percent, or about 120 Point Shirley residents, would benefit from a reduction in 
noise sufficiently large to remove them from the 75 dB DNL contour. In addition, a 
total of approximately 860 residents of Point Shirley are exposed to noise above a DNL 
of 70 dB if no action is taken; this number is reduced to about 675 with the Preferred 
Alternative. Still larger numbers of Point Shirley residents benefit from the Preferred 
Alternative at lower DNL levels. In addition, East Boston’s Orient Heights 
neighborhood is projected to experience a small reduction in population within the 75 
and 70 dB contours with the Preferred Alternative compared to the No Action 
Alternative. These reductions are the result of the additional flexibility available to air 
traffic controllers in the selection of runways and hence a greater ability to achieve 
PRAS long-term and short-term noise goals. 
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Table 6.2-6 
Noise-Exposed Population by Town or Neighborhood Area — 29M Low Fleet Scenario 
Preferred Alt. 
Day-Night Sound 1998 No Action Preferred Compared to Percent Change 
Level in dB Actual Alternative 4 Alternative 1A No Action re No Action 
Chelsea 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 3,056 3,300 244 8% 
DNL 60 dB and above 9,222 10,232 10,370 138 1% 
Everett 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 60 dB and above 0 220 340 120 54% 
E. Boston - Eagle Hill 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 280 280 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 2,280 4,134 4,134 0 0% 
DNL 60 dB and above 19,040 15,921 15,921 0 0% 
E. Boston - Orient Hts/ 
Bayswater St. 
DNL 75 dB and above 58 58 0 -58 -100% 
DNL 70 dB and above 239 157 118 -39 -25% 
DNL 65 dB and above 1,742 612 751 139 23% 
DNL 60 dB and above 5,128 4,332 4,457 125 3% 
Other East Boston 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 351 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,940 2,371 2,371 0 0% 
DNL 60 dB and above 6,228 5,782 5,782 0 0% 
Total East Boston) 
DNL 75 dB and above 58 58 0 -58 -100% 
DNL 70 dB and above 590 437 398 -39 -9% 
DNL 65 dB and above 7,962 7,117 7,256 139 2% 
DNL 60 dB and above 30,396 26,035 26,160 125 <1% 
Long Island 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 60 dB and above 502 0 502 502 n/a 
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Table 6.2-6 (Cont’d.) 
Noise-Exposed Population by Town or Neighborhood Area — 29M Low Fleet Scenario 
Preferred Alt. 
Day-Night Sound 1998 No Action Preferred Compared to Percent Change 
Level in dB Actual Alternative 4 Alternative 1A No Action re No Action 
Revere 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,168 3,001 2,999 -2 <-1% 
DNL 60 dB and above 5,300 5,227 5,115 -112 <-1% 
South Boston?® 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 48 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,553 66 98 32 48% 
DNL 60 dB and above 22,511 6,010 6,603 593 9% 
Boston (Other) 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 60 dB and above 10,809 0 0 0 0% 
Winthrop - Point Shirley 
DNL 75 dB and above 519 199 77 -122 61% 
DNL 70 dB and above 1,266 862 673 -189 -22% 
DNL 65 dB and above 2,195 1,924 1,649 -275 -14% 
DNL 60 dB and above 4,080 2,973 2,657 -316 -11% 
Winthrop - Court Road 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 731 222 388 166 75% 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,387 1,523 1,763 240 16% 
DNL 60 dB and above 3,387 3,387 3,387 0 0% 
Rest of Winthrop 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 44 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,031 844 844 0 0% 
DNL 60 dB and above 7,653 5,439 5,284 -155 -3% 
Total Winthrop 
DNL 75 dB and above 519 199 77 -122 61% 
DNL 70 dB and above 2,041 1,084 1,061 -23 2% 
DNL 65 dB and above 8,613 4,291 4,256 -35 -1% 
DNL 60 dB and above 15,120 11,799 11,328 -471 4% 
Total Population Summary 
DNL 75 dB and above 577 257 77 -180 -70% 
DNL 70 dB and above 2,679 1,521 1,459 -62 4% 
DNL 65 dB and above 23,296 17,531 17,909 378 2% 
DNL 60 dB and above 93,860 59,523 60,418 895 2% 


1. The only area in South Boston included within the 60 dB DNL contour for these scenarios is the D Street area. 

2. “Boston (Other)” includes Back Bay, Dorchester, Jamaica Plain, Roxbury, and the South End. 

3. Except for 1998, all estimates are based on runway use chosen to most nearly achieve PRAS goals and reflect the effects of delayed aircraft as determined by the 
DELAYSIM model. 

4. References to 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios do not apply to 1998; they are applicable only to Alternatives 1A and 4. 
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Table 6.2-7 
Noise-Exposed Population by Town or Neighborhood Area - 37.5M High Fleet Scenario 


Preferred Alt. 
Day-Night Sound 1998 No Action Preferred Compared to Percent Change 
Level in dB Actual Alternative 4 Alternative 1A No Action reNo Action 
Chelsea 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 0 1,415 1,415 nla 
DNL 60 dB and above 9,222 3,095 8,488 5,393 174% 
Everett 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 60 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
E. Boston - Eagle Hill 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 2,280 237 2,593 2,356 994% 
DNL 60 dB and above 19,040 5,058 12,379 7,321 145% 
E. Boston - Orient Hts/ 
Bayswater St. 
DNL 75 dB and above 58 58 58 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 239 355 157 -198 -56% 
DNL 65 dB and above 1,742 1,170 596 -574 49% 
DNL 60 dB and above 5,128 5,128 3,451 -1,677 -33% 
Other East Boston 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 351 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,940 1,599 1,058 541 -34% 
DNL 60 dB and above 6,228 4,602 5,170 568 12% 
Total East Boston) 
DNL 75 dB and above 58 58 58 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 590 355 157 -198 -56% 
DNL 65 dB and above 7,962 3,006 4,247 1,241 4M% 
DNL 60 dB and above 30,396 14,788 21,000 6,212 42% 
Long Island 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 60 dB and above 502 0 502 502 n/a 
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Table 6.2-7 (cont.) 
Noise-Exposed Population by Town or Neighborhood Area -- 37.5M High Fleet Scenario 


Preferred Alt. 
Day-Night Sound 1998 No Action Preferred Compared to Percent Change 
Level in dB Actual Alternative 4 Alternative 1A No Action re No Action 
Revere 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 2,260 172 -2,088 -92% 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,168 3,799 3,293 -506 -13% 
DNL 60 dB and above 5,300 8,472 5,658 -2,814 -33% 
South Boston® 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 48 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,553 55 48 -7 -13% 
DNL 60 dB and above 22,511 3,094 6,002 2,908 94% 
Boston (Other)(°) 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 60 dB and above 10,809 674 432 -242 -36% 
Winthrop - Point Shirley 
DNL 75 dB and above 519 199 0 -199 -100% 
DNL 70 dB and above 1,266 825 417 -408 -49% 
DNL 65 dB and above 2,195 1,863 1,395 ~468 -25% 
DNL 60 dB and above 4,080 2 828 2.401 -427 -15% 
Winthrop - Court Road 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 731 388 282 -106 -27% 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,387 1,661 1,234 -427 -26% 
DNL 60 dB and above 3,387 3,387 3,387 0 0% 
Rest of Winthrop 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 44 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,031 1,115 375 -740 66% 
DNL 60 dB and above 7,653 5,321 4,283 -1,038 -20% 
Total Winthrop 
DNL 75 dB and above 519 199 0 -199 -100% 
DNL 70 dB and above 2,041 1,213 699 -514 42% 
DNL 65 dB and above 8,613 4,639 3,004 -1,635 -35% 
DNL 60 dB and above 15,120 11,536 10,071 -1,465 -13% 
Total Population Summary 
DNL 75 dB and above 577 257 58 -199 -77% 
DNL 70 dB and above 2,679 3,828 1,028 -2,800 -73% 
DNL 65 dB and above 23,296 11,499 12,007 508 4% 
DNL 60 dB and above 93,860 41,659 52,153 10,494 25% 


1. “Boston (Other)” includes Back Bay, Dorchester, Jamaica Plain, Roxbury, and the South End. 

2. _ Except for 1998, all estimates are based on runway use chosen to most nearly achieve PRAS goals and reflect the effects of delayed aircraft as determined by the 
DELAYSIM model. 

3. References to 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleets do not apply to 1998; they are applicable only to Alternatives 1A and 4. 
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In the 37.5M High Fleet scenario, greater benefits are realized. Approximately 100 more 
residents of Winthrop located along Court Road plus more than 2,000 residents of Revere 
and nearly 200 people in Orient Heights are no longer included in the highest exposure 
levels. In fact in this scenario, some 2,800 people would no longer be exposed to DNL levels 
above 70 dB if Runway 14/32 were constructed and used as projected. The tradeoff for this 
improvement is that a net of some 500 people (approximately 4 percent of the total noise- 
exposed population around Logan Airport) have their exposure increased to DNL 65 dB. 


6.2.4.1. Population Experiencing Significant Shifts in Noise Exposure 


FAA Criteria 


The FAA standards for assessing changes in noise-exposed populations center around 
two factors: the absolute levels of noise which residents experience and the magnitude 
of the change to which they are exposed. In particular, both FAA Order 1050.1D 
entitled Policies and Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts and FAA Order 
5050.4A entitled Airport Environmental Handbook indicate that changes in DNL of 1.5 dB 
or more are considered significant when DNL values are greater than 65 dB. Further, if 
there are populated areas above 65 dB DNL where the project-related noise does 
change by more than 1.5 dB, then areas between 60 dB DNL and 65 dB DNL are also 
examined to determine if there are any residential areas where the project-related noise 
changes by more than 3.0 dB. This analysis must be conducted for all reasonably 
foreseeable scenarios, which for this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR are considered to be the 
No Action and Preferred Alternatives for the near-term 29M Low Fleet scenario. The 
37.5M High Fleet and the 37.5M High RJ Fleet which are considered later in this 
chapter are considered to be longer-term forecasts and are more speculative in nature. 


Table 6.2-8 summarizes the numbers of people who meet these criteria for assessing 
noise exposure for the No Action and the Preferred Alternatives under the 

29M Low Fleet scenario. The table is divided into two sections — the top half addresses 
the segment of population that becomes newly included within the specified criteria 
under the Preferred Alternative; the bottom half summarizes those people whose noise 
exposure declines as a result of the Preferred Alternative. A zero indicates that no one 
will experience a change of the magnitude specified if the Preferred Alternative is 
implemented. 
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Table 6.2-8 
Population Affected by Significant Shifts in Noise Exposure Resulting 
From the Preferred Alternative, Per FAA Criteria for Significant Impact - 29M Low Fleet 


Scenario 
Newly Included Population 
DNL DNL DNL 
65 to 70 dB 70 to 75 dB greater than 75 dB 
Increase of Increase of Increase of 
Community 1.5 or more dB 1.5 or more dB 1.5 or more dB 
Chelsea 0 0 0 
Dorchester 0 0 0 
E. Boston 0 0 0 
Everett 0 0 0 
Long Island 0 0 0 
Revere 0 0 0 
Roxbury 0 0 0 
S. Boston 0 0 0 
Winthrop 0 0 0 
Total 0 0 0 
Decrease of Decrease of Decrease of 
1.5 or more dB 1.5 or more dB 1.5 or more dB 
Chelsea 0 0 0 
Dorchester 0 0 0 
E. Boston 0 0 0 
Everett 0 0 0 
Long Island 0 0 0 
Revere 0 0 0 
Roxbury 0 0 0 
S. Boston 0 0 0 
Winthrop 219 189 0 
Total 219 189 0 


Secretary of the Office of Environmental Affairs Request under MEPA 


In addition to standard FAA impact criteria used to judge this project, the May 7, 1999 
EOEA Certificate on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR requested that the Final EIR report 
on the number of people located within the 60 to 65 dB DNL whose noise exposure had 
changed by 1.5 dB or more. Table 6.2-9 reports these counts. 
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Table 6.2-9 
Population Affected by Significant Shifts in Noise Exposure Resulting From 
The Preferred Alternative, 29M Low Fleet Scenario Per MEPA Request 


Newly Included Population 


DNL DNL DNL DNL 
Community 60 to 65 dB 65 to 70 dB 70 to 75 dB greater than 75 dB 
Increase of Increaseof Increaseof Increaseof Increaseof Increaseof Increaseof Increase of 
less than 3or less than 1.5 or less than 1.5 or less than 1.5 or 
3 dB more dB 1.5 dB more dB 1.5 dB more dB 1.5 dB more dB 
Chelsea 138 0 347 0 0 0 0 0 
Dorchester 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E. Boston 125 0 139 0 0 0 0 0 
Everett 120 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Long Island 0 502 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Revere 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Roxbury 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S. Boston 1,001 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 
Winthrop 76 0 240 0 166 0 0 0 
Total 1,460 502 758 0 166 0 0 0 
Newly Excluded Population 
DNL DNL DNL DNL 
60 to 65 dB 65 to 70 dB 70 to 75 dB greater than 75 dB 
Decrease Decrease Decrease Decrease Decrease Decrease Decrease Decrease of 
of less of 3 or of less of 1.5 0r of less of 1.5 0r of less 1.5 or 


than 3 dB moredB- thani.5dB  moredB- than1.5dB  moredB_ than1.5dB more dB 


Chelsea 0 0 103 0 0 0 0 0 
Dorchester 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E. Boston 0 0 0 0 39 0 58 0 
Everett 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Long Island 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Revere 112 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 
Roxbury 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S. Boston 408 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Winthrop 547 0 56 219 0 189 122 0 
Total 1,067 0 161 219 39 189 180 0 
Net Change (Newly Included — Newly Excluded) 
Total 393 502 597 (219) 127 (189) (180) 0 
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6.2.5 


This analysis shows that the Preferred Alternative reduces the number of people exposed 
to high noise levels in portions of Winthrop, East Boston and Revere. To achieve these 
reductions, the noise is redistributed more in line with the PRAS goals causing increased 
noise at lower exposure levels in the communities of Chelsea, East Boston (near the 
departure end of Runway 33L), and South Boston. 


Other Indicators of Changed Exposure 


Besides population counts, other metrics such as computed noise levels at specific points 
also are used to identify changes in aircraft noise. In these analyses, the selected points 
coincide with 21 of Massport’s permanent noise monitoring locations along with two 
temporary measurement sites that were used to collect additional data for the Airside 
Project. These sites and respective analyses are presented in Chapter 5 of the 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. They have been updated to show results for 1998 actual 
operations where available. The five additional metrics reported at each site are: 


Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) 

Nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) 
Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) 

Time-Above 55, 65, 75, 85, and 95 dBA during Nighttime hours (TAN), and 
Time-Above 55, 65, 75, 85, and 95 dBA for full 24 hour periods (TA24). 


6.2.5.1 Day Night Sound Levels (DNL) 


The calculations of DNL by noise monitoring location for the 29M Low Fleet scenario and 
the 37.5M High Fleet scenario are presented in Table 6.2-10 and Table 6.2-11, respectively. 
Similar tables for all other study fleets were contained in Appendix L of the 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The future year noise is less than that in 1998 at most 
locations and both Alternatives, reflecting the replacement of Stage 2 aircraft with quieter 
Stage 3 aircraft. 


At the bottom of Tables 6.2-10 and 6.2-11, average changes in noise level for the 

29M Low Fleet and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios are compared for different exposure levels. 
The Preferred Alternative, which includes Runway 14/32, shows the greatest reduction 

in DNL when compared to the No Action Alternative under the 37.5M High Fleet scenario. 
At three of the four close-in sites where projected DNL levels exceed 70 dB under the 

No Action Alternative for the 29M Low Fleet scenario, the Preferred Alternative reduces 
exposure levels by 0.1 to 0.9 dB. Under the 37.5M High Fleet scenario, the Preferred 
Alternative decreases noise at sites above 70 dB by 1.4 dB to 2.2 dB. (See Table 6-2.14 in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR for comparisons to other alternatives). The differences in 

the DNL between the Preferred Alternative and the No Action Alternative are principally the 
result of the airfield improvements that affect the Air Traffic Control Tower’s ability to 
achieve PRAS recommendations. 
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Table 6.2-10 

INM-Computed Day-Night Sound Levels (DNL) due to Flight Operations - 

29M Low Fleet 

) ) 1998 Alternative 4 Alternative 1A 
Full Build Change 

Noise Existing Without Peak (in dB) 

Monitor Location Fleet No Action Period Pricing Alt1A— Alt 4 
1 Andrews Street, South End 58.7 56.0 56.9 0.9 
2 B & Bolton, South Boston 66.7 63.4 64.5 11 
3 South Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 64.5 62.8 61.3 -0.5 
4 Bayview & Grandview, Winthrop 79.4 76.1 75.2 -0.9 
5 Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop 714 69.8 68.1 -1.7 
6 Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 68.2 65.3 65.5 0.2 
7 Loring Road Near Court Road, Winthrop 76.1 73.6 75.1 1.5 
8 Morton & Amelia, Winthrop 67.5 64.8 64.7 -0.1 
9 Bayswater & Nancia, East Boston 72.4 70.6 70.4 -0.2 
10 Bayswater & Shawsheen, East Boston 66.3 64.7 65.1 0.4 
11 Don Orione, East Boston 62.2 60.3 60.4 0.1 
12 East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 74.0 70.1 70.0 -0.1 
13 East Boston High School, East Boston 64.2 66.2 66.0 -0.2 
A Sumner near Lamson, East Boston N/A 61.2 61.2 0.0 
14 Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 64.9 62.6 62.5 -0.1 
15 Admiral’s Hill, Chelsea 61.1 63.7 63.7 0.0 
16 Bradstreet Avenue & Sales, Revere 69.0 69.1 68.7 -0.4 
17 Carey Circle, Revere 58.3 59.0 58.7 -0.3 
23 Myrtlebank/Hilltop, Dorchester 52.0 53.4 52.0 -14 
24 Cunningham Park, Milton 51.9 52.3 51.0 -1.3 
25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy 51.2 49.1 48.7 -0.4 
26 Hull High School, Hull 58.1 54.8 55.0 0.2 
E Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston N/A 62.5 61.3 -1.2 

Average change from 70 dB and above Between 0.1 
Alts 4 and 1A (4 Sites) 

Average change from 65 dB and above Between -0.2 
Alts 4 and 1A (8 Sites) 

Average change from all values Between Alts 4 -0.2 
and 1A (23 Sites) 
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Table 6.2-11 

INM-Computed Day-Night Sound Levels (DNL) due to Flight Operations - 

37.5M High Fleet 

4998 lternattive Alternative 

4 1A 
Full Build 
Without 

Noise Actual Period ‘cae 

Monitor Location Fleet No Action Pricing = alt 1A—Alt 4 
1 Andrews Street, South End 58.7 52.3 56.9 46 
2 B & Bolton, South Boston 66.7 58.7 63.8 5.1 
3 South Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 64.5 65.4 62.6 -28 
4 Bayview & Grandview, Winthrop 79.4 76.2 74.1 -2.1 
5 Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop 714 69.4 67.0 -2.4 
6 Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 68.2 65.2 64.7 -0.5 
7 Loring Road Near Court Road, Winthrop 76.1 75.5 74.1 -1.4 
8 Morton & Amelia, Winthrop 67.5 66.0 64.0 -2.0 
9 Bayswater & Nancia, East Boston 72.4 72.7 70.5 -2.2 
10 Bayswater & Shawsheen, East Boston 66.3 65.9 64.3 -1.6 
11 Don Orione, East Boston 62.2 61.2 59.5 -1.7 
12 East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 74.0 70.4 68.8 -1.6 
13 East Boston High School, East Boston 64.2 60.9 64.4 3.5 
A Sumner near Lamson, East Boston N/A 60.0 60.1 0.1 
14 Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 64.9 61.7 61.6 -0.1 
15 Admiral’s Hill, Chelsea 61.1 58.8 62.5 37 
16 Bradstreet Avenue & Sales, Revere 69.0 72.3 70.1 -2.2 
17 Carey Circle, Revere 58.3 62.5 60.3 -2.2 
23 Myrtlebank/Hilltop, Dorchester 52.0 56.3 54.0 -2.3 
24 Cunningham Park, Milton 51.9 55.3 53.1 -2.2 
25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy 51.2 51.0 49.4 -1.6 
26 Hull High School, Hull 58.1 54.4 55.6 1.2 
E Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston N/A 64.5 61.7 -2.8 

Average change from 70 dB and above Between -1.9 
Alts 4 and 1A (5 Sites) 

Average change from 65 dB and above Between -1.9 
Alts 4 and 1A (10 Sites) 

Average change from all values Between Alts 4 and -0.6 
1A (23 Sites) 
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6.4.5.2 Nighttime Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) 


Table 6.2-12 presents the calculations of nighttime equivalent sound level (LeqN) for the 
29M Low Fleet scenario. The LeqN is lower than DNL because the number of nighttime 
operations is much smaller than the number of daytime operations and because there is no 
10dB nighttime penalty as in the DNL. The change in (LeqN) ranges from an increase of 

3.2 dB to a decrease of 3.1 dB, with sites overall averaging a decrease of 0.1 dB for the 
Preferred Alternative compared to the No Action Alternative. Similar LeqN tables for other 
fleets, including the 37.5M High Fleet scenario, are contained in Appendix L of the 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


6.2.5.4 Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) 


Table 6.2-13 compares the maximum sound level (Lmax) of the Preferred Alternative to the 
Lmax of the No Action Alternative for the 29M Low Fleet and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios. 
These values are for the aircraft operation that has the highest Lmax, whereas the values in 
the previous tables were for the cumulative noise exposure for all aircraft operations. In 
Table 6.2-13, the same aircraft operation is usually responsible for the highest value of 
Lmax in each fleet for all Alternatives, even though the number of its operations varies 
among the Alternatives. The values of Lmax in the 37.5M High Fleet scenario are generally 
less than those in the 29M Low Fleet scenario, primarily because of differences in the 
scheduled air carrier aircraft types — some Stage 2 aircraft that appear in the lower fleet 
forecast have been replaced with quieter Stage 3 aircraft in the longer-termforecast. These 
Lmax values are not as useful for assessing the relative noise among various locations and 
fleets as are the cumulative metrics such as DNL because they represent extreme values, 
rather than typical values, and because they do not consider how often the noise events 
occur. Similar Lmax tables for all fleets are contained in Appendix L of the 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


6.2.5.5 Time-Above 24-Hour (TA24) 


Table 6.2-14 shows the 24-hour time-above (TA24) calculated for threshold values of 55 dB 
to 95 dB for the Preferred Alternative and the No Action Alternative under the 

29M Low Fleet scenario. Comparison of these TA24 data show that the Preferred 
Alternative reduces the time-above various thresholds at most locations by about 20 to 40 
percent. Maximum values of TA24for the No Action Alternative are found at locations 4 
(Bayview and Grandview) and 7 (Loring Road near Court Road in Winthrop) which have 2 
and 1 minutes above 95 dB, and 17 and 11 minutes above 85 dB, respectively. These two 
locations also have the highest DNL values. The other locations that have more than one 
minute per day above 85 dB have DNL values of 69 to 70 dB. 


6.2.5.6 Time-Above Night (TAN) 


Table 6.2-15 presents the corresponding time-above data for the nine hour nighttime period 
(TAN). These time-above values are much smaller than those for the entire 

24- hour day because of the shorter time period and the reduction in the level of aircraft 
operations. 
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Table 6.2-12 
Comparisons of INM-Computed Nighttime Equivalent Sound Levels (LeqN) from 
Flight Operations for the 29M Low Fleet Scenario 


Change (in dB) 
Noise No Action Preferred No Action - 
Monitor Location Alternative Alternative Preferred 
1 Andrews Street, South End 48.8 46.0 -2.8 
2 B & Bolton, South Boston 56.3 53.2 3.4 
3 South Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 54.0 54.1 +0.1 
4 Bayview & Grandview, Winthrop 67.3 67.7 +0.4 
5 Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop 61.8 61.1 -0.7 
6 Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 57.6 57.7 +0.1 
7 Loring Road Near Court Road, Winthrop 65.1 68.3 43.2 
8 Morton & Amelia, Winthrop 55.8 56.7 +0.9 
9 Bayswater & Nancia, East Boston 62.0 62.6 +0.6 
10 Bayswater & Shawsheen, East Boston 55.9 57.5 +16 
11 Don Orione, East Boston 51.8 52.8 +1.0 
12 East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 62.3 63.0 +0.7 
13 East Boston High School, East Boston 60.1 57.8 -2.3 
A Sumner near Lamson, East Boston 54.4 54.0 -0.4 
14 Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 55.5 54.8 -0.7 
15 — Admiral’s Hill, Chelsea 57.5 55.3 -2.2 
16 —_ Bradstreet Avenue & Sales, Revere 61.6 61.8 +0.2 
17. — Carey Circle, Revere 51.3 51.6 +0.3 
23 Myrtlebank/Hilltop, Dorchester 44.9 45.0 +0.1 
24 ~~ Cunningham Park, Milton 44.0 444 +0.1 
25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy 41.1 41.4 +0.3 
26 — Hull High School, Hull 47.9 47.3 -0.6 
E Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston 53.7 53.7 0.0 
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Table 6.2-13 
Comparison of Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) Values from Flight Operations for 


the No Action and Preferred Alternatives —- 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet Scenarios 


Monitor 
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No Action Alternative Preferred Alternative 
Location 29M Low 37.5M High 29M Low 37.5M High 
Andrews Street, South End 89.5 84.5 89.5 84.5 
B & Bolton, South Boston 99.2 93.0 99.2 93.0 
South Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 94.4 91.8 94.4 86.8 
Bayview & Grandview, Winthrop 107.2 101.4 112.3 106.1 
Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop 99.7 93.3 100.7 94.3 
Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 90.4 81.9 90.4 81.9 
Loring Road near Court Road, Winthrop 104.7 97.1 104.7 97.1 
Morton & Amelia, Winthrop 102.5 97.3 102.5 97.3 
Bayswater & Nancia, E. Boston 107.7 103.9 107.7 103.9 
Bayswater & Shawsheen, East Boston 96.5 90.1 96.5 90.1 
Don Orione, East Boston 90.3 83.8 90.3 83.8 
East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 93.0 85.8 93.0 85.8 
East Boston High School, East Boston 102.0 97.0 102.0 97.0 
Sumner near Lamson, East Boston 82.1 81.2 82.2 74.5 
Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 85.3 82.3 85.3 77.3 
Admiral’s Hill, Chelsea 101.1 96.4 101.1 96.4 
Bradstreet Avenue & Sales, Revere 102.5 97.7 102.5 97.7 
Carey Circle, Revere 89.6 87.1 89.6 87.1 
Myrtlebank/Hilltop, Dorchester 79.7 79.7 79.7 79.7 
Cunningham Park, Milton 75.8 75.8 75.8 75.8 
Squaw Rock Park, Quincy 78.7 73.5 78.7 73.5 
Hull High School, Hull 85.0 81.0 87.4 83.7 
Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston 94.5 91.9 94.5 83.9 
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Table 6.2-14 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Calculated Time-Above-Threshold Values for a 24-hour Period of Flight Operations for the No Action and 
Preferred Alternatives - 29M Low Fleet Scenario (in minutes per day) 


Change (Preferred Alternative - 


dentity No Action Alternative Preferred Alternative No Action Alternative) 

Number Location 95dB 85dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 95dB 85dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 95dB 85dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 
1 Andrews St, South End 0 0 1 8 42 0 0 3 23 80 +2 «+15 488 
2 B & Bolton, South Boston 0 1 4 16 68 0 1 12 4 110 +8 -4+25— +42. 
3 South Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 0 0 9 70 = 235 0 0 3 34 158 6 36 -77 
4 Bayview & Grandview, Winthrop 2 17 51 119 273 1 10 28 74 212 -1 -7 23 45 ~~«461 
5 Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop 0 3 26 91 237 0 1 13 54171 -2 13 37 = 66 
6 Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 0 0 10 95 376 0 0 12 102 408 +2 +7 +82 
7 Loring Road near Court Road, Winthrop = 1 11 51 200 39557 0 8 899-146 449 3 12-54 — -108 
8 Morton & Amelia, Winthrop 0 1 11 63 265 0 1 9 49 202 -2 14-63 
9 Bayswater & Nancia, East Boston 0 5 28 99 = 254 0 4 20 ir) -1 8 -27 ~~ -34 
10 Bayswater &Shawsheen, EastBoston 0 1 12 66 =: 197 0 1 10 56 =: 196 2 10 -1 
11. Don Orione, East Boston 0 0 4 39 155 0 0 3 31. 142 -1 8 -13 
12. East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 0 3 33 «191 500 0 2 2 149 412 -1 8 42 88 
13 EastBoston High School, East Boston 0 0 3 19 95 0 1 10 40 141 +1 +7 +21—s 446 
A Sumner near Lamson, East Boston 0 0 2 32 = 222 0 0 2 42 235 +10) +13 
14 —_ Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 0 0 4 50 287 0 0 4 60 284 +103 
15 Admiral’s Hill, Chelsea 0 0 3 13-60 0 1 7 28292 +100CO«H4 1 482 
16 —_ Bradstreet Avenue & Sales, Revere 0 3 17 45 120 0 2 12 33 93 -1 5 -12  -27 
17 Carey Circle, Revere 0 0 3 24 64 0 0 3 17 45 7 -19 
23 ~~ Myrtlebank/Hilltop, Dorchester 0 0 0 9 76 0 0 0 4 36 5 -40 
24 ~— Cunningham Park, Milton 0 0 0 10 59 0 0 0 5 28 5 31 
25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy 0 0 0 1 36 0 0 0 1 24 -12 
26 ~— Hull High School, Hull 0 0 0 9 55 0 0 0 15 79 +6 «+24 
E Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston 0 0 8 710 275 0 0 3 45 204 5 26 -71 

Environmental Consequences 6-50 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Table 6.2-15 
Calculated Time-Above-Threshold Values for Nighttime Flight Operations (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) for the 
No Action and Preferred Alternatives- 29M Low Fleet Scenario (in minutes per day) 


Wentty ©. Change in Minutes 
No Action Alternative Preferred Alternative No Action — Preferred)) 

Number Location 95dB 85dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 95dB 85dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 95dB 85dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 
1 Andrews St, South End 0 0 0 2 6 0 0 0 1 4 -1 2 
2 B & Bolton, South Boston 0 0 1 3 9 0 0 0 2 6 | oa 3 
3 South Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 0 0 1 7 25 0 0 1 7 24 -1 
4 Bayview & Grandview, Winthrop 0 1 4 12 35 0 2 4 12 34 +1 -1 
5 Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop 0 0 3 9 27 0 0 2 9 27 -1 
6 Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 0 0 2 16 50 0 0 2 15 46 -1 4 
7 Loring Road near Court Road, Winthrop +0 1 6 21 57 0 2 10 29 69 +1 +4 +8 +12 
8 Morton & Amelia, Winthrop 0 0 1 8 30 0 0 1 9 31 +1 +1 
9 Bayswater & Nancia, East Boston 0 1 3 10 30 0 1 3 11 30 +1 
10 Bayswater & Shawsheen, EastBoston 0 0 1 9 31 0 0 2 11 36 +1 +2 +5 
11 Don Orione, East Boston 0 0 0 4 22 0 0 1 5 26 +1 +1 +4 
12. East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 0 0 6 25 59 0 1 6 30 69 +1 +5 +10 
13. East Boston High School, East Boston 0 0 2 6 19 0 0 1 5 17 -1 -1 2 
A Sumner near Lamson, East Boston 0 0 1 9 37 0 0 1 8 35 -1 2 
14 —_ Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 0 0 1 11 44 0 0 1 10 38 -1 3 
15 Admiral’s Hill, Chelsea 0 0 1 4 13 0 0 1 3 11 -1 2 
16 —_ Bradstreet Avenue & Sales, Revere 0 1 2 5 14 0 1 2 5 15 +1 
17 Carey Circle, Revere 0 0 1 3 7 0 0 1 3 7 
23 ~~ Myrtlebank/Hilltop, Dorchester 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 1 7 
24 ~— Cunningham Park, Milton 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 1 6 
25 ~~ Squaw Rock Park, Quincy 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 
26 ~—-Hull High School, Hull 0 0 0 2 12 0 0 0 2 12 
E Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston 0 0 0 7 28 0 0 0 7 27 -1 
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6.2.6 


Ground Taxi Noise Levels 


Aircraft ground taxi noise was assessed in the Airside Project Draft EIS/Final EIR at seven 
noise monitoring stations (NMS) in the immediate vicinity of the airport. The analysis 
looked at five metrics, and a summary of those analyses is provided in this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) 

Night (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) 

Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) 

Night Time-Above 55, 65, 75, 85, and 95 dB (TAN) 

24-hour Day Time-Above 55, 65, 75, 85, and 95 dB (TA24) 


Ground noise was calculated for Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 4. The ground noise for 
Alternatives 1 and 1A will be similar for fleets where the effective runway utilization is the 
same for both Alternatives. The effective runway utilization data for arrivals (Table 6.2-3 in 
the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR) and departures (Table 6.2-4 in the 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR) indicates little difference between Alternatives 1 and 1A for 
the 29M Low and High Fleet scenarios, and the 37.5M Low Fleet scenario. Therefore, the 
results of the Alternative 1 ground noise analysis for these fleets also apply to the Preferred 
Alternative. 


The noise from ground taxi operations is significantly less than the noise from in-flight 
operations, which includes the noise from both takeoff ground roll and application of 
thrust reverser on landing. For example, the in-flight DNL for average propagation in 
South Boston at Farragut and 2nd (Location E) is 40 to 44 dB greater than that of ground 
taxi noise, and for maximum propagation it is 23 to 27 dB greater. At the other six locations, 
the in-flight DNL for average propagation is 17 to 30 dB greater than that of the ground taxi 
noise, and for maximum propagation is 2 to 13 dB greater. 


Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would produce a modest reduction in ground 
taxi noise for the Bayswater section of East Boston and Winthrop (NMS #7, 10 and 12), 
located to the northeast of the airport, particularly as operations increase and greater 
congestion occurs on the existing taxiway. These are the locations most affected by ground 
taxi noise, and their average reductions in DNL range from 1.9 to 3.3 dB. (See Table 6.2-16) 
There are smaller reductions at Somerset and Johnson (NMS # 6) in Winthrop (0.8 to 1.0 dB) 
and at the two positions (Location A and NMS #14) in Jeffries Point (0.1 to 0.3 dB). There is 
a small increase for average propagation (0.8 dB) and a decrease for maximum propagation 
(1.6 dB) at Farragut and 2nd (Location E). However, at this location in South Boston, the 
ground taxi operations would often be inaudible. 
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Table 6.2-16 
Change in DNL Values from Ground Operations, by Noise Monitoring Site 
(Preferred Alt. 1A — No Action Alt.4, in dB) 


Loring/ Bayswaterand EastBoston Somersetand Sumner/  JeffriesPoint Farragut 
Court Road Shawsheen, YachtClub, Johnson, Lamson, _ Yacht Club, @ 2nd 
Winthrop EastBoston EastBoston Winthrop EastBoston EastBoston  S. Boston 
Fleet (NMS #7) (NMS #10) (NMS #12) (NMS #6) (NMS #A) (NMS #14) (NMS #E) 


Average Propagation Conditions 


29M Low -0.2 -0.8 -1.0 -0.8 0.4 0.6 1.4 
37.5M Low 46 -5.0 -3.2 -0.6 -0.6 -0.7 0.7 
37.5M High -47 -1.5 -1.4 15 -0.3 -0.3 0.2 

Average Change dB -3.2 -2.4 -1.9 -1.0 -0.2 -0.1 0.8 


Maximum Propagation Conditions 


29M Low -0.6 -1 -1.2 -0.8 0.2 0.6 11 
37.5M Low 4.7 se) 3.4 -0.3 -0.8 -1.0 -1.6 
37.5M High 4.6 -1.3 1.2 13 -0.3 -0.3 -2.1 


Average Change dB 3.3 -2.4 -1.9 -0.8 -0.3 -0.2 -1.6 


6.2.6.1 Other Ground Taxi Noise Levels 


Ground taxi noise was also calculated for four other noise metrics: Nighttime Equivalent 
Sound Level (LeqN), Maximum Sound Level (Lmax), Night Time-Above a Noise Threshold 
(TAN), and 24-hour Day Time-Above a Noise Threshold (TA24). Tables for all locations 
and all fleet scenarios are contained in Appendix L of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


The Nighttime Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) calculated for ground taxi operations are 
about 7 to 10 dB lower than the DNL values because there are fewer operations per hour in 
the nighttime period and the 10 dB penalty for nighttime operations in the DNL metric is 
not applied to LeqN. For all future scenarios, the Preferred Alternative results in an 
average reduction of 0.5 to 0.6 dB in LeqN when compared to the No Action Alternative. 
The Maximum A-weighted Sound Levels (Lmax) calculated for the ground taxi operations 
are identical at 59 dB for average propagation and 75 dB for maximum propagation. This 
means that for almost all of the cases, the same aircraft type and operation at the same 
location produced the recorded Lmax value. 


Tables 6.2-17 and 6.2-18 present the time-above threshold values in minutes for ground taxi 
noise at NMS # 12 for nighttime and 24-hour day, respectively. Data are presented for three 
thresholds, 55, 65, and 75 dB. Note that total time-above 75 dB values less than 0.5 minute 
are rounded down to 0 minutes. The nighttime values of TA in Table 6.2-17 are much 
smaller than those in Table 6.2-18 for a 24-hour day, and are roughly in proportion to their 
respective numbers of operations. 


The reductions in 24-hour time-above at the East Boston Yacht Club (NMS#12) for the 
Preferred Alternative are relatively dramatic. The average decrease in TA24 for maximum 
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6.2.7 


propagation is 43 percent for TA24 55 dB and 55 percent for TA24 65 dB. At Loring Road 
near Court Road, Winthrop (NMS # 7) the corresponding decreases are 65 and 54 percent 
for TA24 55 and 65 dB, respectively, and at Bayswater and Shawsheen, East Boston (NMS 
#10) the decreases for TA24 55 and 65 dB are 53 and 27 percent, respectively. These 
differences in TA24 for the Preferred Alternative are of the same nature as those found 
above in reviewing the DNL metric at these locations. 


Table 6.2-17 
Comparison of Time-Above Nighttime Threshold Values in Minutes Per Day from 
Ground Operations at NMS #12: East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 


Comparing the 
No Action Preferred and 

(Alternative 4) Preferred Alternative No Action Alts. 
Fleet 7%5dB 65dB 55dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 
Average Propagation Conditions 
29M Low 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
37.5M High 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 +20 
Maximum Propagation Conditions 
29M Low 0.0 40 67.0 0.0 5.0 69.0 00 +10 +20 
37.5M High 0.0 11.0 127.0 0.0 10.0 111.0 0.0 13.0 +160 


Table 6.2-18 
Comparison of Time-Above 24-hour Threshold Values in Minutes Per Day from 
Ground Operations at NMS #12: East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 


Comparing the 
No Action Preferred and 

(Alternative 4) Preferred Alternative No Action Alts. 
Fleet 7%5dB 65dB 55dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 
Average Propagation Conditions 
29M Low 0.0 0.0 21.0 0.0 0.0 140 00 0.0 7.0 
37.5M High 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 +2.0 
Maximum Propagation Conditions 
29M Low 0.0 1460 11120 0.0 67.0 727.0 0.0 79.0 — -385.0 
37.5M High 0.0 108.0 1168.0 0.0 47.0 569.0 0.0 61.0 — -599.0 


37.5M High Regional Jet Fleet 
6.2.7.1 Fleet Mix and Operations 


A summary of operations under each of the five project alternatives considered is provided 
in Table 6.2-19 . Daytime and nighttime operations for jets, turboprops and total aircraft 
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and are compared to 1998 actual operations. Activity is comprised of scheduled and 
unscheduled operations by major air carriers, commuter airlines, and air cargo operators; it 
also includes general aviation jet and turboprop aircraft. 


Alternatives that incorporate peak period pricing (Alternatives 1, 2, and 3) have fewer 
operations than the No Action and Preferred Alternative, but the differences in activity 
levels are small, and have a negligible effect on noise exposure since most cancelled 
operations are smaller, quieter aircraft. The most significant factor affecting the noise 
impacts of different alternatives is the amount of delay that occurs when accommodating 
the scheduled flights: 


m As delays increase, more operations slip into nighttime hours, causing greater disturbance 
and an increase in those measures of noise (DNL, LeqN, and TAN) that are sensitive to 
late night activity; and 


m= High delays limit controller flexibility and make it difficult to achieve PRAS goals. 


Alternatives incorporating Runway 14/32 (Alternative 1 and the Preferred Alternative 1A) 
significantly reduce nighttime operations by reducing delays. Thus, the Preferred Alternative 
results in approximately 37 fewer nighttime operations (a reduction of nearly 13 percent 
compared to the No Action Alternative); 32 of those are in jet aircraft. Alternative 1 results in 
some cancellations and reduces the delays even further, causing the number of nighttime 
operations to decrease by 57 compared to the No Action Alternative; 48 of those are in jet aircraft. 


A second factor affecting the noise impacts of the 37.5M High RJ Fleet is the noise of the 
individual aircraft themselves. Though the mix of aircraft types varies, the primary 
difference between the 37.5M High RJ Fleet and previous forecasts is the higher number of 
30- to 70-seat regional jet aircraft that are entering the fleet and replacing many of the 
existing and previously forecast turboprop operations. For example, in the 

37.5M High Fleet, only about 26 of the 1,665 daily operations were by regional jets while 
637 operations were by turboprops; in the 37.5M High RJ scenario, regional jets account for 
395 operations of 1,601 daily operations while turboprops account for only 217. 


Table 6.2-19 
Average Daily Operations for 37.5M High Ru Fleet (All Alternatives) 


Stage 2 Jets Stage 3 Jets Turboprops Totals 

Fleet Forecast Day/Night Day/Night Day/Night Day Night Daily 
37.5M High RJ Fleet 

No Action (Alt. 4) 0/0 1,125/259 188/29 1,313 288 1,601 
Preferred (Alt.1A) 0/0 1,157/227 193/24 1,350 251 1,601 
All Actions (Alt. 1) 0/0 1,143/211 179/21 1,322 231 1,553 
No 14/32 (Alts. 2/3) : 0/0 1,117/236 : 175/25 1,292 : 261 1,553 
Note: “Day” defined as 7:00 AM to 10:00 PM and “Night” defined as 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM, consistent with the definitions as used in DNL 

calculations. 
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This shift to a higher proportion of regional jet operations does not imply increased noise. A 50- 
seat Embraer 145 regional jet is actually 5 to 10 decibels quieter, both on takeoff and on landing, 
than even some of the most recently manufactured Stage 3 jet aircraft, and though it is louder 
than some turboprops, it is quieter than many other turboprop types currently operating at 
Logan Airport. Thus, the increased presence of regional jets is more likely to impact noise 
exposure through runway use and delay impacts rather than through the fleet mix difference 
itself. The impacts of these fleet changes on the noise environment will be described in more 
detail later in this section. 


6.2.7.2 Flight Tracks and Runway Use 


Flight tracks for the new 37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario were assumed to be identical to the tracks 
modeled under other fleets as shown earlier in Figure 6.2-1 through Figure 6.2-4. The figures 
indicate arrivals to Runway 32 converge and descend to the runway over Boston Harbor while 
departures from Runway 14 climb out in the opposite direction over the harbor. 


Summaries of runway use for this 37.5M High RJ Fleet are presented in Section 4.7. Each of 
these tables allows a comparison of the number of operations expected to overfly a given 
community for each of the study alternatives. 


6.2.7.3 INM Modeled In-Flight Noise Levels 


Consistent with other fleet forecasts in this Airside Improvements Planning Project, the 

37.5M High RJ Fleet further illustrates that with a growing number of operations, the No Action 
Alternative will result in increased use of Runways 4L/R, 22R, and 27 for arrivals and 

Runways 22L/R, 4L/R, and 9 for departures. These increases are anticipated despite the fact that 
current runway usages exceed PRAS goals and indicate a need to shift traffic to other runways. 
Controllers continue to need these north/south runway combinations because they have the 
highest capacity of any configurations available and that capacity is needed more frequently as 
demand increases. Noise exposure off these runway ends can therefore be expected to increase 
as well under the No Action Alternative. 


Similar to the conclusions drawn from other fleet forecasts, with implementation of the Preferred 
Alternative under the 37.5M High RJ Fleet, air traffic controllers would have use of two or three 
runways during northwest winds (instead of the current one or two), and have greater flexibility 
and opportunity to achieve PRAS goals for both long-term annual runway use and short-term 
dwell and persistence relief. This benefits the communities presently experiencing the most 
aircraft noise. 


Noise contours generated by the INM for all of the 37.5M High RJ Fleet Alternatives (4, 1A, 1, 
and 2/3) are shown in Figures 6.2-10 through 6.2-14. The exposure attributable to each 
Alternative is depicted by the 60, 65, and 70 dB DNL contours. The No Action Alternative is 
presented first to establish a basis for comparison; it is followed by the Preferred Alternative and 
then a comparison of the key 65 dB DNL contours for the Preferred and No Action Alternatives 
to show differences in the areas of significant noise impact. The final two figures present 
contours for the other Alternatives. Alternatives 2 and 3 have identical in-flight noise exposure 
since they differ only in that Alternative 2 includes the taxiway improvements. They are 
therefore portrayed by the same set of contours and population results. 
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6.2.7.4 Differences in Noise Exposure for Alternatives 4, 1A, 1, and 2/3 
Under the 37.5M High Ru Fleet 


Figure 6.2-10 shows the DNL contours for the No Action Alternative (Alternative 4) and 
indicates a continuing dependence on the north/south runway combinations. The 65 

dB DNL contour for this scenario extends as further north along the Revere shoreline and 
south to Squantum than any Alternative. It is also the largest of the Alternatives over most of 
Winthrop. Conversely, to the west it remains close to the Airport off of Runway 27, never 
extending beyond the Inner Harbor, and stays close to the end of Runway 33L, extending to 
about Chelsea Street in East Boston. 


The Preferred Alternative with its addition of unidirectional Runway 14/32 in 

Figure 6.2-11, shifts this balance by reducing coverage of the 65 dB DNL contour in Revere, 
Winthrop and South Boston near City Point. This shift in runway use results in increased 
exposure above 65 dB, primarily in commercial areas of South Boston near the World Trade 
Center, to the northwest in the Eagle Hill area of East Boston, and beyond to approximately 
Broadway in Chelsea. 


A comparison of the No Action and Preferred Alternatives in Figure 6.2-12 indicates a 1 to 
2 dB DNL decrease in exposure attributable to the Preferred Alternative in parts of Revere 
and Winthrop that receive exposure levels in excess of 70 dB DNL. These improvements 
are achieved through the greater flexibility afforded by the additional runway, permitting 
air traffic controllers to reduce the activity on the north/south runway combinations and 
shift operations so that arrivals increase to Runways 33L and 32, largely over Boston 
Harbor, or so that departures increase on Runways 27 and 33L. This causes increased noise 
on the order of 4 to 5 dB off of those runway ends, but at levels below those experienced in 
Winthrop and Revere. 


Figure 6.2-13 depicts contours for Alternative 1. This scenario presumes construction of 
unidirectional Runway 14/32 but also includes the effects of peak period pricing. The 
differences compared to the Preferred Alternative are relatively small, causing both 
increases as well as decreases in exposure, generally less than a decibel in magnitude. Small 
additional benefits from peak period pricing occur in Revere and Winthrop at contour 
levels above 70 dB DNL, while areas of South Boston off the approach end of 22R also 
receive small improvements compared to the Preferred Alternative but at lower DNL levels 
of 65 to 70 dB. Negligible differences between the two scenarios occur in other areas of 
South Boston affected by departures from Runway 27, but small increase in exposure 
occurs to the northwest off of Runway 33L causing increased exposure in parts of East 
Boston and Chelsea. 


The contours for Alternatives 2 and 3 are shown in Figure 6.2-14. Except for a small improve- 


ment in Winthrop and a small reduction in noise in South Boston near the approach end of 
Runway 22L, the contours generally differ very little from the No Action Alternative. 
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6.2.7.6 Population Affected by Noise 


Estimates of the number of people residing within 5 dB increments of noise exposure for 
each of the alternatives examined under the 37.5M High RJ Fleet are summarized in 
Table 6.2-20. Also included are the 1998 populations for reference. Table 6.2-21, which 
follows, summarizes a comparison of the Preferred Alternative with No Action and 
indicates the improvement that occurs at the highest exposure levels as a result of the 
increased flexibility afforded by Runway 14/32. 


Table 6.2-20 
Summary of Noise-Exposed Population for All Alternatives — 
37.5M High Ru Fleet Scenario 

No Action Preferred With Peak Other 
Day-Night Sound 1998 Alternative Alternative (Alt. | PeriodPricing Improvements 
Level in dB Actual (Alt. 4) 1A) (Alt. 1) (Alts.2/3) 
High Regional Jet Fleet 
DNL 75 dB and above 577 222 58 58 135 
DNL 70 dB and above 2,679 3,700 2,267 2,020 3,584 
DNL 65 dB and above 23,296 11,493 11,857 12,470 11,223 
DNL 60 dB and above 93,860 36,857 50,048 48,332 36,024 


1 Except for 1998, all estimates are based on runway use chosen to most nearly achieve PRAS goals and reflect the effects of delayed 
aircraft as determined by the DELAYSIM model. 


Table 6.2-21 
Comparison of Noise-Exposed Population for the No Action and Preferred 
Alternatives — 37.5M High RJ Fleet Scenario 


Preferred Preferred Alt. | Percent Change 
Day-Night Sound 1998 No Action Alternative Compared to from No Action 
Level in dB Actual Alternative (Alt. 4) (Alt. 1A) No Action to Preferred Alt 
High Regional Jet Fleet 
DNL 75 dB and above 577 222 58 -164 -74% 
DNL 70 oB and above 2,679 3,700 2,267 -1,433 -39% 
DNL 65 dB and above 23,296 11,493 11,857 364 8% 
DNL 60 dB and above 93,860 36,857 50,048 13,191 36% 


1 Except for 1998, all estimates are based on runway use chosen to most nearly achieve PRAS goals and reflect the effects of delayed 
aircraft as determined by the DELAYSIM model. 
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Comparing these figures for the No Action and Preferred Alternatives, the Preferred 
Alternative again provides important reductions in population exposure to DNL values 
greater than or equal to 70 and 75 dB with a minimal increase in numbers of people 
exposed above 65 dB DNL. Only at exposure levels between 60 and 65 dB DNL is there a 
significant increase in population exposed to noise from the Preferred Alternative. 


These reductions are a direct result of the implementation of Runway 14/32, which enables 
the Air Traffic Control Tower to better achieve PRAS goals which were specifically 
designed to give relief to the populations experiencing the most aircraft noise. 


The results in the previous two tables are broken down by community area in Tables 6.2-22 
and 6.2-23 below. Similar tables for the other fleets are in Appendix L of the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


6.2.7.7 Other Indications of Changed Exposure Using the 37.5M High RJ Fleet 


As discussed in Section 6.2.5, five other metrics were computed at specific points to identify 
changes in aircraft noise. The selected points coincide with 21 of Massport’s permanent 
noise monitoring locations along with two additional sites selected for the Airside Project. 


The calculations of DNL for the No Action and Preferred Alternatives under the 37.5M 
High RJ Fleet are presented and compared in Table 6.2-24. Results for the other alternatives 
under the High RJ Fleet are presented in Appendix E of this document. Similar tables for all 
other study fleets are contained in Appendix L of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Even under the No Action Alternative, the 37.5M High RJ noise is less than that in 1998 at 
the majority of locations around the airport, largely reflecting the air carriers’ replacement 
of Stage 2 aircraft with quieter Stage 3 aircraft at the end of 1999 in compliance with Federal 
regulations. 


Those sites that are shown to increase above 1998 levels under the No Action Alternative are 
limited to six locations (9, 16 and 17 to the north in East Boston and Revere, and 3, 23, and 24 
to the south in South Boston, Dorchester, and Milton. As shown in Figure 5.2-4 in Chapter 5, 
all of them are directly aligned with Runways 4L/R and 22L/R and reflect the increased need 
to use those runways ever more frequently as demand increases. This result is further 
illustrated graphically by comparing the 1998 DNL noise contours of Figure 5.2-3 with 

the DNL contours for the 37.5M High RJ No Action Alternative shown in Figure 6.2-10. 


Comparing the Preferred and No Action Alternatives in the table above, it is notable that 
the same six locations just mentioned are expected to experience decreases in DNL of 1.4 to 
1.8 dB if the Preferred Alternative is implemented. In addition, significant decreases of 1.5 
to 2.4 dB are seen at sites 9 and 12 on Bayswater Street and at the yacht club in East Boston 
and at sites 4 and 7 in Winthrop, which along with site 16 in Revere, are now or will be 
exposed to DNL levels above 70 dB - the highest of any locations in the vicinity of the 
Airport — if no action is taken. 
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Table 6.2-22 
Noise-Exposed Population by Town or Neighborhood Area for All Alternatives - 
37.5M High Ru Fleet Scenario 
With Peak Other 
Day-Night Sound 1998 No Action Preferred Period Pricing Improvements 
Level in dB Actual (Alternative 4) (Alternative 1A) (Alternative 1) (Alternatives 2/3) 
Chelsea 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 0 392 1,084 0 
DNL 60 dB and above 9,222 1,601 8,117 8,488 1,547 
Everett 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 60 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
E. Boston — Eagle Hill 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 1 0 
DNL 65 dB and above 2,280 120 3,133 3,160 113 
DNL 60 dB and above 19,040 3,956 11,247 11,479 3,393 
E. Boston — Orient Hts/ 
Bayswater St. 
DNL 75 dB and above 58 58 58 58 58 
DNL 70 dB and above 239 355 239 239 355 
DNL 65 dB and above 1,742 1,135 606 606 1,170 
DNL 60 dB and above 5,128 4,213 3,287 3,069 4,213 
Other East Boston 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 70 dB and above 351 0 0 0 0 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,940 986 649 918 986 
DNL 60 dB and above 6,228 3,940 4,091 4,144 3,940 
Total East Boston") 
DNL 75 dB and above 58 58 58 58 58 
DNL 70 dB and above 590 355 239 240 355 
DNL 65 dB and above 7,962 2,241 4,388 4,684 2,269 
DNL 60 dB and above 30,396 12,109 18,625 18,692 11,546 
Long Island 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 60 dB and above 502 0 0 0 0 
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Table 6.2-22 (cont.) 
Noise-Exposed Population by Town or Neighborhood Area for All Alternatives — 
37.5M High RJ Fleet Scenario 
With Peak Period Other 
Day-Night Sound 1998 No Action Preferred Pricing Improvements 
Level in dB Actual (Alternative 4)2. (Alternative 1A)? (Alternative 1) 2 (Alternatives 2/3) 2 
Revere 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 2,260 1,389 1,205 2,304 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,168 3,854 3,428 3,428 3,854 
DNL 60 dB and above 5,300 7,901 6,052 5,808 8,472 
South Boston 
DNL 75 cB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 70 dB and above 48 0 0 0 0 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,553 1,080 765 429 872 
DNL 60 dB and above 22,511 3,479 6,950 5,801 3,046 
Boston (Other)! 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 60 dB and above 10,809 674 482 429 625 
Winthrop - Point Shirley 
DNL 75 dB and above 519 164 0 0 77 
DNL 70 dB and above 1,266 697 417 353 537 
DNL 65 dB and above 2,195 1,542 1,305 1,266 1,452 
DNL 60 dB and above 4,080 2,527 2,291 2,195 2,401 
Winthrop - Court Road 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 70 dB and above 731 388 222 222 388 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,387 1,661 1,128 1,128 1,661 
DNL 60 dB and above 3,387 3,387 3,387 3,387 3,387 
Rest of Winthrop 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 70 dB and above 44 0 0 0 0 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,031 1,115 451 451 1,115 
DNL 60 dB and above 7,653 5,179 4,144 3,532 5,000 
Total Winthrop 
DNL 75 dB and above 519 164 0 0 77 
DNL 70 dB and above 2,041 1,085 639 575 925 
DNL 65 dB and above 8,613 4,318 2,884 2,845 4,228 
DNL 60 dB and above 15,120 11,093 9,822 9,114 10,788 
Total Population Summary 
DNL 75 dB and above 577 222 58 58 135 
DNL 70 dB and above 2,679 3,700 2,267 2,020 3,584 
DNL 65 dB and above 23,296 11,493 11,857 12,470 11,223 
DNL 60 dB and above 93,860 36,857 50,048 48,332 36,024 


1 “Boston (Other)” includes Back Bay, Dorchester, Jamaica Plain, Roxbury, and the South End. 
2 Except for 1998, all estimates are based on runway use chosen to most nearly achieve PRAS goals and reflect the effects of delayed aircraft as determined by the 


DELAYSIM model. 
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Table 6.2-23 
Comparison of Noise-Exposed Population by Town or Neighborhood Area for No Action and Preferred 
Alternatives - 37.5M High Ru Fleet Scenario 


Preferred Alt. Percent Change 


Day-Night Sound 1998 No Action Preferred Compared toNo from No Action 
Level in dB Actual (Alternative 4) (Alternative 1A) Action to Preferred Alt. 
Chelsea 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 0 392 392 N/A 
DNL 60 dB and above 9,222 1,601 8,117 6,516 407% 
Everett 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 60 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
E. Boston — Eagle Hill 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 2,280 120 3,133 3,013 2511% 
DNL 60 dB and above 19,040 3,956 11,247 7,291 184% 
E. Boston — Orient Hts/ 
Bayswater St. 
DNL 75 dB and above 58 58 58 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 239 355 239 -116 -33% 
DNL 65 dB and above 1,742 1,135 606 -529 -47% 
DNL 60 dB and above 5,128 4,213 3,287 -926 -22% 
Other East Boston 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 351 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,940 986 649 -337 -34% 
DNL 60 dB and above 6,228 3,940 4,091 151 4% 
Total East Boston”) 
DNL 75 dB and above 58 58 58 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 590 355 239 -116 -33% 
DNL 65 dB and above 7,962 2,241 4,388 2,147 96% 
DNL 60 dB and above 30,396 12,109 18,625 6,516 54% 
Long Island 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 60 dB and above 502 0 0 0 0% 
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Comparison of Noise-Exposed Population by Town or Neighborhood Area for No Action and Preferred 
Alternatives - 37.5M High Ru Fleet Scenario 


Preferred Alt. Percent Change 
Day-Night Sound 1998 No Action Preferred Compared to from No Action 
Level in dB Actual (Alternative 4)2 (Alternative 1A) 2 No Action 2 to Preferred Alt. 2 
Revere 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 cB and above 0 2,260 1,389 -871 -39% 
DNL 65 dB and above 3,168 3,854 3,428 -426 -11% 
DNL 60 cB and above 5,300 7,901 6,052 1,849 -23% 
South Boston 
DNL 75 cB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 48 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 cB and above 3,553 1,080 765 -315 -29% 
DNL 60 cB and above 22,511 3,479 6,950 3,471 100% 
Boston (Other)! 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 60 dB and above 10,809 674 482 -192 -28% 
Winthrop - Point Shirley 
DNL 75 cB and above 519 164 0 -164 -100% 
DNL 70 dB and above 1,266 697 417 -280 -40% 
DNL 65 dB and above 2,195 1,542 1,305 -237 -15% 
DNL 60 cB and above 4,080 2,527 2,291 -236 -9% 
Winthrop - Court Road 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 cB and above 731 388 222 -166 -43% 
DNL 65 cB and above 3,387 1,661 1,128 -533 -32% 
DNL 60 cB and above 3,387 3,387 3,387 0 0% 
Rest of Winthrop 
DNL 75 dB and above 0 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 70 cB and above 44 0 0 0 0% 
DNL 65 cB and above 3,031 1,115 451 -664 -60% 
DNL 60 dB and above 7,653 5,179 4,144 1,035 -20% 
Total Winthrop 
DNL 75 cB and above 519 164 0 -164 -100% 
DNL 70 dB and above 2,041 1,085 639 -446 -41% 
DNL 65 cB and above 8,613 4,318 2,884 1,434 -33% 
DNL 60 cB and above 15,120 11,093 9,822 1,271 -11% 
Total Population 
Summary 
DNL 75 cB and above 577 222 58 -164 -74% 
DNL 70 cB and above 2,679 3,700 2,267 1,433 -39% 
DNL 65 cB and above 23,296 11,493 11,857 364 3% 
DNL 60 cB and above 93,860 36,857 50,048 13,191 36% 


1 “Boston (Other)” includes Back Bay, Dorchester, Jamaica Plain, Roxbury, and the South End. 
2 Except for 1998, all estimates are based on runway use chosen to most nearly achieve PRAS goals and reflect the effects of delayed aircraft as 
determined by the DELAYSIM model. 
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Table 6.2-24 
Comparison of INM-Computed Day-Night Sound Levels at Specific Points for 1998 and for 
the No Action and Preferred Alternatives — 37.5M High Ru Fleet 


Preferred Change in dB 


Noise 1998 No Action Alternative No Action 

Monitor Location Existing Fleet (Alternative 4) (Alternative 1A) — to Preferred 
1 Andrews Street, South End 58.7 51.5 56.0 45 
2 B & Bolton, South Boston 66.7 58.1 63.0 49 
3 South Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 64.5 68.4 66.6 -1.8 
4 Bayview & Grandview, Winthrop 79.4 75.9 73.9 -2.0 
5 Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop 71.4 68.1 66.6 1.5 
6 Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 68.2 64.7 64.7 0.0 
7 Loring Road Near Court Road, Winthrop 76.1 75.9 73.5 -2.4 
8 Morton & Amelia, Winthrop 67.5 66.0 64.7 1.3 
9 Bayswater & Nancia, East Boston 72.4 73.0 71.5 -1.5 
10 Bayswater & Shawsheen, East Boston 66.3 65.6 64.3 -1.3 
11 Don Orione, East Boston 62.2 60.4 59.3 -1.1 
12 East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 74.0 70.2 68.2 -2.0 
13 East Boston High School, East Boston 64.2 60.4 64.9 45 
A Sumner near Lamson, East Boston N/A 58.8 59.1 0.3 
14 Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 64.9 60.8 60.9 0.1 
15 Admiral’s Hill, Chelsea 61.1 58.4 63.0 46 
16 Bradstreet Avenue & Sales, Revere 69.0 72.8 71.4 -1.7 
17 Carey Circle, Revere 58.3 62.4 60.7 -1.7 
23 Myrtlebank/Hilltop, Dorchester 52.0 56.5 54.9 -1.6 
24 Cunningham Park, Milton 51.9 54.6 53.2 -1.4 
25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy 51.2 49.9 48.4 1.5 
26 Hull High School, Hull 58.1 53.3 55.7 2.4 
E Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston N/A 68.1 66.3 -1.8 

Average change from 70 dB and above Between -1.9 
Alts 4 and 1A (5 Sites) 

Average change from 65 dB and above Between -1.7 
Alts 4 and 1A (10 Sites) 

Average change from all values Between Alts 4 0.1 
and 1A (23 Sites) 
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Balanced against these improvements are significant increases in exposure at Site 2 in South 
Boston off of Runway 27 and Sites 13 and 15 in East Boston and Chelsea off of Runway 33L 
where noise is expected to increase 4.5 to 4.9 dB, although none of these specific sites is 
projected to experience DNL values in excess of 65 dB with the Preferred Alternative under this 
fleet assumption. A smaller increase of 2.4 dB is also expected at Hull High School, but at 

a DNL value of 55.7 dB, this is well below any criteria for significant impact. 


Table 6.2-25 presents INM calculations of nighttime equivalent sound levels (LeqN)at specific 
points, reflecting the differences in exposure occurring during the hours from 10:00 PM to 7:00 
AM. Appendix E presents similar calculations for the other alternatives under the 37.5M High 
RJ Fleet. 


Nighttime equivalent sound levels show generally similar patterns of change between the No 
Action and Preferred Alternatives. The highest nighttime exposure levels of 65 dB and above 
occur at Sites 4 and 7 in Winthrop, Site 9 on Bayswater Street in East Boston, and Site 16 in 
Revere. Each of these locations is expected to experience decreases in nighttime noise of 1.3 to 
2.1 dB if the Preferred Alternative is implemented. At three other Sites (3, 5, and 12) in South 
Boston, Winthrop and East Boston where nighttime exposure is lower but still above 60 dB, 
decreases in nighttime exposure of 1.7 to 2.3 dB are expected under the Preferred Alternative. 


Balanced against these reductions in nighttime noise are increases in LeqN ranging from 3.6 to 
4.3 dB at sites 1, 2, 13, 15, and E, though none of these locations is expected to have nighttime 
noise increase above 57.9 dB with the Preferred Alternative, and two of the sites (1 and E in the 
South End and on Farragut Street in South Boston) are expected to have increases to less than 
50 cB. 


Finally, Table 6.2-26 compares INM-computed maximum sound levels for the No Action and 
Preferred Alternatives at the specific points. For these and all other Alternatives, there are no 
expected differences between cases because the same aircraft operation is responsible for the 
highest level and neither the aircraft type nor the location of the operation changes from one 
Alternative to the next. 


The one remaining supplemental noise metric, Time Above Threshold sound levels for both 
24-hour and for nighttime hours, is reported in Appendix E for all 37.5M High RJ Alternatives. 


In conclusion, the major findings regarding the study Alternatives and their relative impacts on 
community noise levels are supported by the evaluation of the High RJ Fleet and are generally 
consistent across all fleets examined in this study. The improved noise levels achieved through 
the added flexibility in use of runways afforded by the new unidirectional Runway 14/32 will 
reduce noise exposure in the most highly impacted areas still remaining around Logan Airport. 
Areas of Winthrop, East Boston (north of the airport), and Revere are all currently exposed or 
are expected to be exposed to DNL levels above 70 dB, with areas of Winthrop and East Boston 
experiencing levels above 75 dB even now. These can be reduced on the order of several 
decibels by the redistribution of traffic onto other runways in accordance with PRAS goals, 
though the redistribution will cause increased noise between DNL values of 65 and 70 dB in 
East Boston and Chelsea and cause increased noise from 60 to 65 dB in parts of South Boston. 


Environmental Consequences 6-75 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Table 6.2-25 
Comparisons of INM-Computed Nighttime Equivalent Sound Levels at 
Specific Points for the No Action and Preferred Alternatives - 37.5M High RJ Fleet 


Preferred Change (in dB) 
Noise No Action Alternative Preferred 
Monitor Location (Alternative 4) (Alternative 1A) -No Action 
1 Andrews Street, South End 44.6 48.2 3.6 
2 B & Bolton, South Boston 51.4 55.4 4.0 
3 South Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 60.9 58.6 -2.3 
4 Bayview & Grandview, Winthrop 68.4 66.5 -1.9 
5 Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop 60.8 59.1 -1.7 
6 Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 57.7 57.5 -0.2 
7 Loring Road Near Court Road, Winthrop 69.1 67.0 -2.1 
8 Morton & Amelia, Winthrop 59.1 58.0 1.1 
9 Bayswater & Nancia, East Boston 66.2 64.9 -1.3 
10 Bayswater & Shawsheen, East Boston 58.6 57.5 -11 
11 Don Orione, East Boston 53.4 52.4 -1.0 
12 East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 63.3 61.6 -1.7 
13 East Boston High School, East Boston 54.0 57.9 3.9 
A Sumner near Lamson, East Boston 51.9 52.0 0.1 
14 Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 53.8 53.6 -0.2 
15 — Admiral’s Hill, Chelsea 52.1 56.2 41 
16 —_ Bradstreet Avenue & Sales, Revere 66.1 64.8 -1.3 
17 ~— Carey Circle, Revere 55.7 54.3 -1.4 
23 Myrtlebank/Hilltop, Dorchester 49.1 47.2 1.9 
24 ~~ Cunningham Park, Milton 47.3 45.6 -1.7 
25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy 42.7 41.2 -1.5 
26 — Hull High School, Hull 46.7 48.5 1.8 
E Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston 43.6 47.9 4.3 
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Table 6.2-26 
Comparison of Maximum Sound Levels (Lmax) for the 
No Action and Preferred Alternatives — 37.5M High Ru Fleet 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


oise No Action Preferred Alternative 
onitor Location (Alternative 4) (Alternative 1A) 

1 Andrews Street, South End 84.5 84.5 
2B &Bolton, South Boston 93.0 93.0 
3 South Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 91.8 91.8 
4 Bayview & Grandview, Winthrop 101.4 101.4 
5 Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop 93.3 93.3 
6 Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 81.9 81.9 
7 Loring Road near Court Road, Winthrop 97.1 97.1 

8 Morton & Amelia, Winthrop 97.3 97.3 
9 Bayswater & Nancia, E. Boston 103.9 103.9 
10 Bayswater & Shawsheen, East Boston 90.1 90.1 

11 Don Orione, East Boston 83.8 83.8 
12 East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 85.8 85.8 
13 East Boston High School, East Boston 97.0 97.0 
A Sumner near Lamson, East Boston 81.2 81.2 

14 Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 82.3 82.3 
15 Admirals Hill, Chelsea 96.4 96.4 
16 Bradstreet Avenue & Sales, Revere 97.7 97.7 
17 Carey Circle, Revere 87.1 87.1 

23  Myrtlebank/Hilltop, Dorchester 79.7 79.7 
24 Cunningham Park, Milton 75.8 75.8 
25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy 73.5 73.5 
26 Hull High School, Hull 81.0 81.0 
E Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston 91.9 91.9 
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6.3 Land Use and Social Impacts 


6.3.1 


Under the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) directives, land use compatibility is typically associated with the extent of the 
airport’s noise impacts. The noise analysis described in Section 6.2 has determined that the 
Preferred Alternative actually reduces the number of people in the most highly exposed 
areas around the Airport (DNL 75 and above as well as DNL 70 and above) compared to 
the No Action Alternative, and it causes only a minimal increase in the numbers (2 to 4 
percent) of people exposed to DNL values above 65 dB. In addition, with better 
achievement of PRAS goals, the analysis indicates that the Preferred Alternative reduces 
the numbers of people in all high exposure increments compared to 1998 actual conditions. 
Sound insulation will be installed to mitigate for noise impacts (an increased number of 
people within the 65 dB DNL noise contour) resulting from the Preferred Alternative. 


All proposed Airside Project Alternatives involve operational and/or construction 
improvements to reduce delay at Boston-Logan Airport. The noise analysis indicates that 
the Preferred Alternative will allow Logan Airport to more closely meet the established 
PRAS goals. The runway and taxiway components for the Preferred Alternative would be 
constructed on the existing airfield. The only relocation required for construction of 
Runway 14/32 is for the tenants of Building 60 in the South Cargo Area of the airport. The 
tenant of Building 61, the U.S. Postal Service, plans to vacate the building independently of 
the Airside Project. (See Section 6.3.4.1 for more detail.) The project is restricted to activities 
and purposes compatible with normal airport operations. As described in more detail 
below, it is compatible with existing land use plans and will not hamper redevelopment 
efforts in surrounding communities. 


Based on the land use compatibility criteria outlined in FAA NEPA regulations, the Airside 
Project Alternatives with mitigation will have no impact on land uses adjacent to or in the 
immediate vicinity of the airport. 


Consistency with Local Land Use Plans 


This section discusses land use compatibility with respect to zoning of adjacent areas in 
East Boston, and presents a discussion of the South Boston waterfront area in response to 
the May 7, 1999 EOEFA Certificate and applicable federal requirements. 


6.3.1.1 East Boston 


As a state entity, Massport is not subject to local zoning regulations in the performance of 
its essential governmental functions. All the Airside Project alternatives are nonetheless 
consistent with the proposed East Boston Neighborhood District Zoning Article 

(Article 53), which includes establishment of the Logan International Airport Subdistrict 
(LIA). The airport site is located within the LIA which has a stated purpose “to 
accommodate those uses necessary to the operation of an international airport while 
ensuring that land uses and development associated with operations of the airport are 
confined to the airport boundary and that such uses do not impose adverse impacts in 
other areas of the East Boston Neighborhood Plan, developed with the extensive 
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participation of the East Boston Planning and Zoning Advisory Committee, civic 
associations, business groups, and residents.” 


6.3.1.2 South Boston 


The section of South Boston along the Fort Point Channel and Inner Harbor is known as the 
South Boston Waterfront District, and has historically been used for industrial use. 
However, new developments such as the Federal Courthouse, Seaport Hotel and future 
Boston Convention Center suggest a future mix of land uses in the district. The City of 
Boston has developed The Seaport Public Realm Plan*(the Plan) for the South Boston 
Waterfront District that contains land use and design guidelines on future development of 
this area. The proposed distribution of land uses emphasizes the creation of mixed use 
neighborhoods and public open space within the Fort Point Channel and Piers Districts, 
with the Reserved Channel District to the east of D Street remaining industrial. The Plan 
has taken into account FAA’s requirements for safe runway operation in the 
recommendation of allowable building height in the Seaport District. 


Under the Preferred Alternative, the arrival and departure paths for aircraft using 
Runway 14/32 will be over water in Boston Harbor. (See Figures 6.2-1 and 6.2-2 in 
Section 6.2) Runway 14/32 is being designed, and would be used, for unidirectional use 
only. All arrivals would be over Boston Harbor to the 32 approach end and all departures 
would be from the 14 end, heading out over the harbor. Therefore there will be no conflict 
with future development along the South Boston waterfront as a result of the construction 
of unidirectional Runway 14/32, or any of the other physical improvements under the 
Preferred Alternative. 


6.3.2 Historic Resources Context 


6.3.2.1 Section 4(f) Resources (Historic) 


An assessment of impacts to cultural resources was conducted for the Preferred 
Alternative. There are no parklands, historic properties or sites, or other Section 4(f) 
resources on the airfield in the area of the proposed runway and taxiway improvements. 
Therefore, there are no significant adverse impacts Section 4(f) resources from the 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative. In addition, the Preferred Alternative will not 
substantially impair the historic integrity of any historic site or district. The Massachusetts 
Historical Commission (MHC) has concurred that the Preferred Alternative will have no 
adverse effect on significant historic properties (MHC letter to FAA, December 21, 1999, 
Appendix H). Therefore, the FAA has concluded that Section 4(f) is not applicable. See 
Section 6.3.3 for an additional discussion of parklands. 
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6.3.2.2 Section 106 Historic Resources 


An assessment of impacts to cultural resources was conducted for the Preferred 
Alternative. There are no historic properties on the airfield in the area of the proposed 
runway and taxiway improvements. Therefore, there are no direct impacts to historic 
properties from the implementation of the Preferred Alternative. 


The analysis of potential indirect impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative was 
performed by comparing the 65 dB DNL contour for the No Action Alternative and the 
Preferred Alternative for the 29M Low Fleet scenario. Historic properties were identified in 
those areas where the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative extended beyond 
the 65 dB DNL contour for the No Action Alternative. 


The FAA evaluated airport noise and land use compatibility in accordance with land use 
guidelines expressed in Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 150, Airport Noise 
Compatibility Planning (14 CFR 150). FAR Part 150 does not include guidelines specific to 
historic sites; however, the identified historic properties are comprised of commercial, 
manufacturing, and residential land uses, for which guidance is provided. In addition, 
general guidance within FAR Part 150 indicates that noise levels typically do not affect the 
relevant characteristics of urban historic districts (for example, their architectural features 
and recognition of their place in history). Moreover, when dealing with an existing airport 
(such as Logan Airport ) within an urban setting (such as metropolitan Boston), any change 
in operating conditions aimed at more equitably distributing noise impacts (here, in 
accordance with the PRAS goals) may result in some increase in noise at specific historic 
sites while at the same time decreasing noise at other historic sites. As noted above, such 
impacts will not change the relevant characteristics (e.g., architectural features, historical 
significance) of such sites. 


6.3.2.3 Indirect Impacts on Historic Properties 


A description of historic properties identified within the net increased noise contour 
associated with the Preferred Alternative and a summary of potential impacts and 
mitigation are provided below (see Figures 6.3-1 to 6.3-3). 


Saint Andrew Road, Boston/East Boston 


St. Andrew Road is a three-block area (#54-154 St. Andrew Road) between St. Edward 
Road and Annavoy Street (see Figure 6.3-1), which is recognized for its high level of 


historic and architectural intactness and unity of scale. The neighborhood exhibits a street 
plan and sense of proportion, which are geographically and developmentally distinct when 
compared to the rest of East Boston. The growth of this neighborhood began in 1911, when 
the East Boston Company began to develop and sell off the lots, and continued to the mid- 
1930s. St. Andrew Road, surveyed in 1990, was recommended for inclusion in a proposed 
Bayswater National Register District. 
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The majority of this residential district is currently within the 65 dB DNL contour 
associated with current Logan Airport operating conditions. A small portion of St. Andrew 
Road located between St. Edward Road and Shawsheen Road would be affected by the net 
increase in the 65 dB DNL contour associated with the Preferred Alternative. 


Boston Army Supply, Boston/South Boston 


The Boston Army Supply Base area is roughly 43 acres and encompasses 29 individual 
buildings, and one major structure, Drydock #3 (see Figure 6.3-2). The former Army base is 
built on land created as part of a gradual filling process in South Boston, which began in 
1836 and continued to the mid-twentieth century. Construction of the base began in 1918 as 
part of a massive federal building campaign at East Coast ports to handle supplies for 
World War I. The facility underwent three subsequent building phases, including one 
associated with World War II. The base is significant as a surviving, planned, military- 
industrial complex which was a key factor in the early-twentieth-century attempts to 
revitalize the Port of Boston, and notable for the immense scale of its early reinforced- 
concrete structures. The complex was surveyed in 1997 and recommended for inclusion in 
the National Register of Historic Places. This site is now being redeveloped as the Boston 
Marine Industrial Park. 


The net increase in the 65 dB DNL contour associated with the Preferred Alternative would 
affect a narrow strip of the Boston Army Supply Base area, comprising approximately six 


commercial and industrial buildings. 


C Street Area, Boston/South Boston 


The C Street Area in South Boston is a roughly rectangular district, characterized by well- 
preserved reinforced concrete and masonry buildings, averaging in height from three to 
nine stories (see Figure 6.3-2). The area contains a cluster of early-twentieth-century 
industrial warehouses of varying embellishment associated with the height of Boston’s 
wool trade. The area was surveyed in 1997 and four individual buildings were noted to 
meet National Register eligibility criteria, specifically 401, 415, and 425 Summer Street and 
80 Fargo Street. This area is now largely being redeveloped as the Boston Convention and 
Exhibition Center. 


The C Street Area would be affected by the net increase in the 65 dB DNL contour 
associated with the Preferred Alternative; however, the four commercial buildings meeting 
National Register criteria eligibility within the area do not fall within the increased noise 
contour. 


Bellingham Square Historic District, Chelsea 


The public, commercial, and residential buildings of the Bellingham Square Historic 
District are typical of an early twentieth-century commercial and civic urban center. 
Developed within a short time period following the Great Fire of 1908, the area, shown on 
Figure 6.3-3, reflects a strong degree of architectural homogeneity, possessing integrity of 
design through similar scale, massing, and setting. The district is also historically 
significant for its use of city planning concepts, which controlled construction following the 
1908 fire. The district was listed in the National Register of Historic Places in 1985. 
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A small section of this district to the east of Congress Avenue would be affected by the net 
increase in the 65 dB DNL contour associated with the Preferred Alternative. 


Downtown Chelsea Residential Historic District, Chelsea 


The Downtown Chelsea Residential Historic District, listed on the National Register in 
1988, is a visually cohesive group of buildings located in a primarily residential section of 
the City’s downtown area, as shown on Figure 6.3-3. The residential district historically 
complemented commercial development in Chelsea Square to the west, industrial activity 
along the riverfront to the south, and the City’s institutional focus at Bellingham Square to 
the northeast. Many of the district’s residences were built on speculation, initially to meet 
the needs of a rapidly expanding population, and later to meet the housing needs of a City 
devastated by the Great Fire of 1908. 

A narrow strip of this district in the area of Congress Avenue would be affected by the net 
increase in the 65 dB DNL contour associated with the Preferred Alternative. 


Winthrop: 45 Enfield Road, 240 Pleasant Street, 73 & 77 Somerset Avenue, 88 Somerset Avenue, and 94 
Somerset Avenue 


Five properties in Winthrop that are included in the Inventory of Historic and 
Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth fall within the 65 dB DNL noise contour, as 
shown on Figure 6.3-1. Two of the properties have been recommended for inclusion in the 
National Register: 240 Pleasant Street, built in the late 1860s, is architecturally significant as 
the most stylish and substantial towered villa in town; and 94 Somerset Avenue is 
historically significant as the most intact of all the houses associated with Winthrop’s 
talented Whorf family of painters, actors, producers, and commercial artists. 


A small area within Winthrop, encompassing these five residential properties included in 
the Inventory of Historic and Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth, would be 
affected by the net increase in the 65 dB DNL contour associated with the Preferred 
Alternative. 


Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for Historic Properties 


FAR Part 150 provides that all land uses are considered to be compatible with noise levels 
less than 65 dB DNL and that commercial and manufacturing land uses are compatible 
land uses within the 65 dB to 70 dB DNL (FAR Part 150, Appendix A, Table 1). Commercial 
and industrial portions of historic properties affected by the Preferred Alternative remain 
below the 70 DNL noise compatibility guideline. Therefore, the existing commercial and 
industrial uses within those historic areas are compatible land uses. 


FAR Part 150 further provides that residential land uses are not compatible within the 

65 dB DNL, and if already in areas of 65 dB DNL or higher, that increases of 1.5 dB DNL or 
less are not significant. Moreover, FAA does allow for noise impacts to be mitigated 
through sound insulation of affected residential structures. 
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The FAA and Massport propose to mitigate noise impacts by sound insulating all affected 
residences, historic and non-historic, that fall within the largest 65 dB DNL contour for the 
Preferred Alternative. The structures to be included within the noise mitigation program 
would be subject to a detailed block-by-block analysis during project implementation. All 
sound insulation of historic structures would be undertaken in compliance with applicable 
federal and state guidelines to ensure protection of the resources. Preservation measures to 
maintain the existing form, integrity, and materials of the historic properties would be 
accomplished in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment 
of Historic Properties (36 CFR 68) (Secretary’s Standards). The FAA and Massport would 
consult with the MHC as it has done previously with sound insulation of historic structures 
impacted by other Logan Airport projects (i-e., South Boston). 


The FAA has determined that the sound insulation mitigation proposed under the 
Preferred Alternative has the potential to cause effects on historic properties (36 CFR 800.3), 
but such effect would not be adverse on historic properties if sound insulation is 
undertaken in accordance with the Secretary’s Standards. As such, the FAA has 
determined that a sound insulation program implemented under the Preferred Alternative 
would have no adverse effect (36 CFR 800.5 (b)) on significant historic properties. The 
MEC has concurred with the no adverse effect finding (see Appendix H for a copy of the 
MHC letter to FAA, December 21, 1999). 


In addition, since the noise effects of the Preferred Alternative will be mitigated, the normal 
activity of the Section 4(f) resources will not be affected by the proposed action. The 
proposed improvements at Logan Airport will neither incorporate land from the Section 
4(f) resource nor affect the normal activity or aesthetic value of a public park, recreation 
area, wildlife refuge or historic site. Therefore, as the Preferred Alternative does not 
substantially impair a historic site or district, the FAA has determined that Section 4(f) is 
not applicable. 


FAA has also determined that there are no feasible or prudent Alternatives to the Preferred 
Alternative that would achieve the delay reduction, safety, transportation, noise 
distribution and other objectives of the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, even if the noise 
levels associated with the Preferred Alternative were determined to interfere with the 
normal activity associated with the two identified historic districts (which they do not), the 
FAA concludes that the sound insulation proposed for those structures includes all 
possible planning to minimize harm resulting from that increase in noise. 


6.3.3 Other Section 4(f) Resources 


In response to the May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate, an assessment of impacts to parklands 
was conducted for the Preferred Alternative. There are no parklands, historic properties or 
sites, or other Section 4(f) resources on the airfield in the area of the proposed runway and 
taxiway improvements. Therefore, there are no direct impacts to Section 4(f) resources from 
the implementation of the Preferred Alternative. In addition, the Preferred Alternative will 
not use any portion of a park, recreation area, or other Section 4(f) resources. 
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The analysis of potential noise indirect impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative 
was performed by comparing the 65 dB DNL contour for the No Action Alternative and 
the Preferred Alternative for the 29M Low Fleet scenario. No parklands were identified in 
those areas where the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative extended beyond 
the 65 dB DNL contour for the No Action Alternative. As depicted in Figure 6.3-4, the 
Arnold Arboretum, Emerald Necklace, and Franklin Park are well outside the 65 dB DNL 
noise contours associated with the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the Preferred 
Alternative will have no impact on these parklands. 


The noise contour map also depicts that the Boston Harbor Islands, while within the 
existing No Action Alternative’s 65 dB DNL noise contours, will have no noise increase 
with the Preferred Alternative. In addition, the Boston Harbor Islands National Recreation 
Area is located under existing FAA approved flight tracks, many designed by FAA and 
Massport to minimize noise over residential areas associated with Logan Airport 
operations. For example, the use of Runway 15R for late night (midnight to 6:00 AM) 
takeoffs and Runway 33L for late night landings keeps aircraft flight tracks over Boston 
Harbor, making them the most desirable runways for noise abatement. According to the 
legislation that established the Boston Harbor Islands Recreational Area: 


“the present and future maintenance, operation, improvement, and use of Boston-Logan 
International Airport and associated flight patterns from time to time in effect shall not be 
deemed to constitute the use of publicly owned land or a public park, recreation area, or 
other resource within meaning of section 303(c) of title 49, United States Code, and shall 
not be deemed to have a significant effect on natural, scenic, and recreation assets with the 
meaning of section 47101(h)(2) of title 49, United States Code.” 


Therefore, Boston Harbor’s National Recreation Area is considered to be a compatible land 
use. 


The dispersion analysis conducted for the purposes of the air quality assessment (see 
Section 6.4 of this Chapter) indicates no violation of the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) at any of the 12 modeled receptors. Each of the receptors, or locations 
for which air pollutant concentrations are modeled, is closer to Logan Airport than Arnold 
Arboretum, Harbor Islands, or the series of parks in the Emerald Necklace. 


The receptors at Union Park, C and Broadway, and Castle Island lie closest to these parks, 
and concentrations at these locations are lowest under the Preferred Alternative and 
highest under the No Action Alternative but always lower than the NAAQS. Because the 
receptors nearest the airport do not have modeled concentrations above the NAAQS, it can 
be concluded that the more distant park locations will also have concentrations that meet 
the standards and will not experience adverse air quality impacts. 
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6.3.4 


Social Impacts 


This section discusses the social impacts of the Preferred Alternative on the surrounding 
communities in accordance with FAA environmental review criteria. The Environmental 
Justice Analysis is presented in Section 6.8. Implementation of any of the Airside Project 
alternatives would occur on the airport, and therefore there will be no division or 
disruption of established communities or orderly planned development as a result. The 
Alternatives do not require the relocation of any residence or alteration of surface 
transportation patterns. Construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32 under the Preferred 
Alternative requires the demolition of two buildings (60 and 61) in the South Cargo area of 
the airport. Relocation assistance will be provided to affected businesses as required under 
applicable law, and no appreciable change in employment is expected to result. The 
following section provides a more detailed discussion of impacts to the South Cargo Area. 


6.3.4.1 South Cargo Area 


FAA regulations define areas adjacent to runways that must be maintained free of 
obstructions. These areas are collectively known as protection zones. There are two distinct 
sources that dictate the development of design guidelines for unidirectional Runway 14/32. 
The first is the FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, entitled Airport Design, and the second 
is Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77 entitled Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace. 
The Runway 14/32 centerline profile is required by federal regulation to be the highest point 
within various defined safety and object free areas and FAR Part 77 surfaces. (See 

Section 3.2.2.1 for a more detailed discussion of FAA design surfaces.) 


The design criteria for the Runway Object Free Area (ROFA), by nature of its large width, 
becomes the controlling factor for impacts to Logan Airport ’s South Cargo and General 
Aviation Areas. The ROFA for Runway 14/32 (based on a C-III design aircraft category) is 
800 feet wide, centered on the runway centerline and extending 1,000 feet beyond each of 
the runway ends. Within 400 feet on either side of the runway, the areas must be free of 
objects that protrude above the adjacent runway safety area edge elevation. Aircraft 
parking is also prohibited within these areas. A portion of Harborside Drive will need to be 
relocated outside the ROFA at the Runway 14 end for all layout options. There are no other 
areas in conflict with the ROFA elsewhere along the alignment of the proposed 
unidirectional Runway 14/32, since the remaining section of the runway would be built on 
the existing airfield. 


The impact of providing a clear ROFA for Runway 14/32 includes the demolition of 
Buildings 60 and 61 in the South Cargo Area and the elimination of six cargo aircraft 
parking positions (SC1 through SC6) and approximately nine aircraft parking positions 
within the General Aviation (GA) Area. The aircraft parking spaces can be dispersed to 
existing areas on the airfield approved for aircraft parking. These could include designated 
parking areas at such locations as the North Cargo Area. 
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The South Cargo Area includes cargo uses and office related-functions. Construction of 
Runway 14/32 would require Massport to acquire Building 60 and relocate the tenants. 
This building contains approximately 74,000 square feet and is owned by MLR 
Management, which has a ground lease from Massport for the site. MLR leases space to Air 
France, Air General and Nippon Express. 


Building 61 is owned by Massport and directly leased to the U.S. Postal Service on a short- 
term basis as a temporary facility. The U.S. Postal Service has indicated an interest in 
relocating from its existing space independent of the construction of Runway 14/32. 
Therefore, demolition of this building would not require a relocation of the tenants. 


Relocation assistance for eligible tenants will be provided in accordance with applicable 
provisions of the “Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act” of the 1970, as amended and Part 24 of 49 CFR, as well as MGL Chapter 79A and 
implementing regulations. Relocation assistance measures include relocation advisory 
services and payments for moving and relocation costs. Relocation resources would be 
available to all business relocatees without discrimination. 


The majority of the tenants of Building 60 are involved in the business of consolidating and 
forwarding freight. This use is not dependent on cargo positions SC1-SC6 located on the 
adjacent apron. A review of warehouse/ distribution facilities in the area indicates that 
there is some opportunity in the City of Chelsea Airport Overlay District for relocation of 
these tenants.’ In addition, new cargo facilities such as the International Cargo Port in 
South Boston offer opportunities for relocation. The relocation of the tenants of Building 60 
is not considered to be a significant social impact. 
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6.4 


Air Quality/Odors 


6.4.1 


This section presents the results of the air quality assessment of the No Action Alternative 
and Preferred Alternative on future-year air quality conditions. Section 5.4 (Affected 
Environment - Air Quality /Odors) describes existing air quality conditions in the vicinity of 
Logan Airport and contains the 1993 Historic Modeled Condition and 1998 Actual 
Condition results. 


Assessment Approach and Methodology 


This analysis is based primarily on two air quality impact assessment methods: (1) emissions 
inventories; and (2) dispersion modeling. Essentially, the emissions inventory results are used 
to quantify the types and amounts of air emissions associated with Logan Airport, in the 
vicinity of the airport. The dispersion modeling results enable the evaluation of air quality 
impacts for individual neighborhoods. This approach is consistent with both FAA guidelines 
and MEPA requirements. 


To the fullest extent possible, the methodology (including models, data sources, assumptions, 
etc.) used to conduct this assessment is consistent with the methods developed previously for 
the GEIR/ESPR and Annual Updates/EDRs. Any changes or departures in this analysis from 
the GEIR/ESPR protocol are discussed in this section, and are largely attributable to the 
availability of updated information or to other differences attributable to the Airside Project. 


The essential elements and results of the emissions inventories and dispersion modeling are 
discussed separately below. For comparative purposes, results from both the Airside Project 
and the 1997 Annual Update air quality analyses are presented. Additional information, data, 
and other supporting materials used and/or developed in connection with the assessment are 
contained in Appendix M of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR for the 29M Low, 29M High, 
37.5M Low, 37.5M High and 45M High future Fleet scenarios. Additional information, data, 
and supporting materials for the 37.5M High RJ Fleet scenario are contained in Appendix F of 
this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Consistent with the scope of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the Airside Project air quality 
analysis was conducted for the 29M Low Fleet and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios. The 1993 
Historic Modeled Condition and the 1998 Actual Condition results are contained in Section 5.4 
of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Because the FAA’s Emissions Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS) has become the required 
model for air quality assessments of aircraft sources since the Airside Project air quality 
analysis was conducted, a comparison of the EDMS to the Logan Dispersion Modeling System 
(LDMS) is also presented in this section. For this demonstration, the emissions inventories and 
dispersion analyses for both models are compared using the Preferred Alternative under the 
29M Low Fleet scenario. 
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6.4.1.1 Emissions Inventories 


The emissions inventories represent compilations of air emissions generated by individual 
Logan Airport sources for each Airside Project Alternative, enplanement level and operational 
forecast. The emissions inventories also include aircraft ground service equipment, as well as 
on- and off-site motor vehicle traffic. The results are expressed in units of kilograms/day 
(kg/day) for each pollutant and emission source. In this way, comparisons between scenarios 
with the GEIR/ESPR and with SIP goals can be easily made. 


The types of air pollutant emissions included in the inventory are CO, NOx, PM.,, and volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs). CO, NOx, and PM,, are EPA criteria air pollutants. Because O, 
emissions cannot be calculated directly, total VOCs are used as a surrogate, or “indicator,” of 
O,-forming pollutants. Similarly, VOCs from low power aircraft operational modes (i.e., 
taxi-in, taxi-out, and idle/delay) are used as indicators of odor. 


For this assessment, as with other airports, the air pollutants SO, and lead were not included in 
the emissions inventories because airports (including Logan) are not identified as significant 
sources of these emissions. 


NOx emissions occur principally in the form of NO when emitted from the fuel combustion 
process and then are partially oxidized to NO, over time and distance. Therefore, in 
accordance with DEP guidelines, a 25 percent NO-to-NO, conversion factor was used in this 
analysis. 


In general, aircraft emissions are primarily a function of aircraft type, engine type, number of 
operations, and operational times-in-mode. Essentially, aircraft operations have the following 
six components: approach, landing, taxi-in, taxi-out, take-off, and climb-out. Following 
conventional air quality analysis methods, airborne emissions are modeled up to 3,000 feet. 
Aircraft emissions above this altitude do not have any discernable ground level effects near 
the airport. Ground-based delay periods are also included in the aircraft emissions analysis. 


For the Airside Project analysis, the aircraft fleet mix, number of operations, runway use, 
terminal assignments, and airborne times-in-mode were developed by individual aircraft type. 
Similarly, ground-based times-in-mode (including taxi-in, taxi-out, taxiway queues, and 
end-of-runway delay periods) were developed using the Airport Machine model. Aircraft 
engine types and emission rates were obtained from the FAA. By comparison, the 
ground-based aircraft times-in-mode for the 1997 Annual Update air quality analysis were 
obtained from the Logan Airport 1993 Annual Update. 
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For aircraft ground service equipment and vehicles, Logan-specific data concerning 
equipment type, service times, loading factors, emission rates and fuel type were obtained 
from Massport.’ 


Both on- and off-site motor vehicle traffic data were obtained from the 1994/1995 GEIR. This 
includes traffic volumes, travel speeds, idle periods, and fleet mix for the on-airport, East 
Boston, and Regional Study Areas. For the GEIR, East Boston and regional traffic are 
segregated; however, the Annual Updates only report on airport study area traffic. The EPA 
MOBILE5b motor vehicle emission rates were used based on DEP recommended input 
factors. 


Emission rates for the Logan Airport central heating/cooling plant were derived from 
Massport permitting documents’ for this facility. Similarly, emission rates for the existing and 
new fuel storage and distribution systems were obtained from Massport documents.’ 


The various sources of data and information used to develop the emissions inventories are 
listed in Table 6.4-1. 


For the Airside Project, both the emissions inventories and dispersion modeling were 
conducted using the Logan Dispersion Modeling System (LDMS). For the 1997 Annual Update, 
only the emissions inventory of the LDMS is used (ie., dispersion modeling was not 
conducted in the GEIR). This computer model was developed by Massport and has been 
reviewed and approved for use at Logan Airport by DEP and EPA Region I. This model is 
described below. 


6.4.1.2 Dispersion Modeling 


The LDMS has two components: (1) a module that calculates total emissions for all aircraft 
operations, GSE, motor vehicles, fuel storage and transfer facilities, and other miscellaneous 
sources; and (2) the U.S. EPA Industrial Source Complex (ISC) dispersion model that predicts 
ambient pollutant concentrations. 


5 Logan Airport Emission Factors.” February 1992, prepared by KM Chng Environmental, Inc. for Massport. 

6 Table 4 - Emission Rates and Stack Parameters for the Logan Cooling/Heating Plant for the Period after Retirement of the Existing Waukeshaw 
Generators - Tech Environmental, Inc., September 30, 1996. 

7 Final Environmental Impact Report. “Jet Fuel Storage Facility: Boston-Logan Airport .” April 16, 1996, prepared by Earth Tech, Inc. for Massport. 
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Table 6.4-1 
Air Emissions Inventories Data Sources 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Aircraft Ground Service Equipment Motor Vehicles Miscellaneous 
Source Parameter Source Parameter Source Parameter Source Parameter 
Airside EIS/EIR —_ Fleet Mix Massport — Equipment Type GEIR/ESPR = On-Airport Massport —_ Heating Plant Factors 
Operations, by hour and Service Times a Traffic Fuel Storage Facility Factors 
aircraft type Fuel Type a Parking Fuel Distribution System Factors 
Runway Use Load Factors 
Terminal Assignments Conversion Rates Curbside 
In-flight Times-in-Mode" Emission Rates a Fleet mix 
Runway End of Taxiway 
(1) 
car nae East Boston 
raed a Airport Traffic 
= Non-airport traffic 
Region 
a Airport Traffic 
= Non-airport traffic 
FAA Engine Types, by aircraft DEP MOBILE5b Input Factors EPA Stationary Source Emission 
Engine Emission Rates Off-airport fleet mix Factors 
PART5 Emission Factors 
EPA MOBILE5b Emission 
Factors 
PART5 Emission Factors 


1 These data used for the 1997 Annual Update were obtained from the 1992 Final GEIR (July 1993). 


The LDMS is composed of approximately 150 area, volume, and point sources representing the 
following air emission source groups at Logan: 


m Aircraft Operations on: 


Q Gate Aprons 

Q Taxiways 

Q Heads of Runways 

Q Runways 

Q Airborne to 3,000 feet 


m Ground Service Vehicles and Equipment 


m Ground Transportation on: 


garage movements) 


Oocdeo 


TWT Vent Building 
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Route 1A (from the tunnels to Neptune Road) 
Ted Williams Tunnel (TWT) Toll Booths (vehicle idling) 
1-90 (from the TWT to Route 1A) 
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m Logan Airport Central Heating/Cooling Plant 
m Fuel Storage/Transfer Facilities 


The locations of these individual sources (including proposed Runway 14/32, the 
Centerfield Taxiway and other improvements comprising the Preferred Alternative), as 
well as the 12 community receptors (described below), were obtained from scaled 
drawings of Logan Airport and its environs. 


For the dispersion modeling, the emission rates from each source were varied by hour of 
the day, based on existing and forecasted activity levels at Logan Airport over a 24-hour 
period. In addition, one full year of hourly meteorological data, recorded at Logan 
Airport in 1993, was used to model the simultaneous occurrence of site-specific wind 
conditions and emission rates. 


Ambient levels of CO, NO,, and PM 
NAAQS and other appropriate guidelines. As discussed above, because there are no 


1 Were predicted over time periods consistent with the 
standards for ambient VOC levels, surrogate benchmarks were used. As an O, indicator, 
total VOC emissions from all Logan Airport sources were modeled over 24 hours. For odor, 
low power aircraft emissions of VOCs were modeled over one-hour intervals. In this way, 
comparisons between scenarios, Alternatives, and regulatory criteria can be easily made. 
These time periods and criteria are summarized in Table 6.4-2 for all four pollutants. 


Table 6.4-2 
Dispersion Modeling Averaging Times and Background Levels 


Background 
Standards Concentration 
Pollutant Averaging Time (ug/m3) (uug/m3) 
co 1-Hour 40,000 4,446 
8-Hour 10,000 2,502-2,262 
HC (or VOCs) 1-Hour N/A N/A 
(odor indicators) 
24-Hour N/A N/A 
(ozone indicators) 
NOs 1-Hour 320 163-173 
Annual 100 53-58 
PMio 24-Hour 150 45-48 
Annual : 50 23 


N/A not applicable 
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In order to account for (1) natural sources (e.g., forest fires, pollen, marine salts, fugitive 
dust, etc.), and (2) non-airport sources of air emissions located both within and outside 
the study area, background concentrations of air pollutants were added to the dispersion 
model results. 


Consistent with DEP guidelines, these background levels were derived from monitoring 
data collected at the Bremen Street station in East Boston. Located adjacent to the 
northwest boundary of the airport, ambient levels of CO, NO,, and PM,, are recorded at 
this site (see Table 5.4-3 in Section 5.4.1.2). Because of this proximity, these measured 
levels likely include emissions from Logan. Therefore, as a highly conservative approach, 
the upper bounds of these pollutant concentrations were used as the background levels 


in the dispersion modeling analysis. This results in the “double counting” of 


Logan-related emissions. Table 6.4-2 also contains these background levels. 


To evaluate the air quality impacts of the No Action Alternative and the Preferred 


Alternative on individual neighborhoods surrounding the airport, 12 receptors were 


modeled. These receptors represent neighborhood-specific concentrations of air pollutants 


resulting from the combined effects of airport operations, background levels, and local 


meteorology. These receptors, illustrated in Figure 6.4-1 and individually described in 
Table 6.4-3, were specifically selected for this analysis by DEP. As stated previously, the 
GEIR and its Annual Updates do not include dispersion modeling. 


Table 6.4-3 


Receptor Location for Dispersion Modeling 


Receptor No. Community Location 
1 East Boston Jeffries Point Park tennis court, east end of Sumner Street 
2 East Boston Constitution Beach Bath House, east end of Coleridge Street 
3 East Boston Intersection of Annavoy and Bayswater Streets 
4 Winthrop Intersection of Court and Loring Roads 
5 Winthrop Cottage Park Yacht Club, south end of Orlando Avenue 
6 Winthrop Point Shirley intersection of Grandview and Bayview Avenues 
7 Castle Island Intersection of Farragut Road and First Street 
8 South Boston Intersection of Broadway and C Street 
9 Southeast End Union Park Street between Tremont Street and Shawmut Avenue 
10 Eagle Hill Intersection of Condor and Glendon Streets 
11 Orient Heights Intersection of Tower Drum Lane and Gladstone Street 
12 Revere Beach 
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6.4.2 


Airside Project Emissions Inventories and Dispersion Modeling Results 


The air quality impacts of the No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative are 
presented and discussed below. According to federal guidance for air quality impact 
assessments, it is more important to compare future-year emissions with and without the 
Preferred Alternative than it is to compare current and future-year emissions. Therefore, 
the presentation of the results of the air quality analysis is focused on comparing the 
Preferred Alternative to the No Action Alternative. 


The air quality analysis results for the No Action Alternative and Preferred Alternative 
under the 29M Low Fleet and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios are described in Section 6.4.2.1 
and 6.4.2.2. The results for all other Alternatives and for previously analyzed future fleets 
were presented in detail in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. Summary results for these 
alternatives and future fleet scenarios are also contained in Appendix F of this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Section 6.4.4 presents the emissions inventory and dispersion 
results for the 37.5M High RJ Fleet. The results for the 1993 Historic Modeled Condition 
and 1998 Actual Condition were presented in Section 5.4.3.2. 


To facilitate further comparison, these results are compiled from tables contained in 
Appendix M of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and represent the total contributions 
for all Logan Airport sources previously identified as aircraft, GSE, motor vehicles, and 
other miscellaneous sources. Each set of results is presented by pollutant type. 


For comparative purposes, the emissions inventory results from the Logan Airport 1997 
Annual Update are also provided. These results are based on 29 million (29M) and 
37.5 million (37M) annual passengers, respectively. 


The air quality assessments employed in both the Airside Project EIS/EIR and 
GEIR/ESPR Annual Updates consider aircraft emissions in the LTO cycle from a flight 
altitude of 3,000 feet to landing, taxiing, idling and take-off to 3,000 feet. 


The Preferred Alternative airborne delay reductions will also result in reductions of 
emissions of aircraft in holding patterns, which impact the region, but do not appear in 


the air quality assessment. The pollutants reduced (largely NOx) will contribute to ozone 
reduction in the region. In addition, delay reduction results in considerable fuel savings. 


6.4.2.1 Emissions Inventory Results 


CO Emissions 


Based on the results of the emissions inventory, the three primary sources of CO at Logan 
Airport are ground support equipment, aircraft, and motor vehicles representing 
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approximately 50, 35, and 10 percent of the total, respectively, for all future year scenarios 
and the PreferredAlternative. 


In general, CO emissions from ground support equipment will decrease in the future, as 
the older equipment is replaced and cleaner-burning fuels are phased in. CO emissions 
from aircraft will also decline in future years as Stage 2 aircraft are replaced with 
cleaner-burning Stage 3 aircraft. However, these decreases will be partially offset by the 
forecasted increase in aircraft operations at Logan Airport over time. Motor vehicle 
emissions will continue to decline as a result of the federal motor vehicle emissions 
control program. 


As shown in Table 6.4-4 and Figure 6.4-2, the Preferred Alternative is expected to generate 
a lower amount of total CO emissions than the No Action Alternative. This pattern, the 
same for all forecasted enplanement and operational levels, is largely attributable to 
improved airside operating efficiencies associated with the Preferred Alternative. 


Table 6.4-4 

CO Emissions Inventory - All Sources 

Alternative 29M Low Fleet Scenario 37.5M High Fleet Scenario 
kg/day tons/year kg/day tons/year 

Preferred Alternative - All Actions 13,022 5,239 13,976 5,623 

No Action Alternative 13,905 5,594 15,236 6,129 

1997 Annual Update 14,470 5,821 16,686 6,713 

Figure 6.4-2 


CO Emissions Inventory — All Sources (ton/year) 


SS Preferred Alternative L No Action 


29M Low 37.5M High 
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When compared to the CO emissions inventory results for future year conditions, 
contained in the 1997 Annual Update, the Airside analysis results produce lower values. 
These differences are due to the refined assessment of airfield operating conditions 
developed in support of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


NOx Emissions 


Aircraft represent the primary source of NOx emissions at Logan Airport generating approxi- 
mately 75 percent of the total. Ground service equipment, the central heating/cooling plant, 
and motor vehicles represent roughly 10, 5, and 3 percent of the total, respectively. 


NOx emissions from aircraft are expected to increase slightly in future years. This is an 
unavoidable consequence of phasing in quieter, more fuel-efficient engines. Manufacturers 
are working to develop engines that will emit less NOx, but this new technology has not been 
factored into this analysis. NOx emissions from GSE and motor vehicles are also predicted to 
increase slightly, corresponding to the forecasted increase in operations at Logan, regardless 
of airside improvements. NOx emissions associated with the central heating/cooling plant 
are predicted to increase similarly.° 


As shown in Table 6.4-5 and Figure 6.4-3, the Preferred Alternative is predicted to generate a 
lower amount of total NOx emissions than the No Action Alternative. Over time, if the 
airside improvements are not made, emissions are expected to increase at Logan Airport 
because of the increase in operations and the phasing in of Stage 3 aircraft, which produce 
more NOx than louder, less fuel efficient Stage 2 aircraft. However, by reducing aircraft 
delay, implementation of the Preferred Alternative would reduce the rate of NOx increase 
associated with Stage 3 aircraft. 


When compared to the 29M Low Fleet scenario and the 37.5M High Fleet scenario NOx 
emissions inventory results contained in the 1997 Annual Update, the Airside analysis results 
are lower. These differences are due to the refined assessment of airfield operating conditions 
developed in support of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Table 6.4-5 
NOx Emissions Inventory - All Sources 
29M Low Fleet 37.5M High Fleet 

Alternative Scenario Scenario 

kg/day tons/year kg/day tons/year 
Preferred Alternative — All 5,362 2,157 6,997 2,815 
Actions 
No Action Alternative 5,491 2,209 7,183 2,890 
1997 Annual Update 6,670 2,683 8,343 3,356 
v 


9 Table 4 - Emission Rates and Stack Parameters for the Logan Cooling/Heating Plant for the Period after Retirement of the Existing Waukeshaw 
Generators - Tech Environmental, Inc., September 30, 1996. 
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Figure 6.4-3 
NOx Emissions Inventory - All Sources (ton/year) 


Le] Preferred Alternative (si No Action 


29M Low 37.5M High 


Total VOC Emissions 


As a precursor to O, formation, VOCs are considered an O, indicator in this analysis. In the 
future, the three primary sources of total VOCs at Logan Airport will be aircraft, fuel 

storage /transfer facilities, and ground service equipment, representing approximately 40, 30, 
and 20 percent of the total, respectively. 


As discussed above in connection with CO emissions, the VOC content of aircraft exhaust 
will decline in future years as newer, more efficient, engines are phased in. Similarly, VOC 
emissions from GSE are expected to decrease as the older equipment is replaced and 
cleaner-burning fuels are introduced. Evaporative VOCs associated with fuel storage and 
transfer facilities are a function of the fuel throughput volumes, and are generally well 
controlled within their containment vessels. 


As shown in Table 6.4-6 and Figure 6.4-4, total VOC emissions from all sources at Logan 
Airport are predicted to increase slightly over time in association with the forecasted increase 
in operations. However, the Preferred Alternative is expected to generate a lower amount, 
when compared to the No Action Alternative. This outcome is largely attributable to 
improved airfield efficiency and shorter delay periods associated with the Preferred 
Alternative. When compared to the 1999 and 2010 VOC emissions inventory results for the 
29M Low and 37.5M High scenarios contained in the 1997 Annual Update, the Airside analysis 
values are lower. These differences are due to the refined assessment of airfield operating 
conditions developed in support of this Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIS. 
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Table 6.4-6 
Total VOC Emissions Inventory - All Sources “) 
29M Low Fleet 37.5M High Fleet 

Alternative Scenario Scenario 

kg/day tons/year kg/day tons/year 
Preferred Alternative - All 2,350 945 2,497 1,005 
Actions 
No Action Alternative 2,553 1,027 2,721 1,095 
1997 Annual Update 3,269 1,315 3,207 1,290 


(1) _ Includes aircraft sources, GSE, on-site motor vehicles, and other miscellaneous sources. 
(See Appendix M of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR for individual sources.) 


Figure 6.4-4 
Total VOC Emissions Inventory — All Sources (tons/year) 


1.200 [| Preferred Alternative [| No Action 


1,000 


29M Low 37.5M High 


Odor-causing Emissions 


As discussed previously, VOC emissions associated with aircraft low power operations (i.e., 
taxi-in, taxi-out, and idle/delay) are considered to be potentially odor causing. Therefore, the 
same trends in total VOCs described above for aircraft emissions are applicable to these 
odor-causing VOCs. That is, the VOC content of aircraft exhaust will decline in future years 
as newer, more efficient aircraft engines are phased in. 


As shown in Table 6.4-7 and Figure 6.4-5, the amounts of odor-causing VOC emissions at 
Logan Airport are not expected to change significantly into the future. However, there is a 
noticeable reduction in these emissions when comparing the Preferred Alternative to the 
No Action Alternative. The Preferred Alternative produces lower odor-causing VOC 
emissions than the No Action Alternative. 
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The predicted reduction in odor-causing VOCs is attributable to improved airfield operating 
conditions and reduced aircraft delay periods associated with the individual Alternatives. 
Moreover, under the Preferred Alternative, some additional flexibility is gained on how 
airfield operations are managed, which may lead to further reductions in odor-causing VOC 


emissions. 
Table 6.4-7 
Odor-causing VOC Emissions Inventory - All Sources “':2) 
29M Low Fleet 37.5M High Fleet 

Alternative Scenario Scenario 

kg/day tons/year kg/day tons/year 
Preferred Alternative - All 909 366 870 350 
Actions 
No Action Alternative 1,112 447 1,094 440 


(1) Includes aircraft sources, ground service equipment, on-site motor vehicles, and other miscellaneous sources. (See Appendix M 
of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR for individual sources.) 
(2) | Odor-causing VOCs were not included in the 1997 Annual Update. 


Figure 6.4-5 
Odor-causing VOC Emissions Inventory - All Sources (ton/year) 


[| Preferred Alternative [| No Action 


29M Low 37.5M High 
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PM1o Emissions 


Aircraft are considered to be the predominant source of particulate emissions, representing 
roughly 90 percent of the Logan Airport total. Ground service equipment and motor 
vehicles comprise most of the remaining 10 percent. Notably, particulate matter emission 
factors for aircraft are not well known. The few studies that exist are generally for military 
aircraft. Fractionation profiles, which would allow calculation of emissions inventories for 
PM,, and PM,.,do not exist for aircraft emissions of particulate matter. The LDMS uses the 
few emission factors that do exist and classifies all particulate matter as PM,,. 


As shown in Table 6.48 and Figure 6.4-6, emissions of particulate matter are expected to 
increase in future years in connection with the forecasted increase in aircraft operations at 
Logan. However, the amounts associated with the Preferred Alternative are lower than those 
associated with the No Action Alternative. It is also noteworthy that this analysis does not take 
into full account the reduction in particulate emissions expected with the newer, more efficient 
aircraft engines. PM emissions are not included in the 1997 Annual Update emissions inventories. 


Table 6.4-8 
PMo Emissions Inventory - All Sources 12% 
29M Low Fleet 37.5M High Fleet 
Alternative Scenario Scenario 
kg/day tons/year kg/day Tons/year 
Preferred Alternative - All Actions 217 87 268 108 
No Action Alternative 238 96 301 121 


1. Includes aircraft sources, ground service equipment, on-site motor vehicles, and other miscellaneous sources. 

(See Tables El1-4, El2-4, El3-4, and El4-4 in Appendix M of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR for individual sources). 
2. | PMemissions are not included in the 1997 Annual Update. 
3. Assumes all PM emissions are PMio. 


Figure 6.4-6 
PM1o Emissions Inventory — All Sources (ton/year) 


150 | Preferred Alternative [ ] No Action 
125 


100 


29M Low 37.5M High 
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Off-Site Motor Vehicle Emissions 


For the purposes of this assessment, off-site motor vehicle emissions are attributable to 
passenger, employee, and cargo transport vehicles traveling to and from Logan Airport on 
the local and regional roadway network. As discussed previously, the basis, data, and 
methods used to develop this analysis were obtained from the 1994/1995 GEIR. 


The results of the off-site motor vehicle emissions inventory are summarized in Table 6.4-9 
and illustrated in Figure 6.4-7. As shown, emissions of CO, NOx, VOCs, and particulate 
matter (PM) are expected to decline over the long term. This reduction is largely attributable 
to the federal motor vehicle emissions control program that mandates the development of 
more fuel efficient, cleaner-burning motor vehicles nationwide. Part of the reduction is also 
associated with DEP programs designed to reduce motor vehicle emissions statewide. 


Table 6.4-9 
Off-Site Motor Vehicle Emissions “) 
Near Term , Long Term 

Pollutant 29M Low Fleet Scenario 37.5M High Fleet Scenario 

kg/day tons/year Kg/day tons/year 
co 2,883 1,160 2,506 1,008 
NO 1,027 413 948 381 
VOCs 526 212 401 161 
PM 60 24 41 17 


(1) Includes airport-related motor vehicles in the East Boston and Regional Study Areas. 


Figure 6.4-7 
Off-Site Motor Vehicle Emissions Inventory (tons/year) 


[] (ofe) | NOx [| Hydrocarbons [| Particulate Matter 


29M Low 37.5M High 
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6.4.2.2 Dispersion Modeling Results 


As previously discussed, ambient (outdoor) levels of air pollutants were predicted at 

12 community sites (called receptors) using the LDMS. In this way, the impacts of the 
No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative can be individually assessed in each 
neighborhood and the results can be compared directly to state and federal air quality 
standards or guidelines. 


The dispersion modeling results for the No Action Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative under the 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios are discussed below. For 
ease in assimilating these findings, only the highest levels predicted at all 12 receptors are 
reported. The assumption is that pollutant levels at the 11 other receptors will be less by 
comparison. Exceptions to this reporting technique are the reported ozone and odor 
indicator levels, which are given as spatially averaged values. 


The 1993 Modeled Historic Condition dispersion model results were presented in 
Section 5.4.3.2. Dispersion modeling is not included in the 1997 Annual Update air 
quality analyses. 


29M Low Fleet Scenario Dispersion Model Results 


As shown in Table 6.4-10, the highest predicted levels of CO, NO,, and PM,, are expected to 
be well within the air quality standards and guidelines for these pollutants. A comparison of 
the No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative indicates that the Preferred 
Alternative results in lower concentrations of CO (1- and 8-hour), NO, (1-hour), and the 
ozone /odor indicators. For NO, (annual) and PM,, (24-hour and annual), there is no 
difference between the No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative results. Because 
of the relative similarity of these results overall, there should be no discernable differences in 
ambient air quality conditions at any of the receptors under either Alternative. 


Table 6.4-10 
29M Low Fleet Scenario Dispersion Model Results Summary 
Air Quality 
Community Air Concentration(y g/m*) Standard 
Preferred No Action 

Pollutant/Parameter Alternative Alternative (ug/m?) 
CO, 1-hour, highest 2nd high 5,676 6,002 40,000 
CO, 8-hour, highest 2nd high 2,734 2,808 10,000 
NOs, 1-hour, highest 2nd high 255 263 320 
NOs, annual, highest 55 55 100 
PMio, 24-hour, highest 2nd high 48 48 150 
PMio, annual, highest 24 24 50 
Ozone indicator, Total VOC, 24-hour, spatially-averaged highs 16 18 N/A 
Odor indicator, Aircraft idle Mode VOC, 1-hour, spatially-averaged highs 90 96 N/A 


N/A Not applicable as it is used as an indicator of potential ozone formation and is not comparable to any standard. 
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37.5M High Fleet Scenario Dispersion Model Results 


As shown in Table 6.4-11, under this scenario the highest predicted levels of CO, NO,, and 
PM,, are again well within the air quality standards and guidelines. When comparing the 
results between the No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative, there are still no 
significant differences for any of the pollutants. 


Based on the results of the emissions inventories and the dispersion modeling, the 
following findings on the effects of the Airside Project are evident: (1) there are no 
predicted violations of any state and federal standards or guidelines under any future 
scenarios or Alternatives; and (2) the overall impacts associated with the Preferred 
Alternative are beneficial or the same when compared to the No Action Alternative. 


Results of Air Quality Impact Analyses 


To comply with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) and the NEPA, FAA 
has made the following findings for project-related air quality impacts. 


Because the proposed action is located in an ozone non-attainment area, the FAA must 

determine if the proposed action is consistent with the state implementation plan (SIP). 
General Conformity requirements mandated by Section 176(c) of the CAAA require the 
FAA to do so. To make this determination, FAA must compare the emissions resulting 

from the Preferred Alternative against those emissions that would have occurred under 
the No Action scenario. 


Table 6.4-11 
37.5M High Fleet Scenario Dispersion Model Results Summary 

_ Community Air Concentration Air Quality 

(ug/ms) Standard 
Preferred No Action 

Pollutant/Parameter Alternative Alternative (ug/im3) 
CO, 1-hour, highest 2nd high 5,743 5,798 40,000 
CO, 8-hour, highest 2nd high 2,792 2,844 10,000 
NOs, 1-hour, highest 2nd high 282 275 320 
NOs, annual highest 56 56 100 
PMo, 24-hour, highest 2nd high 48 49 150 
PM1o, annual highest 24 24 50 
Ozone indicator, Total VOC, 24-hour, spatially-averaged highs 18 20 N/A 
Odor indicator, Aircraft idle mode VOC, 1-hour, spatially-averaged highs 115 119 N/A 


N/A Not applicable as it is used as an indicator of potential ozone formation and is not comparable to any standard. 
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6.4.3 


Based on the analyses of NOx and VOCs (Tables 6.4-5 and 6.4-6, respectively), FAA has 
determined that the proposed project’s net annual emissions (Preferred Alternative 
emission levels minus No Action Alternative emissions) will be less than the applicable 
NOx and VOC emission levels in 40 CFR 93.153(b) for all future conditions analyzed. In 
addition, FAA analysis of these levels shows that the Preferred Alternative would not be 
“regionally significant” because it would not cause 10 percent of the total emissions 
inventories for NOx or VOC in the Boston ozone nonattainment area. Accordingly, FAA 
has determined that the Project is presumed to conform to the SIP in accordance with 
Section 176 (c) of the CAAA. 


For NEPA purposes, FAA must also assess the air quality impacts of Project Alternatives 
under consideration. FAA completed dispersion modeling for the Preferred Alternative 
and for the No Action Alternative. Analysis of Table 6.4-11 clearly shows that the 
proposed project would not exceed any NAAQS. Accordingly, FAA has determined that 
the Preferred Alternative would not cause significant air quality impacts. 


Comparison of the Logan Dispersion Modeling System and Emissions and 
Dispersion Modeling System 


As stated previously, since the completion of the scope of work for the 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA's EDMS has become the required model for 
aviation sources Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. In order to provide assurance that the 
LDMS provides results similar to EDMS, a comparison of the two models was conducted 
for the Preferred Alternative under the 29M Low Fleet scenario. This analysis indicates 
that the choice of model would not affect the outcome of the air quality assessment. 


Both EDMS and LDMS have two components: an emissions inventory calculation and a 
dispersion model. The emissions inventory methodology for both models is very similar, 
with emission factors being multiplied by the number of aircraft operations, engines, and 
operating duration for each mode. The emission factors in LDMS were obtained from the 
FAA Engine Emission Database (FAEED), which is also the source of many emission 
factors in EDMS. Notably, EDMS does not contain emission factors for aircraft-generated 
PM,,, and LDMS does not have emission factors for oxides of sulfur. Because of their 
parallels, the emission factors in the two models are comparable. The principal difference 
in the emissions inventory portion of the two models is the treatment of times-in-mode. 
LDMS allows the user to input Logan-specific times-in-mode for all modes of operation, 
based on the output of Logan-specific airport operational models. EDMS, however, 
allows the user to input only taxi/idle time and automatically calculates times-in-mode 
for approach, takeoff, and climbout based on the mixing height. The emissions 
inventories calculated by the two models are compared in Table 6.4-12. 
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Table 6.4-12 
Preferred Alternative 29M Low Fleet Scenario 
Emissions Inventory Comparison 


Pollutant EDMS LDMS 


kg/day Tons/year kg/day tons/year 
CO 15,143 6,092 13,022 5,239 
VOCs (") 1,963 790 2,350 945 
NOx 7,198 2,896 5,362 2,157 
SOx 538 216 N/A N/A 
PMio 2) 90 36 217 87 


N/A - not applicable 

(1) | Hydrocarbon emissions calculated in EDMS are being used to represent VOCs in this comparison. 

(2) | PMio emission factors for aircraft are not included in EDMS. Therefore, the PM-10 total for EDMS includes GSE, motor vehicles 
and stationary sources, but not aircraft. 


As shown in the table, EDMS projects higher total emissions of CO and NOx, while 
estimating lower emissions of VOCs and PM,, emissions than LDMS. These differences 
would be carried across all Alternatives and scenarios if they were modeled using EDMS. 
Importantly, the relationship of the Alternatives to each other is not expected to be greatly 
affected by the choice of model. In other words, the Preferred Alternative will be associated 
with the lowest amount of emissions among the Alternatives, and the No Action Alternative 
will be associated with the highest emissions, regardless of the model used. 


The second element of the two models is dispersion evaluation. LDMS uses the model 
ISCST3 (Industrial Source Complex Short-Term), a Gaussian plume dispersion algorithm. 
ISCSTS3 is an EPA-preferred model for a variety of reasons. It has the ability to treat point, 
area, line, and volume sources; deposition; downwash; and plume rise. The dispersion 
component in EDMS uses EPA’s PAL2 (Point Area and Line) and CALINES (California Line 
Source), which are also Gaussian plume models. Both LDMS and EDMS have the ability to 
incorporate actual meteorological data. There are inherent differences among the algorithms 
in the two models, but the use of Gaussian plumes in both models leads to similarities in 
results. The results of the EDMS dispersion analysis of the Preferred Alternative under the 
29M Low Fleet scenario are shown in Figures 6.4-8 through 6.4-10 and compared to the 
LDMS results. Complete dispersion modeling results are in Appendix F. 
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Figure 6.4-8 
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Figure 6.4-10 
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As shown in the figures, the two models have similar results. The predicted concentrations 
are, on average, two percent higher with LDMS. The higher results generated by LDMS 
mean that this model is, in general, conservative. The only exception to the conservative 
nature of LDMS is with CO concentrations for an eight-hour averaging time, which are 

two percent higher, on average, with EDMS. Nonetheless, all concentrations are well within 
the NAAQS for all modeled pollutants with either model. The variation between modeled 
concentrations at each receptor can likely be attributed to differences in the nuances of the 
modeling algorithms as well as inevitable variance in the manner of user input (e.g., 
time-in-mode, as mentioned previously). 


Although EDMS and the LDMS have somewhat different components, their methodologies 
and, more importantly, their results are similar. The comparison of the two conducted for 
this analysis indicates that if all emissions inventories were prepared with EDMS, all action 
alternatives including the Preferred Alternative would still result in air quality benefits, 
when compared to the No Action Alternative. Furthermore, the dispersion modeling shows 
that results of the two models are comparable, and that there are no modeled violations of 
the NAAQS. 
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6.4.4 


Air Quality Results for the 37.5M High RJ Fleet 


The air quality analysis has been updated since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to reflect 
an additional long-term planning forecast of aircraft operations and fleet mix at Logan. To 
estimate the scope of impacts associated with these revisions, the LDMS was applied to the 
Preferred Alternative and the No Action Alternative. The methodology for this analysis is 
consistent with that used for the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR modeling efforts, with 
changes made only to the aircraft, auxiliary power units, and GSE. The emissions inventory 
and dispersion modeling results are presented in this section. 


6.4.4.1 Emissions Inventory Results 


The additional 37.5M High RJ Fleet forecast for Logan Airport produced the need to 
amend the emissions associated with aircraft, auxiliary power units, and GSE. The other 
emissions sources, however, have been analyzed previously and are not re-calculated 
here. Previous estimates for these sources (e.g., motor vehicles and stationary sources) 
are not expected to change for the 37.5M High RJ Fleet forecast. 


CO Emissions 


CO emissions will decrease in the future as a result of several factors: cleaner-burning 
Stage 3 aircraft, tighter motor-vehicle emissions controls, and alternative fuels in GSE. 
However, these decreases will be partially offset by the forecasted increase in aircraft 
operations at Logan Airport over time. As shown in Table 6.4-13 and Figure 6.4-11, the 
Preferred Alternative is expected to generate a lower amount of total CO emissions, when 
compared to the No Action Alternative, at all forecasted enplanement and operational 
levels. This emissions reduction is largely attributable to improved airfield operating 
efficiencies associated with the Preferred Alternative. 


Table 6.4-13 
CO Emissions Inventory - All Sources “) 


Alternative 37.5M High RJ Fleet Scenario 
kg/day tons/year 

Preferred Alternative - All Actions 12,322 4,958 

No Action Alternative 13,253 5,332 


Includes aircraft sources, GSE, on-site motor vehicles, and other miscellaneous sources. 
(See Appendix M of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix F of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for individual 
sources.) 
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Figure 6.4-11 
CO Emissions Inventory — All Sources 
Kilograms Tons 
per Day per Year 
14,000 + + 5,250 
12,000 + + 4,500 
10,000 + + 3,750 
8,000 + + 3,000 
6,000 + + 2,250 
4,000 + + 1,500 
2,000 + + 750 
0 0 


2015 High RJ Fleet 


NOx Emissions 


Aircraft are projected to continue to represent the primary source of NOx emissions at Logan, 
generating approximately 78 percent of the total under either the Preferred Alternative or the 
No Action Alternative. GSE, the central heating/cooling plant and motor vehicles represent 
roughly 11, 8, and 3 percent of the total, respectively. NOx emissions from all sources other 
than motor vehicles are expected to increase in future years. 


As shown in Table 6.4-14 and Figure 6.4-12, the Preferred Alternative is predicted to emit a 
smaller amount of NOx than the No Action Alternative. The improvements in the Preferred 
Alternative would help offset the rate of NOx increase associated with Stage 3 aircraft and the 
growth in aircraft operations by improving airfield efficiency and shortening delay periods. 


Table 6.4-14 

NOx Emissions Inventory - All Sources “) 

Alternative 37.5M High Ru Fleet Scenario 
kg/day tons/year 

Preferred Alternative — All Actions 6,531 2,628 

No Action Alternative 6,703 2,697 


Includes aircraft sources, GSE, on-site motor vehicles, and other miscellaneous sources. 
(See Appendix M of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix F of this Supplemental DEIR/FEIR for individual sources.) 
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Figure 6.4-12 
NOx Emissions Inventory - All Sources 
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Total VOC Emissions 


As with previous analyses in support of the Draft EIS/Final EIR, VOCs are considered an O3 
indicator in this analysis. The three primary sources of total VOCs at Logan Airport are 
projected to be fuel storage and handling, GSE, and aircraft. 


As shown in Table 6.4-15 and Figure 6.4-13, total VOC emissions are predicted to decrease 
over time, primarily as a result of the lower-VOC profiles associated with the High RJ Fleet. 
The Preferred Alternative is expected to generate a lower amount of VOCs than the 

No Action Alternative. This outcome is largely attributable to improved airfield efficiency 
and shorter delay periods associated with the Preferred Alternative. 


Table 6.4-15 

Total VOC Emissions Inventory - All Sources “) 

Alternative 37.5M High RJ Fleet Scenario 
kg/day tons/year 

Preferred Alternative — All Actions 2,019 812 

No Action Alternative 2,147 864 


Includes aircraft sources, GSE, on-site motor vehicles, and other miscellaneous sources. 
(See Appendix M of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix F of this Supplemental DEIR/FEIR for individual sources.) 
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Figure 6.4-13 

Total VOC Emissions Inventory - All Sources 
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Odor-causing Emissions 


The portion of VOC emissions associated with aircraft low power operations are considered 
to be indicative of odors, and this emissions category follows the same patterns as those 
described above for total emissions of VOCs. In other words, odor-related VOCs are expected 
to decrease over time and be lower with the Preferred Alternative than with the No Action 
Alternative, as shown in Table 6.4-16 and Figure 6.4-14. 


This predicted reduction in odor-causing VOCs is attributable to the aircraft fleet and to 
improved airfield operating conditions and reduced aircraft delay periods associated with 
the individual Alternatives. 


Table 6.4-16 

Odor-causing VOC Emissions Inventory - All Sources! 

Alternative 37.5M High Ru Fleet Scenario 
kg/day tons/year 

Preferred Alternative - All Actions 475 191 

No Action Alternative 602 242 


Includes aircraft sources, GSE, on-site motor vehicles, and other miscellaneous sources. 
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Figure 6.4-14 
Odor-causing Emissions Inventory — All Sources 
Kilograms Tons 
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PM1o Emissions 


This analysis is based on the LDMS, which uses the few available data for PM,, emitted 
from aircraft. Aircraft are projected to remain the predominant source of particulate 
emissions, with GSE, miscellaneous sources, and motor vehicles accounting for roughly 
5 percent each. 


As shown in Table 6.4-17 and Figure 6.4-15, emissions of particulate matter are expected to 
decrease in future years, a result of decreases from all sources other than miscellaneous 
sources. In addition, the amounts associated with the Preferred Alternative are lower than 
those associated with the No Action Alternative. 


Table 6.4-17 

PM Emissions Inventory - All Sources 12: 

Alternative 37.5M High RJ Fleet Scenario 
kg/day tons/year 

Preferred Alternative 214 86 

No Action Alternative 239 96 


(1) Includes aircraft sources, GSE, on-site motor vehicles, and other miscellaneous sources. (See Appendix M of 
the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix F in this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for individual sources.) 
(2) Assumes all PM emissions are PMio. 
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Figure 6.4-15 
PM1o Emissions Inventory — All Sources (ton/year) 
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6.4.4.2 Dispersion Modeling Results 


As with previous analyses, ambient levels of air pollutants were predicted at 12 receptors 
using the LDMS to asses the impacts of the project alternatives in each neighborhood and to 
compare the results air quality standards and guidelines. These receptors are shown in 
Figure 5.4-1. 


The dispersion modeling results are discussed below, with the highest levels of CO, 
NOx, and PM, predicted at any one receptor. The assumption is that pollutant levels at 
the 11 other receptors will be lower than this highest reported value. The reported 
ozone and odor indicator levels, which are regional in nature, are given as spatially 
averaged values. 


As shown in Table 6.4-18, the highest predicted levels of CO, NO,, and PM,, are expected to 
be well within their respective air quality standards and guidelines. Between the Preferred 
Alternative and the No Action Alternative, the lowest pollutant concentrations generally 
occur under the Preferred Alternative.'°"' Because of the relative similarity of these results 
overall, there should be no discernable differences in ambient air quality conditions at any 
of the receptors under either Alternative. 


10 The maximum concentrations of PM10 are less than 1 j/g/m3 lower under the Preferred Alternative than under the No Action Alternative. 
11. The 1-hour NO2 level is the only exception to this statement in that the highest level under the Preferred Alternative is slightly higher than the highest 
level under the No Action Alternative. 
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Table 6.4-18 
37.5M High Ru Fleet Scenario Dispersion Model Results Summary 
Air Quality 

Community Air Concentration Standard 

Pollutant/Parameter (ug/ms) (ug/m’) 
Preferred Alternative No Action Alternative 
CO, 1-hour, highest 2"¢ high 6,104 6,125 40,000 
CO, 8-hour, highest 2nd high 2,884 2,928 10,000 
NOs, 1-hour, highest 2nd high 290 279 320 
NOz, annual, highest 55 56 100 
PMio, 24-hour, highest 2nd high 48 48 150 
PMio, annual, highest 24 24 50 
Ozone indicator, Total VOC, 24-hour, 16 17 N/A 
Spatially averaged highs 

Odor indicator, Aircraft idle Mode VOC, 108 111 N/A 


1-hour, spatially averaged highs 
N/A Not applicable as it is used as an indicator of potential ozone or odor formation and is not comparable to any standard. 


The emissions inventory and dispersion modeling for the 37.5M High RJ Fleet show 
that there are no predicted violations of any state and federal standards or guidelines 
under any future scenarios or Alternatives, and that the overall impacts associated with 
the Preferred Alternative are either beneficial or imperceptible, when compared to the 
No Action Alternative. 


6.5 Biotic Communities 


6.5.1 


Biotic community impacts include impacts to terrestrial vegetation, wetlands, wildlife, 
and rare species. 


Terrestrial Vegetation 


Construction of the runway and taxiway improvement components of the Preferred 
Alternative will require the conversion of areas of existing upland vegetation to paved 
surfaces. As described in Section 5.5.1, these vegetated areas generally consist of mowed 
grasses. In addition, both reconfiguration of the Southwest Corner Taxiway System and 
construction of Runway 14/32 would convert areas of existing pavement to vegetation. As 
shown in Table 6.5-1 below, construction of the Preferred Alternative results in the net 
conversion of 37.6 acres of vegetation to paved area. 


Conversion of the vegetated infield areas will reduce the pervious surface area of the airfield and 
reduce available habitat for resident and transient species. For most of the species occurring on 
the airfield, the loss of available habitat will not constitute a significant adverse impact. 
However, portions of the airfield to be converted from grassed upland to paved surface are used 
by the upland sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda) for breeding and nesting. Impacts to this 
state-listed endangered species are described in Section 6.5.5. 
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Table 6.5-1 
Summary of Airfield Vegetation Impacts 
Conversion of Conversion of 
Vegetation to Paved Area to Net Change of 
Improvement Concept Paved Area Vegetation Vegetation 
Runway 14/32 16.1 acres 13.4 acres -2.7 acres 
Centerfield Taxiway: 
w North Section 16.8 acres : - 30.1 acres 
m South Section 13.3 acres 
Extend Taxiway Delta 7.5 acres : - 7.5 acres 
Taxiway November Realignment 5.3 acres 6.9 acres +1.6 acres 
Southwest Corner Taxiway System Reconfiguration 5.0 acres 6.1 acres + 1.1 acres 
Total Change of Vegetation -37.6 acres 


Source: HNTB, 1999 


6.5.2 Wetlands 


As described in Section 5.5, the perimeter of the airfield is located within the 100-foot 
buffer zone of a coastal bank as regulated under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection 
Act and associated regulations (310 CMR 10.00 et. seq.). Portions of the buffer zone will 
be re-graded and vegetated for use as a runway safety area or object free areas for the 
unidirectional Runway 14/32 (all layout options). The overall linear distance of the 
buffer, adjacent to which the unidirectional Runway 14/32 will be constructed, is 
approximately 7,200 feet. The Runway itself will be 5,000 linear feet long, with a 
1,000-foot runway safety area at each end. Construction work, however, will not occur 
within the full area of the buffer zone over this entire length. These activities will be 
largely confined to areas landward of the existing perimeter road, which is generally 
located in the middle of the 100-foot buffer zone. Once re-graded, the disturbed areas 
will be stabilized with grasses common to the airfield. Portions of the buffer zone that are 
presently paved will be converted to grass. Construction of the runway and associated 
drainage system modifications are the only element of the improvements that may be 
subject to review under the MA Wetlands Protection Act. 


Work within the buffer zone required to construct the runway will not alter the coastal 
bank or its function in terms of either storm damage prevention or flood control. 


6.5.3 Coastal Zone 


Logan Airport is surrounded on three sides by Boston Harbor. This location is within an 
area designated by the Commonwealth as the Coastal Zone. 
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6.5.3.1 Coastal Zone Management Program 


The Preferred Alternative will have no direct or indirect impact on resource areas, public 
access, water-dependent businesses, recreation, or other maritime interests in the coastal 
zone. The Preferred Alternative is consistent with the 27 policies (regulatory and 
non-regulatory) of Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management (CZM) program, as 
documented in the following sections. 


6.5.3.2 Consistency with Coastal Zone Management Policies 


In accordance with state and federal regulations, construction projects within the Coastal 
Zone must be consistent with the policies and principles established for these areas by 
the Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management (MCZM). 


Accordingly, a review of the Preferred Alternative within the context of the Massachusetts 
Coastal Zone Management Program Federal Consistency Review Procedures 

(301 CMR 21.00) was conducted for this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. A summary of the 
Preferred Alternative’s consistency with each of the four MCZM policies and principles 
that are relevant to this project is provided below. It is anticipated that a description of the 
project’s consistency will be submitted to MCZM for Coastal Zone Consistency 
Determination and review during this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR review period. 


Water Quality Policy 1 


Ensure that point-source discharges in or affecting the coastal zone are consistent with 
federally approved state effluent limitations and water quality standards. 


Consistency: Airfield stormwater is presently directed by overland flow to the existing 
airfield drainage system for discharge via a series of outfalls to Boston Harbor. Airfield 
discharges to the Harbor currently meet Class SB water quality standards. The existing 
drainage system will be extended to receive runoff from new impervious areas associated 
with taxiway and runway construction. No new outfalls are anticipated, nor is any 
change in the characteristics of the runoff expected. Accordingly, the Preferred 
Alternative will be consistent with federally approved state effluent limitations and 
water quality standards. Drainage from portions of the airfield totaling approximately 55 
acres will be redirected from the West Outfall to existing outfalls along Boston Harbor. A 
low-flow stormwater quality treatment device may be installed, if feasible, to handle 
drainage from paved sections of this 55-acre airfield area. 


Habitat Policy 1 


Protect coastal resource areas including salt marshes, shellfish beds, dunes, beaches, 
barrier beaches, salt ponds, eelgrass beds, and fresh water wetlands for their important 
role as natural habitats. 


Consistency: The Preferred Alternative will not directly affect any coastal resource areas. 
Shellfish beds and salt marsh found around the airfield perimeter will be unaffected. 
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6.5.4 


Although the pollutant loading may increase slightly due to the increase in impervious 
surfaces and runoff, the quality of runoff from the airfield is expected to remain the same. 
There is no indication that airfield runoff has any adverse impact on these resource areas. 
This is evidenced by the fact that shellfishing areas around Logan Airport’s perimeter 
have been reopened for commercial harvesting over the past decade. 


Public Access Policy 1 


Ensure that developments proposed near existing public recreation sites minimize their 
adverse effects. 


Consistency: There are several public recreation areas close to the airport including 
Constitution Beach in East Boston and several of the Boston Harbor Islands. The 
Preferred Alternative will not change the use of the airport and no new impacts to public 
recreation sites are expected as a result of the Preferred Alternative. 


Growth Management Principle 2 


Ensure that state and federally funded transportation and wastewater projects primarily 
serve existing developed areas, assigning highest priority to projects that meet the needs 
of urban and community development centers. 


Consistency: The Preferred Alternative may be funded through a combination of federal 
and state money. Logan Airport is an existing developed area and improvement of the 
facility will meet the needs of urban and community development centers. 


6.5.3.3 Coastal Barriers 


The Airside Project must show compliance with the Coastal Barriers Resources Act of 
1982, which generally prohibits development on undeveloped coastal barriers along the 
Atlantic and Gulf Coasts, as identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 
The project site is not within the boundaries of a Federally defined coastal barrier. 
Therefore, the Preferred Alternative will have no impact on coastal barriers as defined by 
the Coastal Barriers Resources Act of 1982. 


Wildlife Habitat 


As described above, the grasses and other herbaceous species occurring in the infield 
areas serve as habitat for a variety of birds and mammals. Conversion of these areas to 
paved surface will reduce available habitat areas. Upon the completion of construction 
and re-vegetation of disturbed areas under the Preferred Alternative, approximately 

440 acres of vegetation will remain on the airfield. Consequently, proposed airside 
construction activities are not anticipated to result in modifications to the wildlife species 
composition of the Logan Airport airfield. Several of the infield areas currently serve as 
habitat for the upland sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda). Impacts to this state-listed 
endangered species are presented in Section 6.5.5, below. 
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6.5.5 


Endangered and Threatened Species of Flora and Fauna 


No Federal-listed endangered or threatened species are known to occur on the Logan 
Airport airfield. Accordingly, no impacts to federal-listed endangered or threatened 
species are anticipated with construction of the Preferred Alternative. 


6.5.5.1 Impacts to State-Listed Species 


The upland sandpiper, a state-listed endangered species, has been observed on the airfield 
in areas between runways and taxiways where improvements are proposed. Studies 
conducted in 1996 for this project identified one confirmed and three suspected nesting 
locations for the upland sandpiper, all in the infield areas between Runways 4L/22R and 
4R/22L. The confirmed location was positioned in the infield area between 

Runways 4L/22R, 4R/22L and Taxiways Charlie and Foxtrot. All suspected nesting 
locations were identified to the north of Runway 33L/15R: 


m Between the Runway and Taxiway Yankee; 
m Between Runway 15L/33R and Taxiway Romeo; and 
m Between Taxiway Romeo and Taxiway N-3. 


Based on observations by the Massport Wildlife Control unit in 1999, it is predicted that 
the upland sandpiper would continue to use some of these infield areas as nesting habitat 
during the nesting season. 


Construction of Centerfield Taxiway will generally bisect three of these areas (see 
Figure 3.1-1), avoiding disturbance of the area between Taxiway Romeo and N-3. 
Mitigation measures associated with these impacts are presented in Section 6.5.5.2 


Specifically, impacts to confirmed and suspected upland sandpiper habitat, based upon 
field observations conducted in 1996, will be a maximum of approximately 37 acres. This 
represents the total area of existing mowed grassland that will be converted to paved area 
as a result of the construction of Centerfield Taxiway and the Taxiway Delta extension. 
Other areas of pavement will be added in areas that are not presently grassland and are not 
known to support upland sandpiper habitat. No grassland areas that are known to support 
upland sandpiper will be affected by construction of proposed unidirectional 

Runway 14/32. In addition to the direct loss of habitat, construction of the Centerfield 
Taxiway also will reduce the size of contiguous grasslands on either side of the Centerfield 
Taxiway. However, the remaining grassland areas will still be available as upland 
sandpiper habitat once construction is completed and the areas are revegetated. 


6.5.5.2 Upland Sandpiper Mitigation Plan 


Construction of the Centerfield Taxiway is proposed in mowed grassland areas of the 
airfield, which have been documented to support breeding and nesting habitat for the 
upland sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda), a state-listed endangered species. In addition, 
extension of Taxiway Delta also will be constructed in a mowed grassland area of the 
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airfield. Although no breeding or nesting habitat areas have been documented recently in 
areas to be affected by the Taxiway Delta extension, studies in 1990 conducted for the 
Central Artery /Tunnel project identified this location as potential habitat at that time. 


Collectively, construction of the Centerfield Taxiway and the Taxiway Delta extension 
will result in the conversion of approximately 37 acres of existing grassland to paved 
surface. This conversion will eliminate this 37 acres as potential habitat for the upland 
sandpiper. 


According to the MA Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP), 
proposed airside construction activities and the resultant loss of endangered species habitat 
constitute a “taking” as defined under the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MGL 
c.131A, MESA). In accordance with 321 CMR 10.04(3)(b), prior to a “taking, ” a Conservation 
and Management Permit must be issued. Issuance of a Conservation and Management 
Permit is contingent upon demonstrating that: (1) “an insignificant portion of the local 
population will be impacted or no viable Alternative for the proposed project or activity 
exists; ” and (2) “a conservation plan, submitted to and approved by the Director [Division 
of Fisheries and Wildlife], will be carried out that provides a long-term net benefit to the 
conservation of the local population of the impacted species.” Coordination on the MESA 
process is handled by NHESP. 


The following sections describe the project’s compliance with elements of MESA and 
discuss mitigation measures proposed with the intent of providing a “long-term net 
benefit to the conservation of the local population of the impacted species.” As described 
below, Massport has worked closely with NHESP in the development of the 
Conservation and Management Plan component of the mitigation program. 


Impacts on the Local Population 


There will be no direct project impacts to any upland sandpipers. This will be ensured 
through implementation of a two-part mitigation program. The first part of this program 
involves the enhancement of grassland habitat elsewhere on the airfield early in the 
construction season, prior to the spring arrival of the upland sandpiper population, to 
encourage the occupation of these areas, rather than construction areas. In addition, 
Massport will implement a rigorous pre-construction reconnaissance of the affected areas 
to ensure that no upland sandpipers remain in the area. Details of these mitigation 
elements are provided below as part of the proposed Conservation and Management Plan. 


While the successful implementation of these two elements of the program will avoid 
direct impacts to individual birds, existing habitat areas will be disturbed and 
permanently lost as habitat. According to NHESP, this is considered to be an impact on 
the local population. 


Environmental Consequences 6-127 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Alternatives for the Proposed Project 


Construction of the taxiway improvements are directed at: (1) alleviating specific existing 
airfield layout deficiencies which result in taxiway congestion and delay; (2) improving 
overall airfield operating efficiency; and (3) enhancing safety. 


In the context of MESA, Alternatives are considered to be project options that would avoid 
impact to the affected species. Because of the existing arrangement of runways and 
taxiways at Logan Airport and FAA siting requirements, opportunities to reconfigure or 
relocate taxiway improvements and still meet the project purpose and need do not exist. 
For example, there is no other location on the airfield to construct a north/south taxiway to 
serve Runways 4L/22R and 4R/22L. Its position between the runways is driven by FAA 
design criteria based upon the type of aircraft operations on the runways. Based on these 
design parameters, the taxiway must be offset a minimum of 400 feet from the centerline of 
either of the adjacent parallel runways. In addition, consideration was given to 
intersections with existing runways and avoidance of existing navigational equipment. As 
such, there is little opportunity to move the position of the Centerfield Taxiway in any 
manner that would significantly minimize impacts to upland sandpiper habitat. 


Proposed Conservation and Management Plan 


Insofar as impacts to upland sandpiper habitat have been identified and no viable 
Alternative for the proposed project exists, a Conservation and Management Plan has been 
developed to provide a long-term net benefit to the conservation of the local population of 
the upland sandpiper. It is important to understand that a primary consideration in 
development of the Plan is the continuation or enhancement of aviation safety. In this 
manner, the Plan strives to encourage the use of alternate areas on the airfield without 
encouraging new aviation hazards. Based on discussions and coordination with NHESP, 
the Plan is composed of three elements. These three elements involve: 


m Alteration of existing airfield grassland mowing procedures to encourage upland 
sandpipers to use non-construction areas; 


m Implementation of a pre-construction and an on-going pre-mowing upland sandpiper 
reconnaissance program; and 


m Off-site mitigation. 


Details of each of these plan elements follow. 


Alteration of Existing Airfield Grassland Mowing Procedures 


Previous studies and anecdotal observations indicate that upland sandpipers prefer areas 
of taller vegetation for nesting, commonly locating their nests within tufts of grass 
beneath the overhanging blades (Buss and Hawkins, 1939; Johnsgard, 1981; DeGraf and 
Rudis, 1986). While nests located in mowed fields have been reported, these sites were 
not regarded by any author as preferred habitat. Buss and Hawkins (1939) did report a 
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preference for loafing grounds with low tussocks and sparse vegetation no taller than the 
bird’s back (approximately 9 inches). These reports are consistent with the observations 
made at Logan Airport in 1990 and 1996. 


As described above, in maintaining the airfield, Massport’s primary goal is aviation 
safety. With regard to avian species, this translates to an objective of discouraging 
flocking (e.g., starlings) and certain larger birds (e.g., gulls), which are a documented 
aviation hazard. The current infield management practice at Logan Airport consists of 
periodic mowing of all grassed areas in a rotation, such that continuous mowing is 
sufficient to maintain safe conditions throughout the growing season. 


Safe conditions comprise vegetation heights and densities low enough to retard insect 
and rodent populations, and discourage feeding by bird species that present a threat to 
aviation safety. Since 1991, the FAA has recorded four documented upland sandpiper 
aircraft strikes. One of these events (Philadelphia, 11/30/92) was reported to have 
disrupted operation of one aircraft engine. More recently, an upland sandpiper aircraft 
strike involving a Delta 737 was documented at Logan Airport on August 13, 1997. 


Over the past 3 to 4 years, the mowing rotation has begun with the cutting of perimeter 
areas, followed by mowing of the infield areas, with the area between Runways 4L/22R 
and 4R/22L mowed last. This sequence is followed specifically to avoid or minimize 
impacts to the upland sandpiper. When the areas between Runways 4L/22R and 4R/22L 
are mowed, maintenance personnel mark nest sites as they become aware of them and 
postpone mowing in their immediate vicinity until the end of the nesting season. In 1996, 
one confirmed and two suspected nesting areas were identified in this area. No other 
nesting areas on the airfield were found. 


Following this mowing sequence, suitable nesting conditions remained between 

Runways 4L/22R and 4R/22L throughout much of the upland sandpipers’ nesting period. 
Other areas of the airfield that were mowed earlier appear to have been not favored by the 
upland sandpiper. 


Based on these findings and an understanding of the species’ habits, it appears that the 
height of grasses at the initiation of nesting, rather than any specific location, is more 
critical for the selection of nest sites by the upland sandpiper. This suggests that with an 
alteration of the mowing sequence, other grassland areas of the airfield outside of high 
activity areas could serve as preferred nesting and breeding habitat. 


Proposed Grassland Management Procedures 


Both short-term and long-term mitigation measures are proposed relative to use of the 
airfield by upland sandpiper. Short-term measures will be implemented during 
construction of the Centerfield Taxiway and Taxiway Delta, while long-term measures 
will be integrated into Massport’s continuing airfield maintenance program. 
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To encourage the use of alternate nesting areas for the upland sandpiper during periods 
of construction, the following management measures are proposed. Beginning in the 
spring prior to the start of construction (scheduled for 2002), the mowing schedule will 
be adjusted such that mowing begins in the area of the proposed Centerfield Taxiway, 
while designated alternate infield areas (between Taxiways Charlie and Foxtrot, and 
Charlie and Runway End 33L) remain unmowed until the end of the mowing rotation. 
Except as noted below, the area between Runway End 27 and Runway End 33L will not 
be placed in the mowing rotation until after the fledging of upland sandpiper chicks. This 
area has previously, but does not presently, support upland sandpiper nesting. In this 
area, prior to fledging, mowing will be limited to a perimeter strip directly adjacent to the 
runways and taxiways. These alternative nesting areas will provide greater protection to 
birds by reducing the likelihood of mortality, and may enhance reproductive success by 
providing a greater separation between nesting areas and active runways. 


Post-construction, infield areas adjacent to the Centerfield Taxiway will once again be 
shifted to the end of the mowing rotation, consistent with existing practices. As always, 
however, the mowing sequence will depend upon wind and weather conditions, which 
dictate active runway usage. Two of the alternate infield areas will be mowed following 
mowing operations adjacent to Centerfield Taxiway. As part of the long-term management 
program, the infield area between Runway Ends 27 and 33L will only be mowed following 
upland sandpiper fledging. As is the current procedure, Massport preserves the right to 
amend the mowing protocol to meet operational requirements or if the proposed mowing 
schedule is found to compromise aviation safety. The NHESP would be notified prior to 
implementation of any long-term modifications of the mowing program. 


Construction Period and Ongoing Grassland Reconnaissance 


Prior to and during construction, a systematic reconnaissance will be conducted by 
Massport in all infield areas to be mowed throughout the nesting season to identify the 
locations of active nests. This search will focus on infield areas for which there is a 
historic record of upland sandpiper nesting. If active nests are encountered within other 
areas, these locations will be added to the areas to be checked. Once identified, nest areas 
will be marked in the field, and mowing in the vicinity postponed until after the fledging 
period. Through this process of active reconnaissance prior to mowing, there will be an 
additional level of protection for the local population over that which exists presently. 
Annually thereafter, bird reconnaissance will be conducted prior to mowing to provide a 
continued level of protection to breeding and nesting upland sandpipers. 


Offsite Mitigation 


While relocation of the existing population of upland sandpiper to other areas of the airfield 
is viable, enhancement of bird habitat at Logan Airport is not feasible due to the significant 
potential of increased aviation safety hazards and hazards to the birds. Such relocation does 
not constitute a “net benefit to the local population”, and accordingly the NHESP directed 
Massport to consider off-site mitigation to supplement the on-site mitigation. NHESP has 
identified Eastern Massachusetts as the range of the upland sandpiper local population. 
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Massport has worked closely with the NHESP on a program to provide a net benefit to the 
local population of upland sandpiper. This program would fund the restoration of a parcel 
of previously high quality grassland habitat at Camp Edwards on the Massachusetts 
Military Reservation on Cape Cod. This area is on a portion of Camp Edwards known as 
the cantonment area. 


The cantonment area, a former military parade ground, supported a substantial population 
of upland sandpiper as recently as the mid-1990’s. Since that time, there has been a gradual 
succession of this site from grassland to that of scrub vegetation such as bayberry and 
larger woody vegetation, predominantly pitch pine and eastern red cedar. As a result, a 
substantial portion of the area has evolved into unsuitable upland sandpiper habitat, and 
that population had declined to only a few nesting pairs in 1999. Restoration of this area to 
grassland is fully consistent with the Massachusetts National Guard’s (MNG) August 1999 
Draft Master Plan/Area-wide Environmental Impact Report. 


To restore this area to grassland, in particular Little Blue Stem grass (Schizachyrium 
scoparium), Massport would fund a program to remove all existing shrub and woody 
vegetation down to a height that can be maintained by MNG using their existing mowing 
equipment. Wood chips and accumulated debris from the vegetation clearing operation 
will be removed to an offsite location. Clearing would be scheduled between September 1“ 
and April 30" to avoid impacts to breeding birds. 


To ensure the success of this program, Massport would make a one-time payment to fund 
any necessary vegetation removal by MNG during the season following the initial removal 
to maintain the site as Upland Sandpiper habitat. If necessary, selected areas that had a 
dense overstory and limited groundcover would be reseeded using native seed stock. A 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between Massport and MNG to ensure 
implementation of the program is anticipated. 


It is also anticipated that the MNG will commit to a grassland management plan previously 
developed for the cantonment area by NHESP (Rare Grassland Birds and Management 
Recommendations for Camp Edwards/Otis Air National Guard, NHESP, 1995) once Massport 
has funded restoration of the area. 


In general, the NHESP grassland management plan presents the following 
recommendations to maintain or enhance habitat for rare grassland birds in the 
cantonment area at Camp Edwards: 


m Restrict mowing between May and July to protect nesting and breeding birds 


m Periodically mow areas to provide a diversity of grass height (3-12”) and prevent 
encroachment of woody vegetation 


m Restrict use of the area during the breeding season 
In the event that such a restorations program at Camp Edwards is not possible, an 


appropriate alternative program, agreeable to the NHESP, will be developed and 
implemented. 
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6.6 Water Resources 


6.6.1 


The anticipated construction and operation impacts of the Preferred Alternative with regard 
to water resources are described in the following sections. Construction of the airside taxiway 
and/or runway improvements comprising the Preferred Alternative will change the total 
area of impervious surface on the airfield. Although there will be a net increase airfield-wide 
in impervious surface with all build Alternatives, there will be a net gain in pervious/ grassed 
areas in several of the airfield subdrainage areas due to the removal of pavement in some 
areas. The addition of impervious area will result in a slight increase in the peak volume of 
runoff to Boston Harbor. Through the use of grassed swales and infiltration and low-flow 
stormwater quality treatment devices, increases in peak discharges will be minimized. Since 
fueling and maintenance do not occur on areas of the airfield where construction is proposed, 
a change in the quality of the runoff is not anticipated. 


Volumetric Impacts to Water Resources 


Construction of the runway and taxiway improvements under the Preferred Alternative 
will result in an increase of impervious surfaces, totaling approximately 37 acres or 
approximately 3.8 percent. The anticipated quantitative changes in runoff for the Preferred 
Alternative are summarized in Table 6.6-1. 


Due to the dampening effect the incoming tide produces on the flow of stormwater 
through the airfield drainage system, the additional impervious surfaces will result in 
approximately a 3.8 percent increase in the peak rate of runoff. Water which is not 
evapo-transpired from presently vegetated areas will infiltrate the ground, and 
eventually discharge to Boston Harbor. There will be little to no measurable net change 


in airfield hydrology. 
Table 6.6-1 
Changes In Runoff Volume for the Preferred Alternative 
Area of Pavement Runoff 

Construction Element (acres) (cubic feet) 
Existing Airfield 990 150,072,912 
Unidirectional Runway 42.7 409,290 
Centerfield Taxiway: 

North of 15R/33L +16.8 2,551,240 

South of 15R/33L +13.3 2,022,195 
Taxiway November Realignment -1.6 -250,122 
Taxiway Delta Extension 47.5 1,138,432 
Southwest Corner Optimization -1.1 -169,779 
Net Change +37.6 +5,701,255 
Percentage Change +3,.8% +3.8% 


Source: HNTB, 1999. 
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6.6.2 


6.6.3 


The new runoff will be conveyed through existing and new sections of drainage pipe to 
the existing drainage system outfalls. No new outfalls will be required to support the 
Preferred Alternative improvements. However, several areas of airfield drainage will be 
redistributed to other existing outfalls. A conceptual layout of the reconfigured 
stormwater drainage areas is provided in Figure 6.6-1. 


Impacts to Water Quality During Construction 


The potential exists for temporary increases of suspended solids due to unavoidable 
siltation while presently paved and/or vegetated soils are removed and replaced by new 
vegetation and pavement. Extensive siltation controls will be installed and maintained 
during all portions of construction to minimize adverse water quality impacts. 
Construction will be phased to minimize the areal extent of bare soil at any one time. 
Construction phasing and mitigation measures are described in Section 6.9. 


Impacts to Water Quality During Airport Operations 


Changes to water quality during airport operation once the Preferred Alternative is in 
place will be minimal. Any incremental changes in impact would result from runoff from 
new taxiway and runway pavement and the normal airfield activities associated with 
aircraft departures and arrivals, as well as wintertime deicing. 


As illustrated in Figure 6.6-1, there will be some reconfiguration of the airfield drainage 
patterns. The reconfiguration will redirect some drainage in the southwest corner of the 
airfield away from the West Outfall into existing airfield perimeter outfalls A-41, A-42 
and A-43. Presently, the West Outfall handles stormwater flows from the terminal, apron 
and fueling areas of the airport in addition to portions of the airfield. The West Outfall is 
equipped with an oil/water separator for treatment of the flows from the terminal, apron 
and fueling areas. 


Stormwater to be redirected away from the West Outfall Runoff to the perimeter outfalls 
consists of flows from the airfield, including runways, taxiways and grassed infield areas. 
These portions of the airfield do not generate significant concentrations of contaminants. 
However, rather than discharging stormwater from these watersheds directly to the 
Harbor, Massport will install a low-flow water quality treatment structure to collect runoff 
from the first stormwater flush of these paved areas. The treatment device will be an 
off-line structure that would treat the first flush while allowing larger storms to by-pass the 
structure. The pollution prevention device would remove any sediment and floatables 
from the first flush and store them for subsequent removal and disposal. 


Because the drainage system for the West Outfall includes the majority of the terminal area 
plus some taxiways and runways, this redirection of runoff will reduce the hydraulic load 
on the existing pollution control facility for the West Outfall. This will enhance its 
performance by reducing the volume of diluting taxiway and runway runoff that are minor 
sources of pollutants. All stormwater from fueling and maintenance areas will continue to 
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6.6.4 


pass through the existing West Outfall pollution control facility. As stated previously, no 
fueling occurs in areas of the airfield where construction is proposed. 


Therefore, although the pollutant loading to the harbor may be increased slightly as the 
result of deicing Runway 14/32, the general quality of runoff from the airfield is 
expected to be similar to present runoff, as previously discussed in Section 5.6 and shown 
in Table 5.5-1 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. Operation of the low flow stormwater 
quality treatment device is expected to minimize potential adverse water quality impacts 
to the maximum extent practicable. The data indicate that the existing airfield runoff 
meets the DEP’s Class SB water quality standards. Because aircraft operations are 
expected to be more efficient, resulting in shorter taxiing times, the contribution of 
aircraft pollutants is expected to be reduced as well. 


Consistency with DEP Stormwater Management Policies 


Construction of the runway and/or the taxiway improvement components of the 
Preferred Alternative will require work within the 100-foot buffer zone as defined under 
the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act (see Section 6.5.2). Work within the buffer 
zone or associated resource areas is now subject to the DEP’s Stormwater Management 
Policy and associated performance standards. A series of nine performance standards 
have been established. All new runway/taxiway construction within areas subject to the 
Stormwater Management Policy will be required to meet or exceed all applicable policies. 
Each of the policies are summarized below, together with a discussion of the project’s 
compliance with each of the nine policies. 


Policy 1 


No new stormwater conveyances (e.g., Outfalls) may discharge untreated stormwater 
directly to or to cause erosion in wetlands or waters of the Commonwealth. 


Consistency. The Preferred Alternative does not include any new or resized outfalls. 
Runoff from new paved areas will be handled through modifications to the existing 
airfield drainage system that result in better utilization of outfalls that are currently 
under capacity. A low flow stormwater quality treatment device may be installed to treat 
first-flush drainage from portions of the airfield drainage being redirected away from the 
West Outfall. 


Policy 2 


Stormwater management systems must be designed so that post-development peak 
discharge rates do not exceed pre-development peak discharge rates. 


Consistency. Not applicable. The Preferred Alternative will continue to discharge to tidal 
waters. As stated in the DEP’s Explanation of Standards, on Page 1-5 of the Stormwater 
Policy Handbook, discharges to waters subject to tidal action are not required to 
maintain pre-development peak discharge rates. 
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Policy 3 


Loss of annual recharge to groundwater should be minimized through the use of 
infiltration measures to the maximum extent practicable. The annual recharge from the 
post-development site should approximate the annual recharge from the 
pre-development or existing site conditions, based on soil types. 


Consistency. Because of existing soil conditions, the extent of paved surfaces, and the 
shallow depth of tidally influenced groundwater, the airfield does not serve as a 
groundwater recharge resource. The proposed construction and operation will not 
significantly alter site recharge characteristics. 


Policy 4 


For new development, stormwater management systems must be designed to remove 
80 percent of the average annual load of total suspended solids (TSS). 


Consistency. Existing airfield runoff data indicate an average suspended solids 
concentration of approximately 11 mg/I, or less. Massport will install a low flow 
stormwater quality treatment device to handle first-flush drainage from paved areas 
where flow is being directed away from the West Outfall. For other sections of the 
airfield, solids removal will be accomplished as stormwater is directed across grassed 
infield areas via overland flow to the drainage system. 


Policy 5 


Stormwater discharges from areas with higher potential pollution loads require the use 
of specific stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs). The use of infiltration 
practices without pretreatment is prohibited. 


Consistency. Massport currently employs a range of BMPs in the operation of the airfield. 
Elements of these procedures include maintenance of stormwater catchbasins, inspection 
of the stormwater collection system, specified areas for vehicle maintenance, 
maintenance of spill reporting log, among other measures. The airfield is not considered 
a generator of higher pollutant loading. 


Policy 6 


Stormwater discharges to critical areas must utilize certain stormwater management 
BMPs for critical areas. 


Consistency. All new stormwater drainage system components in areas of new runway 
and/or taxiway construction will be operated and maintained in accordance with Best 
Management Practices. 
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Policy 7 


Redevelopment of previously developed sites must meet Stormwater Management 
Standards to the maximum extent practicable. 


Consistency. Airfield redevelopment will meet the Stormwater Management Standards to 
the maximum extent practicable. 


Policy 8 


Erosion and sediment controls must be implemented to prevent impacts during 
construction or land disturbance activities. 


Consistency. A site-specific comprehensive erosion and sediment control plan will be 
developed for implementation until disturbed areas are stabilized, to prevent impacts 
during construction. No discharge will be made to critical areas. 


Policy 9 


All stormwater management systems must have an operation and maintenance (O&M) 
plan to ensure that systems function as designed. 


Consistency. New components of the stormwater drainage system will be operated and 
maintained in accordance with current airfield stormwater management Best 
Management Practices included in the draft Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPP) developed as part of Logan Airport’s NPDES permit application. 


6.7 —Soils/Sediment Impacts 


6.7.1 


This section contains information on soil-related activities associated with the proposed 
construction of the Preferred Alternative. Construction will not take place in Boston 
Harbor and therefore impacts from the disturbance of marine sediment are not present. 


Disposal of soils excavated for runway and taxiway construction will therefore be 
regulated under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) (310 CMR 40.0000) and will 
be managed in accordance with a project-specific Soil Management Plan. A discussion of 
the MCP and the Soil Management Plan is provided in the following sections. 


Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) 


The purpose of the MCP is to “provide for the protection of health, safety, public welfare, 
and the environment” by instituting a uniform mechanism for identifying contaminated 
soils and groundwater and implementing appropriate corrective actions. 
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6.7.2 


In terms of soil excavation, excess excavate from construction must be managed 
appropriately. Soils are termed “non-remediation wastes,” if the constituents in the soil 
do not trigger the notification requirements for the site specific “site activities and uses.” 
If the opposite is true and the contaminant constituents trigger DEP notification, the 
materials are termed “remediation wastes.” The MCP procedures for the management of 
remediation wastes are at 310 CMR 40.0030. 


The Soil Management Plan developed by Massport for construction projects at Logan 
Airport, which are described below, is consistent with the MCP and dictates how excess 
excavate will be reused, recycled or disposed. 


Massport Soil Management Plan 


For Logan Airport construction projects, Massport developed a Soil Management Plan 
which dictates specific requirements to which contractors must adhere to in determining the 
chemical characteristics of excavation materials and determine how the materials should be 
reused, recycled and/or disposed. Those same criteria will be applied in the Airside Project. 


Massport’s Soil Management Plan was adopted using a conservative approach to protect 
environmentally sensitive areas. The MCP (310 CMR 40.0000) contains criteria by which one 
can determine appropriate soil disposal conditions and/or locations, consistent with land 
use receptor characteristics as identified in Table 40.933(9) of the MCP. Massport has taken 
the conditions allowed within the MCP and adopted a more stringent approach that no 
excavation materials from Logan, no matter what the characterization results, will be 
disposed at sensitive areas such as residential, recreational or wetland areas. 


The Massport Soil Management Plan considers soil to be either unregulated or regulated as 
follows: 


m Unregulated soils are those soils having chemical concentrations equal to or of lower 
than the MCP Method 1 Risk Characterization soil standards for soil category S-1 and 
groundwater category GW-2/GW-3. Unregulated soils may be used as backfill at Logan 
Airport or used off site on industrial sites where soil quality concentrations are higher 
than the unregulated soil, and which may be capped with pavement or loamed and 
seeded. Unregulated soils cannot be disposed of in sensitive areas such as residential, 
recreational or wetland areas. 


m Regulated soils are those soils having chemical concentrations which are equal to or 
greater than the MCP Method 1 Risk Characterization soil standards for soil category 
S-1 and groundwater category GW-2/GW-3. Regulated soils may only be beneficially 
reused or recycled at Logan Airport if the contaminant concentrations are less than S-2 
levels, or at off-site DEP, permitted facilities. They may also be disposed of out-of-state 
at similar facilities. Regulated soils cannot be disposed in sensitive areas such as 
residential, recreational or wetland areas. 
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6.7.3 


This combination of S-1/S-2 GW-2/GW-3 categories is the simplest form of risk 
characterization and means that Massport has eliminated all residential, recreation, and 
wetland areas as possible disposal sites for excavation materials from Logan. 


Construction Area Soil Sampling Program 


Construction of Runway 14/32 and the taxiway improvement components as part of the 
Preferred Alternative will require the excavation of unsuitable or excess soils. Table 6.6-2 
of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR estimated that approximately 537,000 cubic yards of 
soil would be excavated if all the improvement elements were constructed. The 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR assumed a uniform depth of excavation throughout the 
construction area to develop a worst-case estimate. As the concept design has evolved 
between the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the excavation 
requirements have been refined, resulting in a revised excavation requirement of 
approximately 264,000 cubic yards. Of this excavation volume, approximately 131,000 
cubic yards of miscellaneous fill will be reused at locations along the airfield construction 
during the final grading for shoulders and other uses. There will be 83,500 cubic yards of 
excavated soil materials and 49,500 cubic yards of bituminous pavement removed from 
Logan Airport for reuse/recycling/disposal at permitted facilities. The difference in 
excavation volumes between the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR (537,000 cubic yards) and 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR (264,000 cubic yards) is due to site-specific soil data that 
were obtained through a recent soil boring program for geotechnical and environmental 
information (See Section 5.7.1). 


6.7.3.1 Unidirectional Runway 14/32 


The soil pre-construction characterization data indicate that the soil under the footprint 
of the proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 does not exceed the Reportable 
Concentrations for S-2 soil. Design information indicates that there will not be any 
excavation of the common borrow that was used to fill Bird Island Flats and which 
underlies much of the runway alignment. An estimated 82,000 cubic yards of soil will be 
excavated. Of this volume, approximately 37,000 cubic yards will be reused for surface 
grading. 


6.7.3.2 Centerfield Taxiway 


Construction of the Centerfield Taxiway will require the excavation of approximately 
52,000 cubic yards of soil material and the removal from the Airport of 11,000 cubic yards 
of existing fill. Approximately 41,000 cubic yards of soil will be reused. The soil 
pre-construction characterization data indicate that soil underlying the Centerfield 
Taxiway contains variable levels of contamination. The soil data indicate that no volatile 
compounds were present nor were any of the aliphatic fractions from the total petroleum 
hydrocarbon tests. The soil was found to exceed the S-2 Reportable Concentrations (RC 
S-2) for the polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, as determined in the EPH analysis. The 
PAH contamination was found from Taxiway Echo north to Taxiway Romeo. Beryllium 
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was the only priority pollutant metal to exceed the RC S-2. This condition was found 
adjacent to Runway 15L/33R and between Taxiways Echo and Charlie. Lead in the soil 
was found to exceed the 100 mg/Kg Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) 
trigger level by a slight amount (110-120 mg/Kg) at three scattered locations. The TCLP 
test is one measure of the toxicity of a sample and upon exceeding regulatory limits it is 
determined to be TCLP hazardous. The results of the TCLP testing indicate that the soil 
did not exceed the TCLP regulatory limit of 5.0 mg/1 for lead and is, therefore, not 
hazardous. The insecticide Dieldrin was found in the soil at eight locations. It is believed 
that the Dieldrin originated from historical mosquito control programs. The soil was 
found to not contain polychlorinated biphenyls. 


6.7.3.3 Taxiway November Realignment 


Soil underlying the area for the realignment of Taxiway November was found to be 
contaminated in excess of the Reportable Concentrations for S-2 soil with four polynuclear 
aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) compounds and the insecticide Dieldrin. This contamination 
was only found in the surface soils (0-2 feet). The soil data indicate that no volatile 
compounds were present nor were any of the aliphatic fractions from the total petroleum 
hydrocarbon tests. Design information indicates that approximately 43,500 cubic yards of 
soil material will be excavated and 43,000 cubic yards of fill will be removed from Logan. 
Plans indicate that approximately 500 cubic yards will be reused onsite. 


6.7.3.4 Southwest Corner Taxiway Reconfiguration 


The soil sampling and analysis data indicate that the soil in the area of the Southwest 
Corner Taxiway Reconfiguration contains concentrations of four PAH compounds and 
the insecticide Dieldrin which exceed the Reportable Concentrations for S-2 soil. The soil 
data indicate that no volatile compounds were present nor were there any of the aliphatic 
fractions from the total petroleum hydrocarbon tests. Design information indicates that 
approximately 5,000 cubic yards of soil will be excavated and reused onsite. 


6.7.3.5 Taxiway D Extension 


The extension of Taxiway D will require the excavation of approximately 32,000 cubic 
yards of miscellaneous soil materials, all of which will be removed from the Airport 
except for 6,000 cubic yards reused onsite. 


6.7.3.6 Massachusett Contingency Plan (MCP) Response Actions 


As discussed in previous sections, certain contaminant concentrations were found to exceed 
the MCP Soil Category S-2 reportable concentrations resulting from a pre-construction 
characterization that was performed. As a result, Massport transmitted a Release Notification 
Form to DEP in January 2000. A Release Tracking Number (RN) of 3-19157 was assigned to 
the site by DEP. Through the performance of a Method 3 Risk Characterization, it was 
determined that certain concentrations of dieldrin in the vicinity of Sierra and Uniform 
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Taxiways and Runway 4R required remediation. Massport transmitted a Release Abatement 
Measure (RAM) Plan to DEP and subsequently removed the dieldrin source area. In January 
2001, Massport transmitted a RAM Completion Report and Response Action Outcome. These 
documents state that a Condition of No Significant Risk to human health, safety, public 
welfare, and the environment exists at the site, and the conditions of a Class A-2 RAO have 
been met. No further MCP response actions are required. 


Soil Management 


The results of the soil pre-construction characterization program indicate that the soil 
underlying Runway 14/32 does not exceed the Reportable Concentrations for S-2 soil. 
Soil underlying the proposed construction areas for the Centerfield Taxiway, the 
realignment of Taxiway November and the Southwest Corner Taxiway realignment do 
exceed the Reportable Concentrations for S-2 soil. It is Massport’s plan to reuse excavated 
soil on Logan Airport wherever feasible. Massport does not allow any soil from Logan 
Airport to be reused /recycled/disposed at sensitive off-site areas (near wetlands, 
drinking water supplies, and dwellings). Soil generated at Logan Airport may be reused 
in industrial sites as long as the soil is of comparable quality to the soil at the industrial 
site. Otherwise it must be disposed of at a state-approved lined landfill. In keeping with 
Massport’s Soil Management Plan, the pavement will be either recycled at state 
approved in-state or out-of-state recycling facilities or disposed at approved in-state or 
out-of-state lined landfills. 


6.8 Environmental Justice 


The Environmental Justice analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was expanded 
for this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Noise was found to be the only adverse impact 
associated with the Preferred Alternative with the potential for environmental justice 
impacts. Additional demographic analyses of the noise-affected areas, as well as of the 
affected municipalities, were conducted to determine if minority and/or low-income 
populations would be disproportionately affected by the Preferred Alternative. This 
analysis found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate impact caused by the 
Preferred Alternative. 


An additional area within the 65 dB DNL contour associated with the Preferred 
Alternative includes a predominantly Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea that would 
experience an increase in noise of 0.6 dB DNL or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
is not a significant adverse impact (see discussion at Section 6.2.2.3). Moreover, 
mitigation of the increased noise will be provided to the affected community in the form 
of sound insulation. As a result, there is no disproportionate high and adverse impact on 
minority or low-income populations resulting from the Preferred Alternative. 
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As to the communities surrounding Logan, only 21 percent of the population within the 
65 dB DNL contour is minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population of 
38 percent. Less than 2 percent of the population within the 65 dB DNL contour has a 
household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The following sections provide 
a more detailed discussion of the environmental justice analysis of the impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative. 


Introduction 


The analysis of project impacts on minority and low-income communities that follows is 
conducted in accordance with federal Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the Department of Transportation 
Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations (Final US DOT Order). 


EO 12898, issued in 1994, requires “each Federal agency [to] make achieving 
environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its 
programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income 
populations....” The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) published the Final US 
DOT Order in 1997," setting forth a process by which DOT and its operating 
administrations will integrate the goals of EO 12898 with its existing regulations and 
guidance. The Final US DOT Order defines key terms, and provides guidance for 
identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income 
and minority populations. Additional directives for implementing EO 12898 within the 
context of the NEPA process are provided by the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) in Environmental Justice Guidance under the National Environmental Policy Act.'4 


NEPA directs federal agencies to consider social, economic, and environmental factors in 
the evaluation of proposed actions. The Federal Aviation Administration has specified 
that environmental impact statements prepared for airports are to identify social impacts, 
such as community disruption, and identify the degree of impact and measures to 
minimize such impact.'§ 


The May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR also directs Massport to 
provide the following information within the context of an environmental justice 
analysis: more detailed demographic data on the affected populations in both tabular 
and graphic form, analysis of the full range of impacts (including noise impacts within 
the 60 dB DNL contour), a comparison of the affected population with that of Boston and 


Vv 
“42° US DOT, April 15, 1997, Final US DOT Order 5610.2, Federal Register, Volume 62, No. 72. 
13° Ibid. 


14 Council on Environmental Quality, Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act, 1997. 
15 FAA, October 8, 1985, Airport Environmental Handbook, Order 5050.4A. 
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the other affected municipalities, and a discussion of the community participation 
process used in preparing the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Summary of Impacts of the Preferred Alternative 


The following sections provide a summary of the environmental impacts of the Preferred 
Alternative as identified through the NEPA/MEPA environmental review process. For a 
more detailed discussion of each of these impact areas, refer to the appropriate section of 
this chapter. All impacts to biotic communities, water resources, and soils/sediments will 
occur on Massport property and will not affect adjacent communities within the study area. 


6.8.2.1 Noise 


The noise analysis is based on modeled noise impacts associated with the 29M Low Fleet 
scenario. This scenario presents the worst case for noise impacts in terms of the size of 
the noise-impacted population among all the alternative scenarios analyzed. All other 
scenarios show less noise impacts. 


The established FAA threshold for adverse noise impacts in residential areas is 65 dB DNL. 
FAA Order 5050.4A, states “FAA’s threshold of significance for noise impacts has been 
determined to be a 1.5 dB DNL increase in noise over any noise sensitive area located 
within the 65 dB DNL contour.” Areas within the 60 dB DNL noise contour also were 
identified in accordance with the MEPA certificate. 


Under the Preferred Alternative, unidirectional Runway 14/32 directs more airport noise 
over the water and allows for a more equitable distribution of aircraft operations 
consistent with PRAS goals. The Preferred Alternative results in a reduction of 
population exposed to DNL values greater than or equal to 70 and 75 dB DNL. These 
noise reductions benefit the communities that are currently most heavily impacted by 
noise—East Boston, Winthrop and Revere. 


Under current conditions, Runway 15/33 is utilized significantly less than its intended 
utilization factor in accordance with the PRAS goals. This situation would be expected to 
continue without Runway 14/32. With Runway 14/32, Runway 15/33 will be able to be 
utilized at levels closer to those set out in the PRAS goals. (See discussion in Section 4.6.5.) 
The greater use of Runway 15R/33L in accordance with PRAS goals allowed by 

Runway 14/32 will result in a slightly larger population within the 65 dB DNL contour when 
compared to the No Action Alternative. The total population within the 65 dB DNL contour 
for the Preferred Alternative (29M Low Fleet scenario) is projected to be 17,894, an increase of 
378 people (2 percent) when compared to the No Action 65 dB DNL population of 17,516. 


According to the noise analysis conducted for this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the increase 
in noise levels is 0.6 dB or less in the area newly included within the 65 dB DNL contour 
under the Preferred Alternative. Under FAA’s noise impact criteria, the increase in noise 
in these areas is not significant. Dwellings within these areas will become eligible for 
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sound insulation under FAA’s criteria, and will be sound insulated as part of the 
Preferred Alternative. (See Chapter 8 for a discussion of mitigation commitments.) 


Implementation of the Preferred Alternative is expected to produce a reduction in 
ground taxi noise at the following noise monitoring stations: 


Loring Road at Court (#7), Winthrop; 
Bayswater and Shawsheen (#10), East Boston; 
East Boston Yacht Club (#12); 

Somerset and Johnson (#6), Winthrop; 
Jeffries Point Yacht Club (#14), and 

Sumner Street near Lamson (A), East Boston. 


Therefore there are no adverse ground noise impacts associated with the Preferred 
Alternative. 


6.8.2.2 Land Use 


The Preferred Alternative involves operational and construction improvements to reduce 
delay and enhance safety at Logan, and is restricted to activities and purposes compatible 
with normal airport operations and existing land use plans. The noise analysis indicates 
that the Preferred Alternative will reduce noise in areas with the highest noise impacts, 
but will slightly increase the population within the 65 dB DNL contour, when compared 
to the No Action Alternative. 


All construction will occur on the existing airfield. There will be no displacement or 
relocation of any residential housing, community institutions or off-airport businesses as 
a result of implementation of the Preferred Alternative. The only relocation required is 
for the commercial tenants of Building 60 in the South Cargo area of the airport, and 
relocation assistance as required under state and federal law will be provided to mitigate 
this impact. A more detailed discussion of land use impacts is provided in Section 6.3. 


6.8.2.3 Air Quality 


Due to improved airfield efficiency and shorter delay periods, the Preferred Alternative is 
projected to result in a slight reduction of emissions of air pollutants when compared to the 
No Action Alternative. The increased use of Runway 15/33 under Preferred Alternative 
does not result in an adverse air quality impact as modeled at the Eagle Hill receptor site 
located in East Boston at the Runway 15 end. Ambient levels of air pollutants at the Eagle 
Hill receptor site, as well as throughout the study area, are expected to be well within 
ambient air quality standards and guidelines under all future fleet scenarios. Therefore, 
there are no adverse air quality impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative. 
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6.8.2.4 Construction 


Construction of the runway and taxiway improvements will occur on the existing 
airfield. Construction will be managed to minimize air, noise and other impacts to the 
adjacent community. All construction vehicles will be required to access Logan Airport 
via Route 1A or the Ted Williams Tunnel on designated haul routes. Construction traffic 
will be kept on Logan Airport roadways or the state highway system and will not be 
allowed on local community streets, except for a short section of Neptune Road for access 
to the north construction gate. A more detailed discussion of construction impacts is 
provided in Section 6.9 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


An analysis of construction noise impacts indicates that the noise increases projected as a 
result of construction range from 0 dBA to 0.8 dBA with respect to the ambient level. 
Based on Federal Highway Administration criteria that categorizes less than a5 dBA 
increase as ‘no impact,’ no construction noise impact is predicted at any off-airport 
residential sites. Therefore, there are no adverse construction impacts associated with the 
Preferred Alternative. 


Methodology and Key Definitions 


6.8.3.1 Methodology 


The analysis of impacts conducted for this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR identified noise as 
the only off-site environmental impact associated with the Preferred Alternative with the 
potential to cause disproportionately high and adverse health or environmental effects 
on minority and/or low-income populations. The environmental justice analysis which 
follows therefore assesses the potential for disproportionate noise impacts to low-income 
and minority populations. 


The data presented are based on 1990 U.S. Census Data'® using Geographic Information 
System (GIS) technology to analyze impacts at a Census Block level where the data are 
available. The “Block” represents the most detailed level of census data. In addition, the 
estimates of 1995 population (total and minority) for all cities and towns in Massachusetts, 
developed by the Massachusetts Institute for Social and Economic Research (MISER), were 
reviewed. No comparable estimate of 1995 low-income population was available. The 1995 
population estimates are not available at a Block Group level and therefore were not used 
to update this analysis. Nonetheless, the 1990 Census Block data were compared to the 
1995 population estimates to assure that there are no meaningful differences in the data 
relevant to the environmental justice analysis (See Table 6.8-1). 


16 The U.S. Bureau of the Census conducted the most recent decennial census in the spring of 2000. Initial data on statewide population was released 
in December 2000. More detailed information from the 2000 decennial census will become available with the release of Public Law 94-171 in March 
2001 and continuing throughout 2003. These initial data are redistricting data summary files at the block level with population totals, age of 
population 18 and older, and race/ethnicity that are released to the legislature and governors of each state. In mid summer 2001, household 
relationship, detail age and housing tenure data will be available. Detailed socioeconomic data will be released throughout 2002. Source: U.S. 
Department of Commerce, U.S. Census Bureau Website (www.census.gov), and U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S. Census Bureau Boston 
Regional Office, Verbal Communication with Tia Costello, January 08, 2001. 
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Table 6.8-1 
1995 Estimate of Minority Population in Study Area Political Jurisdictions Affected by 65 dB DNL 


1995 Estimated Population by Race/Hispanic Origin 


Percent Percent Percent 
Total Change Change Non-White? Change 
City Population —_ from 1990 White! from 1990 and Hispanic from 1990 
Boston 564,328 -1.75% 314,687 (56%) -7.87% 249,641 (44%) 6.30% 
Chelsea 29,727 3.54% 15,382 (52%) 12.2% 14,345 (48%) 25.32% 
Revere 43,698 2.138% 38,541 (88%) -0.87% 5,157 (12%) 31.85% 
Winthrop 18,195 0.38% 17,528 (96%) 0.24% 667 = (4%) 20.18% 
Total (Suffolk County) 655,948 -1.20% 386,138 (59%) -6.54 269,810 (41%) 7.58% 
Source: Massachusetts Institute for Social and Economic Research (MISER). 
1 Not of Hispanic origin. 
2 Includes all persons who indicated their race as African-American, American Indian, Asian or Pacific Island and Other Race. 


The minority and low income populations within the 65 dB DNL contour as delineated 
by the Airside Project noise impact assessment were identified for the No Action 
Alternative and Preferred Alternative under the 29M Low Fleet scenario, which 
represents the highest impact scenario. The 65 dB DNL contour is the thresholds 
established by FAA for adverse noise impacts in residential areas. A similar analysis was 
developed for the population within the 60 dB DNL noise contour in accordance with the 
Massachusetts Secretary of Environmental Affairs’ Certificate on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report. 


The characteristics of the population within the 60 and 65 dB DNL contours were also 
compared to the characteristics of those political jurisdictions affected by these noise 
contours. The political jurisdictions affected by the 65 dB DNL contour include the Cities 
of Boston, Chelsea and Revere, and the Town of Winthrop, which collectively comprise 


Suffolk County. The City of Everett is added to the above list for communities affected by 


the 60 dB DNL contour. 


Analysis conducted for the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR first identified census blocks 
that were 50 percent or more minority, and then counted the total population within 
those blocks to determine the minority population. Low-income populations were 
identified by the median income for the census block group. The entire population of the 
block group was considered to be low-income if the median household income for the 
block group was at or below the identified poverty level. A combined total of the 
minority and low-income populations was reported in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


A more detailed demographic analysis was conducted for this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
the results of which are described below. 
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All minority individuals for the census blocks within the 60 and 65 dB DNL noise 
contours were identified from the 1990 census data. The minority population presented 
in this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR represents the total minority population within the 
identified noise contours. The methodology to identify low-income populations was the 
same for both the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Low-income populations were identified by the median income for the census block 
group. The entire population of the block group was considered to be low-income if the 
median household income for the block group was at or below the identified poverty 
level. An additional level of analysis was conducted in this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR to 
identify the population at 150 percent of the federal poverty level. This Supplemental 
Draft EIS/Final EIR presents the minority and low-income populations separately, 
instead of as a combined total as was done for the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR analysis. 


6.8.3.2 Definitions 


Minority Population 


A minority person is defined as an individual who is a member of one of the following 
population groups: Black (not of Hispanic origin), Hispanic, Asian, and American Indian 
or Native Alaskan. According to the Final US DOT Order, a minority population means 
any readily identifiable groups of minority persons that live in geographic proximity. 
CEQ Guidance states that minority populations should be identified where either (a) the 
minority population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent, or (b) the minority 
population percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater than the minority 
population percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of geographic 
analysis. Information on race and Hispanic origin was analyzed at the Block Level 
utilizing the 1990 U.S. Census, which is the most detailed level of population data made 
available by the U.S. Bureau of Census. 


Low Income 


The Final US DOT Order defines low-income persons as those whose “median household 
income is below the United States Department of Health and Human Services poverty 
guidelines.” CEQ Guidelines state that low-income populations should be identified with 
the annual statistical poverty thresholds developed by the Bureau of the Census. The 
Logan Airside Project improvements Planning Project used the 1990 U.S. Census as the 
data base for demographic analyses. 


The federal definition of poverty level varies by size of family and number of related 
children under 18 years. Average poverty thresholds in 1990 ranged from $6,652 for one 
person, to $26,280 for households with nine or more family members. (See Appendix I.) 
According to the 1990 census, the average household size in Massachusetts is 2.68 persons, 
and in Suffolk County it is 2.51 persons. (Logan Airport and the majority of the study area 
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are located in Suffolk County.'”) A family size of three therefore was selected as 
representative. 


The population was considered to be a low-income population if the median household income 
was at or below $10,560. This represents the 1990 federal poverty level for a three-person 
household as defined by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.'* In order to 
provide additional analysis of a broader range of incomes, the environmental justice analysis 
was also conducted using a median household income of 150 percent ($15,840) of the poverty 
level for a family of three. Information on income was analyzed at a Block Group level, the 
most detailed level of information available from the 1990 Census regarding income. 


High and Disproportionate Adverse Impacts 


Adverse impacts to low-income and/or minority populations are considered “high and 
disproportionate” if: (a) the adverse impact is predominantly borne by a minority population 
and/or a low-income population, or (b) the adverse impact that will be suffered by the minority 
population and/or low-income population is more severe or greater in magnitude than the 
adverse impact that will be suffered by the non-minority population and/or non-low-income 
population. The Final US DOT Order directs FAA to determine disproportionate impact, taking 
into account mitigation, enhancement measures and all off-setting benefits to the affected 
populations, as well as the design, comparative impacts and the relevant number of similar 
existing system elements in non-minority and non-low income areas. 


Baseline Socioeconomic and Demographic Characteristics of Affected Jurisdictions 


A determination of “disproportionately high and adverse impacts” to a low-income or 
minority population is based on a comparison of the impacts on these populations to the 
impacts experienced by the affected population as a whole. The Area of Potential Affect 
for the Logan Airport Airside Project improvements Project was identified as those 
political jurisdictions (cities and towns) affected by the 65 dB DNL contour, which is 
consistent with the federal definition of adverse noise impact contained in FAR Part 150. 
The potentially affected area for noise impacts was chosen to delineate the study area 
because noise is the most widespread impact. The population within the 60 dB DNL 
noise contour was also analyzed to be consistent with the MEPA Certificate on the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The political jurisdictions affected by the 65 dB DNL 
contour include Boston, Chelsea, Winthrop and Revere, which collectively comprise 
Suffolk County. The City of Everett is added to this list of potentially affected 
communities under the 60 dB DNL noise contour. Tables 6.8-2 to 6.8-6 provide a 
summary of selected socio-economic and demographic characteristics of these 
communities. This information is used to provide a baseline against which to compare 
the characteristics of the population within the 65 and 60 dB DNL contours. 


17 Average household size was determined by dividing the number of persons by the number of households as provided in Landview III, which uses the 
1990 U.S. Census as a database. 
18 — The 1999 poverty level for a family of three as report by the U.S. Department of Health and Services is $13,880. 
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Table 6.8-2 
Median Household Income of Political Jurisdictions within the 
60 dB DNL Noise Contour 
Median Household Percent Below 
Jurisdiction Income ($) Poverty Level 
Boston 29,180 18.7% 
South Boston! 25,539 17.3% 
East Boston! 22,925 19.3% 
Chelsea 25,144 24.1% 
Everett 30,786 9.6% 
Revere 30,659 11.6% 
Winthrop 37,240 5.7% 
Suffolk County 29,399 18.1% 
totals. 


Source: 1990 U.S. Census Data 


Table 6.8-3 
Minority Population of Political Jurisdictions Affected by 
the 65 dB DNL Noise Contour 


Total 1990 1990 Population by Race/Hispanic Origin 


City Population White’ Non-White? and Hispanic 
Boston 574,283 339,458 (59%) 234,825 (41%) 
South Boston’ 29,495 28,257 (96%) 1,238 (4%) 
East Boston? 32,941 25,171 (76%) 7,770 (24%) 
Chelsea 28,710 17,263 (60%) 11,447 (40%) 
Revere 42,786 38,875 (91%) 3,911 (9%) 
Winthrop 18,127 17,572 (97%) 555 (3%) 
Total (Suffolk County) 663,906 413,168 (62%) 250,788 (38%) 
Source: 1990 U.S. Census Data 
1 Not of Hispanic origin. 
2 Includes all persons who indicated their race as African-American, American Indian, Asian or Pacific Island and Other Race, 
not of Hispanic origin. 
3 Neighborhoods within the City of Boston provided for informational purposes. Population included within the City of Boston totals. 


Environmental Consequences 6-149 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Table 6.8-4 
Minority Population of Political Jurisdictions Affected by 
the 60 dB DNL Noise Contour 


Total 1990 1990 Population by Race/Hispanic Origin 

City Population White! Non-White? and Hispanic 
Total Suffolk County’ 663,906 413,168 (62%) 250,788 (38%) 
Everett 35,701 32,010 (90%) 3,691 (10%) 

Total 699,607 445,178 (64%) 254,479 (36%) 
Source: 1990, U.S. Census Data 
1 Not of Hispanic origin. 
2 Includes all persons who indicated their race as African-American, American Indian, Asian or Pacific Island and Other 

Race, not of Hispanic origin. 

3 See Table 6.8-2 for detailed information on political jurisdictions within Suffolk County. 


Table 6.8-5 
Estimate of 1995 Minority Population in Study Area 
Political Jurisdictions Affected by 60 dB DNL 


1995 Population by Race/Hispanic Origin 


Percent Percent Percent 
Total Change , Change Non-White2 Change 
City Population —_ from 1990 White’ from 1990 and Hispanic from 1990 
Total Suffolk County 655,948 -1.20% 386,138 (59%) 6.54% 269,810 (41%) (7.58%) 
Everett 36,307 1.69% 32,336 (89%) 1.01% 3,971 (11%) (7.59%) 
Total 692,255 -1.06% 418,474 (60%) 6.35% 273,781 (40%) (7.58%) 
Source: Massachusetts Institute for Social and Economic Research (MISER). " 
1 Not of Hispanic origin. 
2 Includes all persons who indicated their race as African-American, American Indian, Asian or Pacific Island and Other Race. 
3 Not of Hispanic origin. 
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Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Estimated Population within the 65 dB DNL Contour 
No Action Alternative - 29M Low Fleet Scenario 


Back Bay 
Charlestown 
Chelsea 
Dorchester 
East Boston 
Everett 
Jamaica Plain 
Long Island 
Quincy 
Revere 
Roxbury 
South Boston 
South End 
Winthrop 
Total 


6.8.5 


Household Income 


Non-Hispanic Minority Total <$15,840 
White Population Population Population <$10,560 150 percent 
65 dB DNL 65 dB DNL 65 dB DNL Poverty Level Poverty Level 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
1,154 1,902 3,056 0 68 
0 0 0 0 0 
5,756 1,361 7,117 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
2,736 265 3,001 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
49 17 66 18 18 
0 0 0 0 0 
4,231 60 4291 0 ay 
13,926 (79.4%) 3,605 (20.6%) 17,531 18 (0.1%) 86 (0.4%) 
Source: 1990U.S.Census Data, HMMH, 1999. 
1 Minority population calculated from two Census Categories: Persons by Race, and Persons of Hispanic Origin. 


The 1995 population estimates indicate that population has declined in the City of 
Boston, and increased in the other communities, particularly in Revere and Chelsea. 
Overall the minority population within the study area has increased, while the white 
population has declined. 


Analysis of Impacts to Minority or Low Income Populations 


6.8.5.1 Impacts to Minority Populations 


Under the No Action Alternative, the total population within the 65 dB DNL contour under 
the 29M Low Fleet scenario is 17,531. Of that total, approximately 79.4 percent of the 
affected population is white (non-Hispanic) and 20.65 percent of the affected population 
are members of a minority group. The population within the 65 dB DNL contour increases 
slightly (by 378 people) under the Preferred Alternative; however, the characteristics of the 
affected population are essentially the same. Of the total population of 17,909 within 

65 dB DNL, 78.6 percent of the population is white (non-Hispanic) and 21.4 percent of the 
population is minority. The comparison indicates that under either Alternative, the affected 
population is predominately (79 to 80 percent) non-minority. 
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The Preferred Alternative allows noise impacts to be distributed more equitably across 
communities and over water in accordance with runway utilization goals that have been 
incorporated into PRAS. One of the primary goals of PRAS is to limit the number of people 
exposed to the highest noise levels (70 to 75 dB DNL). Implementation of unidirectional 
Runway 14/32 under the Preferred Alternative (29M Low Fleet scenario) reduces the 
noise-impacted population within 75 dB DNL from 257 to 77, a net reduction of 70 percent. 
The Preferred Alternative (29M Low Fleet scenario) also reduces the noise-impacted 
population within the 70 dB DNL contour from 1,521 to 1,459, a 4 percent reduction. 


The difference in affected minority populations within the 65 dB DNL contour between 
the Preferred Alternative and the No Action Alternative is 0.9 percent. The percentage of 
the affected population within the 65 dB DNL contour for Preferred Alternative classified 
as minority (21.4 percent) is significantly lower than the percentage of the population of 
the affected jurisdictions (Boston, Chelsea, Revere and Winthrop) classified as minority 
(38 percent). This assessment still holds true assuming a 7.58 percent increase in the 
minority population within Suffolk County from 1990 to 1995 (See Table 6.8-4). An 
increase of this magnitude would increase the minority population within 65 dB DNL 
under Preferred Alternative from 3,834 (21.4 percent) to 4,124 (23.0 percent), which is still 
significantly lower than the 41 percent of the 1995 population of Suffolk County 
estimated to be minority. (See Tables 6.8-6 and 6.8-7 for a more detailed comparison of 
the affected population within the 65 dB DNL contour for the No Action Alternative and 
the Preferred Alternative, respectively.) 


An area located in Chelsea added to the 65 dB DNL under the Preferred Alternative is 
inhabited predominantly by a Hispanic population. Approximately 227 minority 
residents within Chelsea will experience a noise increase of 0.6 dB or less. Sound 
insulation of the affected homes has been included as part of the Preferred Alternative to 
mitigate adverse noise impacts. 


The noise effect of the Preferred Alternative does not represent an adverse impact to minority 
populations because it does not exceed the FAA threshold of significant impact (greater than 
a 1.5 dB change for populations within the 65 dB DNL). Moreover, overall airport noise does 
not represent a disproportionate impact to minority populations because only 21 percent of 
the population within the 65 dB DNL contour is minority compared to a 38 percent minority 
population for Suffolk County. In addition, the noise impact suffered by the minority 
population is not appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect 
suffered by the non-minority population. In the 37M High Fleet scenario, the noise affected 
population of Chelsea is expected to be reduced. Finally, all noise impacts on Chelsea 
residents falling within the 65dB DNL noise contour will be mitigated with sound insulation. 
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Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Estimated Population within the 65 dB DNL Contour 
Preferred Alternative - 29M Low Fleet Scenario 


Back Bay 
Charlestown 
Chelsea 
Dorchester 
East Boston 
Everett 
Jamaica Plain 
Long Island 
Quincy 
Revere 
Roxbury 
South Boston 
South End 
Winthrop 


Total 


Household Income 


Non-Hispanic Minority Total <$15,840 
White Population Population’ Population <$10,560 150 percent 
65 dB DNL 65 dB DNL 65 dB DNL Poverty Level Poverty Level 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
1,171 2,129 3,300 0 339 
0 0 0 0 0 
5,890 1,366 7,256 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
2,734 265 2,999 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
80 18 98 18 18 
0 0 0 0 0 
4,200 56 4,256 0 0 
14,075 (78.6%) 3,834 (21.4%) 17,909 18 (0.1%) 357 (1.9%) 
Source: 1990 U. S. Census Data, HMMH, 1999. et. Gay 
1 Minority population calculated from two Census Categories: Persons by Race, and Persons of Hispanic Origin. 


A similar conclusion can be reached when comparing the affected minority populations 
within the 60 dB DNL for the No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative. The 
affected population within 60 dB DNL is predominately white (Non-Hispanic) for 

No Action Alternative (79.3 percent) and for Preferred Alternative (78.9 percent). The 
percentage of the affected population within 60 dB DNL classified as minority is essentially 
the same; 20.7 percent for No Action Alternative and 21.1 percent for Preferred Alternative. 
In addition, the percentage of the affected population within the 60 dB DNL contour for 
Preferred Alternative classified as minority (21.1 percent) is lower than the percentage of 
the population of affected jurisdictions (Boston, Chelsea, Everett, Revere, and Winthrop) 
classified as minority (38 percent). Tables 6.8-9 and 6.8-10 provide a more detailed compari- 
son of the affected population within the 60 dB DNL contour for the No Action Alternative 
and the Preferred Alternative, respectively. 
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Table 6.8-8 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Comparison of Noise Impacts in Chelsea for Census Blocks Added to or Removed 


from the 65 dB DNL Contour - 29M Low Fleet Scenario 


No Action Preferred 

Alternative Alternative Difference 
Tract Block (dB) (dB) (dB) 
1602 202 64.8 65.2 0.4 
1602 204 64.8 65.4 0.6 
1602 402 65.0 64.9 -0.1 
1604 405 64.9 65.1 0.2 
Table 6.8-9 


Estimated Population within the 60 dB DNL Contour 
No Action Alternative - 29M Low Fleet Scenario 


Household Income 


Non-Hispanic 
White Minority Total <$15,840 
Population Population! Population <$10,560 150 percent 
60 dB DNL 60 dB DNL 60 dB DNL Poverty Level Poverty Level 
Back Bay 0 0 0 0 0 
Charlestown 0 0 0 0 
Chelsea 4,399 5,833 10,232 1 1,227 
Dorchester 0 0 0 0 0 
East Boston 20,527 5,508 26,035 0 1,977 
Everett 214 6 220 0 0 
Jamaica Plain 0 0 0 0 0 
Long Island 0 0 0 0 0 
Quincy 0 0 0 0 0 
Revere 4,827 400 5,227 0 125 
Roxbury 0 0 0 0 0 
South Boston 5,672 338 6,010 42 1,488 
South End 0 0 0 0 0 
Winthrop 11,559 240 11,799 0 0 
Total 47,198 (79.3%) 12,325 (20.7% 59,523 43 (0.07% 4,817 (8.0%) 

Source: 1990 U.S. Census Data,HMMH,1999. 

1 Minority population calculated from two Census Categories: Persons by Race, and Persons of Hispanic Origin. 
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Table 6.8-10 
Estimated Population within the 60 dB DNL Contour 
Preferred Alternative —- 29M Low Fleet Scenario 


Household Median 

Income Income 
Non-Hispanic Minority Total <$15,840 
White Population Population‘ Population <$10,560 150 percent 
60 dB DNL 60 dB DNL 60DNL Poverty Level Poverty Level 
Back Bay 0 0 0 0 0 
Charlestown 0 0 0 0 0 
Chelsea 4,407 5,963 10,370 1 1,227 
Dorchester 0 0 0 0 0 
East Boston 20,650 5,510 26,160 0 1,977 
Everett 321 19 340 0 0 
Jamaica Plain 0 0 0 0 0 
Long Island 252 250 502 502 502 
Quincy 0 0 0 0 0 
Revere 4,727 388 5,115 0 125 
Roxbury 0 0 0 0 0 
South Boston 6,202 401 6,603 42 1,488 
South End 0 0 0 0 0 
Winthrop 11,122 206 11,328 0 0 
Total 47,681 (78.9%) 12,737 (21.1%) 60,418 545 (0.9%) 5,319 (8.8%) 
1 Minority population calculated from two Census Categories: Persons by Race, and Persons of Hispanic Origin. 


Figure 6.8-1 illustrates the relationship of the 60 and 65 dB DNL noise contours for the 
No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative to the minority populations within 
the communities adjacent to Logan. 


6.8.5.2 Impacts to Low-Income Groups 


There are no low-income populations within 75 dB DNL or 70 dB DNL under either the 
No Action or the Preferred Alternatives. 


Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not have a significant impact on 
low-income populations, since 98 percent of the affected population within the 

65 dB DNL contour has a household income greater than $15,840 (150 percent of the 
federal poverty level). The total population within the 65 dB DNL contour under the 
29M Low Fleet scenario with a household income of less than $10,560 is 18 persons for 
both the No Action Alternative and Preferred Alternative, which represents 0.1 percent 
of the total affected population. The affected population with household incomes less 
than $15,840 increases slightly under Preferred Alternative to 1.9 percent, but is still a 
very small percentage of the affected population as a whole. Both percentages are 
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significantly lower than the percentage (18.1 percent) of the population of Suffolk County 
below the poverty rate. (See Tables 6.8-6 and 6.8-7 for a more detailed comparison of the 
affected low income population within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred and 

No Action Alternatives, respectively.) 


A similar conclusion can be reached when comparing the affected low-income 
populations within the 60 dB DNL contour for the No Action and Preferred 
Alternatives. Approximately 0.07 percent of the affected population within the 

60 dB DNL contour for No Action Alternative has a household income of less than 
$10,560. This increases slightly to 0.9 percent of the population for the Preferred 
Alternative primarily due to the inclusion of the institutional population on Long Island 
within the 60 dB DNL contour. The percentage of the affected population within 

60 dB DNL with household incomes less than $15, 840 is 8.0 percent for the No Action 
Alternative and increases slightly to 10.1 percent for the Preferred Alternative. These 
percentages of low-income populations within the 60 dB DNL contour for the Preferred 
Alternative are lower than the percentage of the population of affected jurisdictions 
(Boston, Chelsea, Everett, Revere, and Winthrop) classified as below the poverty level 
(See Table 6.8-1) (See Tables 6.8-9 and 6.8-10 for a more detailed comparison of the 
affected low income population within the 60 dB DNL contour for the No Action 
Alternative and Preferred Alternatives, respectively). 


The noise effect of the Preferred Alternative does not represent a disproportionate 
impact to low income populations because it is not predominately borne by that 
population. The environmental justice analysis indicates that the population within the 
65 dB DNL contour is not predominately low-income. Less than 0.1 percent of this 
population is at poverty level ($10,840), and only 1.9 percent have incomes below 

150 percent of poverty level ($15,584) based on 1990 census data. (Estimates of 1995 
income levels by community were not available.) In addition, the noise impact suffered 
by the minority population is not appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than 
the adverse effect suffered by the non-minority population. There are no low-income 
populations within the 75 dB DNL and 70 dB DNL contours under the Preferred 
Alternative. 


Figure 6.8-2 illustrates the relationship of the 60 and 65 dB DNL noise contours for the 


No Action and Preferred Alternatives to the low income populations within the 
communities adjacent to Logan. 
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6.8.6 


6.8.5.3 Comparison of 1998 and No Action Alternative Noise Affected 
Population 


The 1998 GEIR Annual Update presented noise contours for Logan Airport based on 
aircraft activity during 1998. In that year, the population within the 65 dB DNL contour 
was approximately 23,300. Comparison to the projected noise contour for the 

29M Low Fleet scenario No Action Alternative shows a substantial reduction in the 
population exposed to 65 dB DNL. Under the 29M Low Fleet scenario No Action 
Alternative projections, total population exposed to 65 dB DNL or greater is approximately 
17,500 persons, representing a 25 percent decline from reported 1998 levels. 


The principal reason for this decline in overall airport noise impacts is the continuing 
phase out of noisier Stage 2 jet aircraft from the Logan Airport fleet. Secondarily, 
improved adherence to the Runway 27 ROD departure track will eliminate significant 
numbers of South Boston residents from the 65 dB noise contour. Both these 
developments are discussed in Chapter 5 of the 1998 GEIR Annual Update. 


In addition to the predicted population reductions within the 1998 65 dB DNL contour 
that will occur as noted above, the Preferred Alternative will redistribute aircraft activity 
and their associated noise impacts over Boston Harbor. The proposed project will 
facilitate greater use of Runway 15R/33L in accordance with the PRAS goals. This will 
result in increased use of over water routings and will shift noise impacts from areas 
north and south of Logan Airport to areas east and west of it. However, these flight shifts 
will increase the number of Chelsea residents included in the 65 dB DNL noise contour. 
To mitigate these impacts, Massport and FAA will sound insulate the homes newly 
included in the project’s 65 dB DNL contour. In addition, Massport and FAA will 
continue their residential sound insulation efforts for all residences within the 1998 65 
dB DNL contour. 


Other Environmental or Human Health Considerations 


The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) asks federal agencies, to the extent 
practicable, to consider the following when assessing environmental justice impacts: 


m= Whether health effects [of the proposed action] are significant or above generally 
accepted norms; 


m Whether the risk or rate of exposure to an environmental hazard [caused by the 
proposed action] is significant or appreciably exceeds the risk or rate of exposure to the 
general population; 


m Whether health effects [of the proposed action] occur in minority or low-income 
populations [already] affected by cumulative or multiple adverse exposures from 
[other] environmental hazards; 
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m Whether [the proposed action] will cause significant impacts on the environment that 
adversely impact affected populations; 


m Whether a significant, adverse impact on a minority or low-income population 
appreciably exceeds [similar] impacts on the general population; and whether the 
environmental effects occur in minority or low-income populations [already] affected by 
cumulative or multiple adverse exposures from [other] environmental hazards. 


Environmental and health studies relating to the City of Chelsea have been reviewed in an 
effort to assess other cumulative or multiple adverse exposures within the affected minority 
population. Although demographic analysis has found no disproportionately high and 
adverse effect from direct project impacts, an analysis of these additional factors for the City 
of Chelsea was conducted since the area added to the 65 dB DNL contour under the 
Preferred Alternative includes this community. A summary of these studies follows. 


Chelsea is a small (2.1 square mile) city with an ethnically diverse population. It is 
bounded on the north by the City of Everett, on the east by Mill Creek and the City of 
Revere, on the south by Chelsea Creek and East Boston, and on the west by the Mystic 
River and Charlestown. Access from Chelsea to East Boston is provided via the Chelsea 
Street and McArdle Bridges and to Charlestown and Downtown Boston via the Tobin 
Bridge, which carries Route 1 over the Mystic River. Designated truck routes through the 
City of Chelsea include Route 1, Beacham, Williams and Marginal Streets, Eastern 
Avenue, and parts of Broadway. Additional streets designated for truck traffic include 
Second and Spruce Streets and parts of Everett Avenue, as well as Gerrish Street and 
Crescent Avenue. 


Approximately one-third of Chelsea’s land area is commercial or industrial land that is 
either currently in industrial use or once housed heavy industries. Many of these sites are 
vacant or underutilized properties that border residential areas.'? Much of the industrial 
property is concentrated on the waterfront along Marginal Street and Eastern Avenue. 
Chelsea is home to numerous oil and fuel storage facilities as well as industrial facilities 
that utilize toxic materials in their manufacturing processes. Given these characteristics, 
many of the environmental issues identified in Chelsea center on toxic discharges 
associated with industries in Chelsea and contamination of Chelsea Creek. Figure 6.8-3 
illustrates Chelsea land use and environmental issues in relationship to the 

29M Low Fleet scenario 65 dB DNL noise contours. 
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6.8.6.1 Industrial Pollution and Brownfields Initiatives in Chelsea 


Industrial Pollution 


The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection lists approximately 50 21E 
sites in Chelsea with some degree of oil or hazardous material contamination and 
approximately 115 spill incidents identified in accordance with the provisions of the 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 CMR 40.000). (See Appendix I for a list of DEP 
sites.) There are no US Environmental Protection Agency Superfund sites in Chelsea, 
although the former Forbes Lithographic Company on Marginal Street is listed as a site 
awaiting a National Priority List (NPL) decision. 


A survey by the Massachusetts Toxics Campaign Fund examined the extent of industrial 
pollution in Chelsea and its possible relation to the socioeconomic status of Chelsea 
residents.” The survey revealed that the most significant industrial pollution sources in 
Chelsea are found in the city’s eastern sections in close proximity to residential 
neighborhoods, and in the sparsely populated western industrial section. The survey also 
recognized that higher levels of pollution appear to be present in neighborhoods with a 
higher percentage of low-income residents or minority populations. According to the 
survey, the census tract with the highest percentage of people of color living below the 
poverty line (census tract 1605) experienced the highest level of continuous toxic releases. 
In addition, the survey concludes that the two census tracts with the highest percentage 
of Hispanic residents (census tracts 1602 and 1604) demonstrated a higher incidence of 
toxic releases than other parts of the city. 


The survey recommended that public access to information on industrial toxic hazards 
needs to improve, and that a closer examination of such hazards in close proximity to 
residential neighborhoods and schools be conducted. This survey did not compare 
industrial toxic release findings of Chelsea with other exposures in other communities. 


Brownfield Initiatives 


EPA has selected the 43 acre Everett Avenue Urban Renewal District in Chelsea as a 
Brownfields Assessment Demonstration Pilot. The objective of the project is to assess and 
plan for the clean up of the area in order to encourage redevelopment of the site. An EPA 
grant was also provided to STRIVE-Boston Employment Services, Inc. for a Brownfields 
Job Training Development Demonstration Pilot to train 60 low-income participants from 
Chelsea as environmental technicians. 
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6.8.6.2 Community Initiatives 


There are numerous community groups active in environmental initiatives, including the 
Chelsea Human Services Collaborative/Green Space and Recreation Committee, and the 
Chelsea Creek Action Group, a coalition of the East Boston Ecumenical Community 
Council, Neighborhoods for Affordable Housing, and the Chelsea Human Services 
Collaborative /Green Space and Recreation Committee. 


The Chelsea Human Services Collaborative was awarded an EPA Educational Grant in 
1997 to provide educational outreach programs focused on environmental issues in 
Chelsea. This organization also received an EPA Environmental Justice Grant in 1998 to 
halt the expansion of and to address environmental and public health hazards associated 
with the 100,000-ton Eastern Minerals rock salt receiving, storage and distribution site 
located on Chelsea Creek. The Chelsea Human Services Collaborative also produced a 
series of maps that illustrate demographics, land use, industrial facilities, and pollution 
sources in Chelsea. 


6.8.6.3 Other Environmental Documents 


Environmental documents filed with the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 
(MEPA) Office relative to projects in Chelsea for the period from 1989 to the present 
(September 30, 1999) were also reviewed. Of those projects, only the following three 
resulted in the submission of an EIR: 


m EOEA # 10335 - Massachusetts Water Resources Authority Combined Sewer Overflow 
m EOEA# 9146 - Parking Garage, 270 Central Avenue 

m EOEA# 8695 - Boston Harbor Dredging Project, Berthing Areas 

The majority of the ENFs for Chelsea filed with MEPA were for new public buildings or 


infrastructure improvements. (See Table 6.8-11 for a list of other environmental 
documents filed with MEPA.) 


6.8.6.4 Public Health 


In addition to environmental effects, EO 12898 also directs federal agencies to consider 
adverse human health effects of its programs, policies and activities. CEQ guidelines 
direct agencies to consider relevant public health data to the extent that such information 
is reasonably available. 
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Table 6.8-11 
Environmental Documents Filed with MEPA 


EOEA 
No. — Project Name Certificate Date Location 

11511 Everett Avenue Urban Revitalization April 10, 1998 Everett Avenue, Chelsea 

11476 Chelsea Police Station Renovation March 13, 1998 19 Park Street, Chelsea 

11068 Chelsea Parking Project September 8, 1997 Eastern Avenue, Chelsea 

10980 Chelsea Street Movable Bridge January 9, 1997 Chelsea Street Bridge, Chelsea 

10311 Chelsea Early Learning Center at the Shurtleff School May 10, 1995 76 Congress Street, Chelsea 

10100 Proposed Dredging in Chelsea River/ Eastern Minerals/ January 13,1995 37 Marginal Street, Chelsea 

SMP Trust 

9981 Chelsea Middle School Project June 23, 1994 170-180 Walnut Street, Chelsea 

9810 Chelsea High School March 10, 1994 Carter Street at Everett Avenue, Chelsea 

9750 Chelsea Elementary Schools Campus January 21,1994 399 Eastern Avenue, Chelsea 

9487 New Chelsea Court House August 9, 1993 Williams Street, between Chestnut Street and 
Broadway, Chelsea 

8876 Bridge Protection and Navigation Improvements Project December 23, 1991 Boston Inner Harbor at Tobin Bridge 

8806 — Revere Water Transmission Main Project October 10, 1991 Chelsea: Hy-Sil Avenue, Reservoir Avenue, Carrol 
Way, Prospect Avenue, Broadway 

8418 Maintenance Dredging at Three Marine Terminals November 23, 1990 99 Marginal Street, Chelsea 
22 Lee Burbank Highway, Revere - 
900 First Street, South Boston 

8329 Northeast Petroleum August 10, 1990 324 Marginal Street, Chelsea 


In response to EO 12898, public health issues in Chelsea were researched. Local?! and 
state? public health agencies, as well as EPA Region 1 staff*, 4 were interviewed, and it 
was determined that there are no published studies relative to public health issues in 
Chelsea. The Massachusetts General Hospital, Memorial Health Center in Chelsea is 
collecting information regarding asthma, but such information has not been published.” 
The only information available for Chelsea was a summary public health profile 
prepared by the Institute for Health Policy, Massachusetts General Hospital/Partners 
Healthcare System. This report indicated that in the period from 1989 to 1997, hospital 
discharges for asthma for Chelsea residents declined from a high of 433.1 per 100,000 
population in 1992, to a low of 244.9 per 100,000 population in 1997. However, the 1997 
rate of 244.9 for Chelsea residents was still higher than the Massachusetts average rate of 


21 Telephone conversation with Frank Singleton, Chelsea Public Health Department, September 10, 1999. 

22 Telephone conversation with Benson Chin, Health Policy Analyst, Massachusetts Department of Health Division of Health Care Finance and Policy, 
September 21, 1999 

23 Telephone conversation with Peg Nelson, Head Librarian, EPA Region 1 library, September 14, 1999 

24 — Telephone conversation with Dr. Mary Beth Smuts, Health Department, EPA Region 1, September 30, 1999 

25 — Telephone conversation with Ruth Gomez, Asthma Coordinator, Chelsea Memorial Health Center. September 30, 1999 
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135.5 for the same year.” Additional public health information on the City of Boston and 
other communities was found to be available and is presented in Section 6.8.7 for 
informational purposes. 


Interviews with local community groups indicate that there are public health concerns 
about emissions from private-sector petroleum facilities along Chelsea Creek (especially 
those located near the Tobin Bridge /Marginal Street waterfront), with the burning of 
high-sulfur fuels at Boston Edison’s Mystic Plant in Everett, and with emissions from 
diesel trucks that drive through Chelsea neighborhoods.” 


The Chelsea Creek Action Group was awarded an EPA grant in March 1999 to conduct a 
two-year study of environmental and health risks for East Boston and Chelsea residents 
living near Chelsea Creek. The purpose of the study was to conduct a comprehensive 
outreach effort to ascertain from residents, physicians, public health experts and 
environmental leaders what their perspectives are about environmental and health risks in 
the Chelsea Creek area in order to help the communities prioritize actions that can reduce 
those risks. A survey of residents in East Boston and Chelsea was conducted by the 
Chelsea Creek Action Group as part of Phase 1 of the comparative risk assessment to 
ascertain public opinion on issues regarding public health, the environment and quality 
of life. A total of 325 people were either interviewed or submitted surveys. A large 
number of people (124) did not respond to questions regarding their individual health or 
community health concerns (86). Air pollution was listed as the most frequent 
environmental concern (86 respondents), with cars, buses, airplanes and ships all 
mentioned as potential sources. Trash was listed second most frequently (65 
respondents) as a concern. A little less than half of the residents responded to the 
information on quality of life issues and no particular quality of life issue was identified 
as more important than others.8 Phase II of the study involves a resident community 
group further defining the major issues to address by incorporating the results of the 
survey and additional technical information provided by the EPA, state and city 
agencies. Phase II is anticipated to be completed by the end of 2001, with a final report 
and possible action plan by March 2002. 79 


Community health studies funded by Massport have addressed health issues relating to 
lead paint use in Chelsea. The studies have shown that elevated blood lead levels in 
children are associated with the presence of lead paint on or in residential units. 
Massport stopped using lead-based paint on the Tobin Bridge in 1977, and instead 
utilized an organic zinc-based paint as a substitute. Portions of the lead paint on the 
bridge were removed via grit blasting that utilized a vacuum system to remove and 
collect lead paint particles and grit so that they would not be released to the community. 
Massport financially supported a Chelsea community organization (CAPIC) that was 


26 2000 Chelsea Public Health Profile, A Report from the Institute for Health Policy, Massachusetts General Hospital/Partners Healthcare System and 
MGH Community Benefit Programs, no date. Provided by Luis Prado, Director, Chelsea Health and Human Services Department, 1/22/01. 

27 Conversation with Roseanne Bongiovanni, Chelsea Human Services Collaborative. October 4, 1999 

28 — Chelsea Creek Action Group, Comparative Risk Assessment Stage 1 Report (Survey & Questionnaire), no date. 

29 — Telephone conversation with Susan Loucks, Chelsea Creek Action Group Project Coordinator, January 23, 2001. 
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6.8.7 


conducting studies of elevated blood lead levels in children. Children and pregnant 
women living near the Tobin Bridge were tested, and those children with elevated blood 
lead levels were given medical treatment. In no cases were the blood lead levels a result 
of the painting process or lead flaking from the bridge. Rather the elevations were due to 
the presence of lead paint on or in residential units. Houses where lead paint was 
identified were eventually deleaded. 


Massport also conducted an extensive soil removal program in areas near the bridge with 
elevated soil lead levels, regardless of the source of the contamination. Contaminated 
soils were replaced with clean soil and the area revegetated. Lead levels in the soil are 
monitored annually. 


Currently, Massport utilizes an aluminized epoxy paint system that requires less removal 
of lead paint and employs power tool cleaning instead of grit blasting. All painting 
operations are carefully monitored for particulate emissions as well as air lead levels. 


Other Public Health Studies 


The available public health studies for communities adjacent to Logan Airport were 
reviewed, consistent with the directives of CEQ Guidance. Public health status reports 
prepared by the Boston Department of Health and Hospitals and the Boston Public 
Commission were available for the City of Boston. Comparable public health reports 
were not available from the Public Health Departments of Chelsea,*° Revere,3' and 
Winthrop.* The available studies are summarized below for informational purposes. 


Boston Neighborhood Health Status Report, Boston Department of 
Health and Hospitals (1994) 


This series of reports identifies and discusses health-related issues for each of Boston’s 
sixteen neighborhoods. These reports compare reportable data relative to births 
(natality), deaths (mortality) and illness (morbidity) to the demographics/ 
socio-economics of each of the neighborhoods and to the City of Boston as a whole. They 
are intended to provide a broad picture of the health of the community, as opposed to a 
study correlating human health to other environmental factors. For example, no 
correlation between air pollution and public health was made. Health status indicators 
were also compared to federal U.S. Department of Health and Human Services goals set 
forth in “Healthy People 2000: National Health Promotion and Disease Prevention Objectives.” 
A summary of key findings for the neighborhoods closest to the airport, East Boston and 
South Boston, are presented below: 


30 Telephone Conversation - Frank Singleton, Chelsea Public Health Department, 9/10/99. 

31 Telephone Conversation - Francis Hyland, Revere Public Health Department, 9/10/99 /Telephone conversation with Nicolas Catinazzo, Revere 
Public Health Department, 1/19/01. 

32. Telephone Conversation -Bea Farnham, Winthrop Public Health Department, 9/14/99/ Telephone conversation with Bea Farnham, Winthrop Public 
Health Department, 1/23/01. 
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m East Boston—East Boston contained approximately 5.7 percent of the City of Boston’s 
residents in 1990. The top five leading causes of death in East Boston were: heart 
disease, cancers, accidents, pneumonia/influenza and liver disease. The age adjusted 
rate (AAR) of cancer deaths per 100,000 in East Boston was 134.5, which is close to the 
Healthy People 2000 goal of 130 deaths per 100,000 population. East Boston has a lower 
rate of cancer deaths than Boston as a whole, which has an AAR for cancer deaths of 
157.0. The overall standard mortality ratio for the East Boston population was 0.86, 
indicating that fewer deaths occurred in East Boston than expected when compared to 
the mortality in Boston as a whole. 


= South Boston—South Boston contained approximately 5.1 percent of the City of 
Boston’s residents in 1990. The top five leading causes of death in South Boston were: 
heart disease, both cerebrovascular disease (strokes) and accidents, chronic obstructive 
pulmonary disease and pneumonia/influenza. The age adjusted rate (AAR) of cancer 
deaths per 100,000 in South Boston was 198.3, which is higher than the AAR for cancer 
deaths of 157.0 in Boston, and the Healthy People 2000 goal of 130 deaths per 100,000 
population. The standard mortality ratio for the South Boston population was 1.32 
indicating that 32 percent more deaths occurred in South Boston than expected when 
compared to the mortality in Boston as a whole. 


Report to the Mayor, Health of Boston (1999, 2000) 


The Health of Boston is an annual public health assessment to provide the local government 
and general public with an overview of health issues and problems that affect the Boston 
population. The information in this report is used by the Boston Public Health Commission 
to assist in the establishment of public health priorities for the present and future. The 
report is organized by health care subject, such as lung cancer, breast cancer, suicide, infant 
mortality, HIV/AIDS, cigarette smoking, health insurance and adolescent pregnancy. This 
report does not present health issues in relation to specific environmental conditions. 


The Health of Boston 1999 reported that the leading cause of death in the city was cancer, 
followed by heart disease, injury, cerebrovascular disease (stroke) and homicide. Even 
though it was the top cause of death, cancer-related mortality decreased by 4.7 percent 
between 1991-1994 and 1995-1997. The age-adjusted lung cancer mortality rate in Boston 
decreased by 10.9 percent for the same period. 


Cancer, heart disease and injury remained the top three causes of death, but HIV/AIDS 
and substance abuse were reported as the fourth and fifth leading causes of death in the 
Health of Boston 2000. Cancer-related mortality continued to decline, with a 5.2% decrease 
in between the periods of 1993-1995 and 1996-1998. The lung cancer age-adjusted 
mortality rate of 41.7 deaths per 100,000 population is 6.9 percent below the Healthy 
People 2010 target rate goal of no more than 44.8 deaths per 100,000. 


Environmental Consequences 6-170 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


The 1999 report presented the status of environmental health issues in Boston, 
specifically childhood lead poisoning and asthma. Asthma is a chronic inflammatory 
lung disease characterized by recurrent and reversible symptoms of airflow obstruction. 
House dust mites, cockroaches, mold, and animal dander have been identified as the 
principal allergens that trigger asthma symptoms. Secondhand smoke, upper respiratory 
viral infections, and certain air pollutants can also trigger an attack and worsen the 
effects of allergens. Asthma is the ninth leading cause of hospitalizations in the United 
States. Approximately 6.5 percent of the population in Massachusetts were estimated to 
have asthma in 1998. Boston residents had an average annual rate of asthma 
hospitalizations (3.5 per 1000 residents) that was double the rate for all Massachusetts 
residents, with children having the highest rates. The two neighborhoods with the 
highest rates of asthma in 1997 based on administration of the drug albuterol by 
Emergency Medical Technicians were Dorchester (30.5 percent) and Roxbury (21.0 
percent), followed by Jamaica Plain (9.4 percent) and Mattapan (9.0 percent). East Boston 
and South Boston each accounted for 4.3 percent of the albuterol incidents. 


The 2000 report indicated that over time, asthma hospitalization among children has 
declined in Boston, despite an increase in the overall incidence of childhood asthma. The 
number of Boston residents under 18 that were hospitalized for this condition in 1998 fell 
11.0% in one year, from 636 in 1997 to 566 in 1998. Children under five had the highest rates 
of asthma hospitalization, with males more likely than females to be hospitalized for 
asthma. Roxbury, South Dorchester and North Dorchester had the city’s highest rate of 
asthma hospitalization for males under five years of age for the period of 1994 to1998, with 
a rate per 1,000 population of 18.6, 14.8 and 13.7, respectively. By comparison, the rate of 
asthma hospitalization for males under five years of age for the same period for East 
Boston was 9.5, and the rate for South Boston was 8.2. Roxbury, Jamaica Plain, North 
Dorchester, and the Fenway had Boston’s highest rates of asthma hospitalization for 
females under five years of age, but these rates were lower than for males of the same age. 


South Boston Particle Source Apportionment Study by the 
Harvard School of Public Health 


This ongoing study is attempting to characterize air quality within the South Boston commu- 
nity by measuring particulate matter and gaseous pollutants. The purpose of the study is to 
identify and assess the contribution of various air pollution sources through air monitoring 
and modeling, provide data for the purposes of health effects assessment, and to recommend 
measures to improve air quality within the community in a cost-effective manner. 


An air pollution monitoring study was conducted during the period of January 1995 
through March 1997 that measured particulate matter 10 micrograms or less in diameter 
(PM ,,), and particulate matter 2.5 micrograms or less in diameter (PM ,.). Initial results of 
the study indicate that the majority of fine particles (PM ,.) observed at the Boston 
monitoring sites are associated mostly with sources located outside of the Boston 
metropolitan area, and to a lesser extent with local motor vehicle emissions. Particulate 
and gaseous air pollutant concentrations observed during the study were typical of the 
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northeastern United States. In addition, the two-year average particulate concentration 
levels experienced in South Boston were lower than those experienced in other 
Northeastern urban environments, such as Washington, DC, Philadelphia, PA, and 
Nashville, TN. The highest average fine particle concentrations in South Boston were 
found at the monitoring site adjacent to the Southeast Expressway (I-93). * 


Winthrop Community Health Survey 


The July 1999 survey by the Winthrop Environmental Health Facts Subcommittee, a 
voluntary group made up of residents of the Town of Winthrop, studied whether activities 
at Logan Airport have a negative impact on their health. The survey indicated that 
individuals residing in Winthrop neighborhoods surrounding Logan Airport show a consi- 
derably higher incidence of respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, including lung cancer, 
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, asthma and allergic rhinitis, compared to the 
statewide average. The survey acknowledged that it has not been possible to determine 
whether Logan Airport operations contribute to this health burden, since the urban 
location of these communities presents a complex picture of pollution sources. 


The methodology utilized in the survey included dividing the town into ten 
neighborhoods. Two neighborhoods were selected as likely representing areas of highest 
and lowest exposure. A questionnaire was devised and interviews conducted on 
diagnosed illnesses, symptoms, frequency and smoking history. The survey stated that 
individuals in the presumed high exposure zones experienced approximately twice the 
frequency of symptoms when compared with the presumed low exposure group. The 
survey also recognized that the true difference in exposure to airborne pollutants 
between the low and high exposure groups is not known, the total sample size is small, 
and that it cannot claim to have proven an association between airport-related pollution 
generation and respiratory disease in Winthrop. 


The Massachusetts Department of Public Health, Bureau of Environmental Health 
Assessment reviewed the results of the Winthrop Health Study and concluded that while 
the study raised interesting questions, the methodology used to conduct the study and 
interpret the results limited the validity of the conclusions which were drawn by the 
investigators.* 


Massachusetts Department of Public Health/Bureau of Environmental Health 
Assessment Public Health Study 


Language in the 1999 state budget states that “$150,000 shall be expended for the purpose 
of the Director of Environmental Health Assessment to conduct an environmental 
assessment of the health impacts of Logan Airport on any community that is located 
within a five-mile radius of the airport and is potentially affected by said airport.” 


iti. m the South Boston Air Quality Monitoring Study, March 26, 1999. 
34 Letter from Susan K. Condon, Director, Bureau of Environmental Health Assessment to William P. Frazier, Director, Department of Health, Town of 
Winthrop dated January 5, 2000. 
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The Massachusetts Department of Public Health/Bureau of Environmental Health 
Assessment (BEHA) proposes to study the relationship between air pollution and public 
health, focussing on respiratory and cardiovascular effects for communities within a 
five-mile radius of Logan Airport. BEHA will examine human exposures to jet fuel 
emissions, particulate matter and meteorological factors, as well as behavioral (e.g. 
cigarette smoking), occupational, and construction-related exposures. Other potential 
area sources such as rental car and vehicle service and maintenance facilities will also be 
examined. A series of meetings with communities within the study area as well as with 
Massport were held during the summer of 2000 to discuss the scope and methodology 
for the study. The final protocol for the study is being developed and the study is 
expected to be completed in the summer of 2002. 


Massport’s Participation in Air Quality/Public Health Studies 


Massport has been cooperating with the City of Boston and the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts on public health issues. In September 1995, the Secretary of the Executive 
Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA) established a Scope for the analysis of potential 
environmental impacts of airport-related air emissions. In response to EOEA’s directive, 
Massport consulted with both the Massachusetts Department of Public Health and the 
Boston Department of Health and Hospitals. Discussions focused on addressing general 
community concerns and determining the nature and extent of follow-up required to 
identify potential sources of air emissions. 


In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health data, including mortality and 
morbidity data from each neighborhood report and cancer incidence data available from 
the Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These data indicated that causal 
relationships cannot be determined at this time, a conclusion which was confirmed by 
state and local agencies with public health expertise. 


Massport has provided public health agencies with off-airport air quality monitoring 
data, results from monitoring conducted by the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP) adjacent to the Sumner Tunnel entrance, and emissions 
inventories compiled for the Logan Airport GEIRs and Annual Updates. 


Massport prepared the Soot Deposition Study® and shared the findings with the Boston 
Public Health Commission and the state Department of Public Health. That study 
indicated that there were no ongoing, chronic soot impacts from airport-related activities 
and that soot deposition in communities adjacent to Logan Airport resulted primarily 


from ambient urban conditions, as opposed to aircraft sources at the airport. 
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6.8.8 


Since the completion of the Boston-Logan International Airport 1994/1995 Generic 
Environmental Impact Report, Massport has continued discussions with public health 
agencies, and attended meetings and reviewed results from the South Boston Particle Source 
Apportionment Study, sponsored by the Harvard School of Public Health (HSPH). Massport 
is also cooperating with the Massachusetts Department of Public Health/Bureau of 
Environmental Health Assessment in the development of the protocol for the Logan 
Airport public health study. Massport will continue to facilitate monitoring of 
airport-related emissions by HSPH and DEP by assisting in monitoring site selection and 
providing agencies with air quality data, airport activity data and meteorological data. 


Mitigation and Off-Setting Benefits 


In making a determination regarding disproportionately high and adverse effects on 
minority and low-income populations, the Final US DOT Order directs FAA to take into 
account mitigation and enhancement measures as well as all off-setting benefits to the 
affected minority and low-income populations. 


Mitigation 


Noise has been identified as the only impact to surrounding communities associated with 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative. While the noise impact in Chelsea falls 
below the FAA threshold for identifying significant adverse impacts, Massport and the 
FAA recognize the high representation of low-income and minority populations within 
Chelsea, and the presence of pre-existing environmental conditions within the 
community that are unrelated to Logan. In recognition of these factors, Massport and the 
FAA are committing to providing sound insulation to all Chelsea residents newly 
included in the project’s 65 dB DNL contour. 


Noise impacts will be mitigated by sound insulating affected residences in Chelsea that 
fall within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative as defined by the 

29M Low Fleet scenario. To the extent that federal funding is provided, the proposed 
sound insulation program will include not only all residences that fall within the 
Preferred Alternative ‘s 65 dB DNL contour when compared to the Airside No Action 
65 dB DNL contour, but also those that fall within the actual 1998 65 dB DNL contour as 
presented in the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update. The number of dwelling units in 
Chelsea to be sound insulated is estimated to be 1,100 to 1,200 dwelling units. For the 
eligible residences, the FAA will fund building code upgrades, to the extent necessary to 
implement sound insulation. The number of residences to be included within the noise 
mitigation program is subject to a more detailed block by block analysis to be performed 
during implementation. 
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Off-Setting Benefits 


The benefits associated with Logan Airport are provided without regard to race, creed, 
color, or economic status, and include the transportation services provided to passengers 
flying in and out of Logan, as well as jobs and economic benefits to Boston and other 
communities adjacent to the airport. 


Logan Airport is a significant contributor to the economy and a major employer for the 
metropolitan region. According to a 1995 survey, approximately 14,551 persons were 
employed at the airport.%* Of those employed at Logan, the largest percentage 

(18.5 percent, or 2698) live in the City of Boston, with most (1230) living in East Boston. 
Other communities with significant employment at Logan Airport include Revere (1225), 
Winthrop (884), Lynn (476), Peabody (357), Malden (354), Saugus (346), Chelsea (294), 
Everett (283), and Salem (210). These ten communities account for 49 percent of the 
employment at Logan. 


Logan Airport is an essential component of the economic health of both the Metropolitan 
Boston area and the New England region. The regional economy is largely comprised of 
a mix of travel-intensive service industries, including high-technology, financial services, 
and tourism, that depend upon high-quality air transportation services. It is estimated 
that the annual contribution of Logan Airport to the economy is $5 billion of direct and 
indirect local spending.*” 


As part of the Logan Airside Improvement Project, Massport is taking initiatives to 
promote Chelsea’s greater participation in the economic benefits of Logan. Currently, 
approximately 294 residents of Chelsea are employed at Logan. In an effort to increase 
the level of airport employment of Chelsea residents, Massport will encourage 
airport-based employers to recruit employees from, and conduct job training initiatives 
targeted at airport affected communities including Chelsea. Massport also proposes to 
work with the Chelsea Chamber of Commerce to establish business connections with 
Chelsea businesses. 


Massport is also facilitating increased airport employment opportunities and other 
economic initiatives for Chelsea. Currently, Massport provides to Chelsea $500,000 in 
annual in-lieu-of-tax payments; $500,000 in economic development grants; and 
approximately $70,000 in annual grants for student summer employment programs, 
scholarships, athletic, elderly and educational programs. In addition the $300,000 Chelsea 
Gateway Beautification Project that will landscape the entrances to the City of Chelsea 
from the Tobin Bridge is expected to begin construction in the spring of 2001. 


36 1995 Logan Employment Survey, Massachusetts Port Authority. 
37 Fiscal 1998 Logan Economic Impact Study, Massachusetts Port Authority. 
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Public Participation Process 


6.8.9.1 Public Participation Directives 


Under NEPA and the federal Environmental Justice policy, agencies should work to 
ensure that public documents, notices, and other information relating to impacts of the 
proposed action on human health and the environment are concise, understandable, and 
readily available to the public, including minority and low-income populations. Public 
participation should occur early in the NEPA process and should continue through 
scoping, draft, and final EIS phases. Environmental justice review should heighten 
attention to Alternatives, mitigation strategies, monitoring needs and preferences 
expressed by the affected community or population. Pursuant to the Final US DOT 
Order, meaningful opportunities for public involvement by members of minority 
populations and low-income populations are to be provided during the planning and 
development of activities. Additionally, access to public information concerning the 
human health and environmental impacts of activities, including information that will 
address the concerns of minority and low-income populations, is to be provided. 


6.8.9.2 Public Participation for the Airside Improvement Project 


Since the initial scoping* of the proposed Logan Airside Improvement Project, and 
throughout each phase of the environmental review process, FAA and Massport have 
established a dialogue with community leaders and the public through public hearings, 
briefings, responses to comment letters, and circulation of the 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR for public review and comment.*® Over 700 copies of the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR were distributed for public review including copies sent to 
the Chelsea Human Services Collaborative, the Centro Hispano de Chelsea, and the 
Chelsea Commission on Hispanic Affairs. Copies of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
were also distributed to every public library in each of the 28 communities represented 
on the CAC. Approximately 1,300 comment letters were received on the 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Over 100 meetings, designed to elicit participation from community leaders and the 
public at large, have taken place since the project scoping. To encourage participation 
Massport conducted meetings in more than 15 communities surrounding Boston and 
Logan, including Chelsea, Winthrop, East Boston, South Boston, Charlestown, Revere, 
Jamaica Plain, Milton, Dorchester and Roxbury. 


38 — Massport, Proposed Scope: Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project” (The initial stage of this evaluation is a 
planning effort that is designed to use the operations and environmental analysis, and related public input process to further assess the efficacy and 
interrelationship of the various improvement concepts.) (1995). 

39 66 comment letters were received in response to the Environmental Notification Form (ENF). See Commonwealth of Massachusetts Executive Office 
of Environmental Affairs, Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the Environmental Notification Form for Logan Airside Project 
improvements Planning Project EOEA #10458 (Nov. 22, 1995). Response to comments on the ENF were provided in Volume II of the Logan Airside 
Project improvements Planning Project, Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 
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The Airside Review Committee (ARC) was formed in December 1995, to provide 
advisory input from the community to Massport and the FAA. The ARC consists of the 
Logan Airport Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) to Massport and representatives of 
regional business and aviation organizations. The CAC is comprised of representatives 
from 28 neighborhoods, cities and towns. The ARC has met 15 times since it was formed, 
providing an exchange of ideas and concerns at every stage of the project development 
process, and there have been approximately 15 additional meetings with the CAC that 
Massport staff have attended. Extensive information about the proposed action and its 
environmental impacts was presented to the ARC by agency staff and consultants, and 
ARC members commented, questioned, and discussed their concerns with technical 
presenters and Massport planning staff. 


Presentations to the public were provided in various formats, from briefings to large 
public meetings. For example, Massport provided a briefing to Chelsea community 
leaders on January 19, 1999. There were approximately 35 people in attendance, 
including members of the Chelsea City Council, and representatives of community 
groups. At the March 3, 1999 Chelsea City Council public hearing, over one hundred 
citizens had the opportunity to speak and comment to Massport officials following a 
presentation of the proposed project; the meeting was broadcast on the local cable 
station. Consistent with FAA policy of providing translation on request, a 
Spanish-language interpreter was present at the February 23, 1999 meeting with the Latin 
American Planning and Development Group, at which representatives of the Chelsea 
Hispanic Community were present. 


At public meetings and at the request of interested community members, Massport has 
provided full access to the public concerning the Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project and its associated social and environmental effects. At meetings, Massport and 
FAA officials have provided an overview of Logan Airport’s current operations and the 
need for changes. In addition, they have described the impacts of proposed changes on 
particular communities and efforts to mitigate adverse noise impacts. Public 
participation has resulted in additional studies and refinement of the mitigation 
program. (See Chapter 8 for a discussion of mitigation.) 


Summary of Findings 


The Preferred Alternative is intended to reduce congestion and delay at Logan, and to 
increase the safety and efficiency of airport operations. 


A disproportionately high and adverse effect means an adverse effect that is predominately 
borne by a protected population, or an adverse effect which is appreciably more severe or 
greater in magnitude in its impact on a protected population than on other populations 
which are also affected. The Final US DOT Order directs FAA to determine whether its 
programs, policies, and activities will have a disproportionately high and adverse impact 
on minority or low-income communities, taking account of mitigation, enhancement 
measures, and all off-setting benefits to the affected populations, as well as the design, 
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comparative impacts, and the relevant number of similar existing system elements in 
non-minority and non-low-income areas. 


There is no disproportionate adverse impact associated with the Preferred Alternative. The 
increased exposure to aircraft noise is 0.6 dB or less in affected communities, which is 
below the FAA threshold for determining significant adverse impacts. Mitigation of the 
increased noise will be provided in the form of sound insulation. 


In addition, off-setting economic benefits will be provided to Chelsea to help that 
community participate more fully in the economic benefits of Logan. 


Taking account of the small incremental noise impacts within the affected areas, the 
proposed sound insulation and economic initiatives, the economic benefits of Logan 
Airport in which Chelsea residents will share, and the safety, operational, and 
environmental benefits of the Preferred Alternative to the population at large that are not 
achievable under other Alternatives, the Preferred Alternative will not have a 
disproportionate high and adverse impact on minority or low-income communities. 


6.9 Construction Impacts 


This section provides an overview and description of the proposed airside improvement 
construction activities and associated impacts. Construction activities associated with the 
Preferred Alternative include Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway, as well as 
taxiway realignments and extensions associated with Taxiway Delta, Taxiway November 
and the configuration of the Southwest Corner. All construction phases and sequences 
would be carefully planned to ensure the continued safe and efficient operation of the 
airport, and the successful and timely completion of the project. 


Potential impacts resulting from the construction of the Airside Project improvements 
Planning Project can be separated into two broad categories for discussion purposes: 
impacts on the direct users of the airfield, and impacts on the group consisting of the 
surrounding communities and other users of the airport in general. It is Massport’s goal 
to avoid or to mitigate such impacts to the maximum extent possible. 


The estimate of truck volumes presented in this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is less than that 
presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, which had assumed a worst case scenario. 
Since publication of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, a subsurface investigation (boring) 
program was undertaken to characterize the suitability of the soils for construction of the 
Airside Project improvements. This investigation found that much of the existing soil 
material on the airport is suitable for construction, and thus the total estimate of soil to be 
excavated and removed from the airfield has been reduced. (See Section 6.7 for a more 
detailed discussion of soil characteristics.) This in turn reduces the amount of truck trips 
required for construction. In addition, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR had assumed that 
215,000 cubic yards of soil stockpiled by the Massachusetts Highway Department Central 
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Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Artery Project (CA/T) on Governors Island would need to be relocated to construct 
Runway 14/32. However, this has been moved off-site for use as cover material to close the 
Rubchinuk Landfill in Middleton, Massachusetts. (See Section 5.7.2 for additional 
discussion.) Transfer of the approximately 240,000 cubic yards of the CA/T soil from 
Governor's Island was completed in November 2000. See Table 6.9-1 for excavate material 
quantities from Logan Airside Project improvements. 


Table 6.9-1 

Excavated Material From Construction of Logan Airside Project improvements 
Unclassified Unclassified Existing 

Total Excavated § Excavate Reused ExcavateRemoved Bituminous Pavement 
Material * On Site from Site Removed from Site 
(cubic yards) (cubic yards) (cubic yards) (cubic yards) 

Runway 14/32 111,000 37,000 45,000 29,000 

Centerfield Taxiway 52,000 41,000 11,000 0 

Southwest Corner 14,000 5,000 0 9,000 

Taxiway 

Taxiway November 55,000 500 43,000 11,500 

Taxiway Delta 32,000 0 32,000 0 

TOTAL 264,000 83,500 131,000 49,500 


Source: HNTB 12/1/99 
Includes soil and existing bituminous pavement. 


Construction Elements of the Preferred Alternative 


This section describes the individual construction elements of the Preferred Alternative. 
A summary of construction costs and duration of the Preferred Alternative, by individual 
construction elements, is presented in Table 6.9-2. 


Table 6.9-2 
Summary of the Preferred Alternative by Construction Elements 
Construction Estimated 
Cost Estimate Construction Period 
Construction Element ($ millions) (Days’) 
Unidirectional Runway 14/32 33 300 
Centerfield Taxiway 20 See Note 2 
Southwest Taxiway System Reconfiguration 14 240 
Taxiway Delta Extension 6 180 
November Taxiway Realignment 38 180 
TOTAL $76 Phased over + 5 years 


1 Days are consecutive calendar days, inclusive of Saturdays and Sundays. Does not include winter construction shut down period. 


2 Construction of the northern segment of the Centerfield Taxiway is estimated to take 180 days; construction of the southern 
segment of the Centerfield Taxiway is estimated to take 210 days. There is some overlap of the two construction periods. 
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6.9.1.1 Unidirectional Runway 14/32 


This element involves the construction of a new 5,000-foot runway and associated taxiway. 
The runway would be 100 feet wide with two 35-foot wide paved shoulders. The project 
would also include reconstruction of 2,000 feet of existing pavement in the South Cargo 
Area for use as a taxiway to the Runway 14 end. 


Construction of Runway 14/32 would require the removal of existing surface vegetation 
and approximately 29,000 cubic yards of pavement and 45,000 cubic yards of unclassified 
excavated soil material, which will be taken off-site for reuse/recycling. The subsurface 
investigation conducted in the area of the Airside Project improvements found that the 
soils in the vicinity of proposed Runway 14/32 are well drained and provide a suitable 
foundation for construction. Therefore, less soil material needs to be removed from the site 
than had been assumed in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. A subbase and crushed 
aggregate base course will be placed prior to paving with a bituminous concrete mix. All 
aggregate base would be obtained from commercial sites rather than disturbed sites. 
Should Massport need to find new sites for aggregate base or sand materials, Massport will 
do so from sites that have undergone the appropriate environmental review and 
permitting processes. A runway/taxiway drainage system would be constructed and 
integrated into the existing airfield drainage system, and conduits for lighting and other 
instrumentation would be installed. 


Construction of Runway 14/32 would require demolition of Buildings 60 and 61 in the 
South Cargo area, which together have a total footprint of 155,000 square feet. Both 
buildings are essentially large hangar-type spaces with truck loading docks located along 
the landside and large roll-up doors located along the airside for passage of freight and 
cargo. Ground floor slabs and exterior foundation walls are poured concrete. Exterior walls 
are primarily metal panels over steel framing, with some masonry construction between 
the loading dock roll-up doors at the landside. Flat roofs are supported by steel columns, 
girders and trusses. Demolition of these buildings would yield approximately 35,000 cubic 
yards of construction debris. Table 6.9-3 provides a breakdown of construction debris by 
type of material. All demolition material will be recycled to the extent feasible. 


Table 6.9-3 
Total Estimated Building Demolition Materials 

Volume 
Material (cubic yards) 
Subsoil 6,400 
Concrete 9,400 
Masonry 9,100 
Metal 4,000 
Miscellaneous Building Materials 5,700 


Total 34,600 
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6.9.1.2 Centerfield Taxiway 


The Centerfield Taxiway would be constructed between, and parallel to, Runways 4L/22R 
and 4R/22L. The taxiway would be 9,300 feet long (a length that incorporates some elements 
of the southwest taxiway system) and 100 feet wide, with two paved shoulders each 35 feet 
wide. A parallel service road, 24 feet wide, would be constructed along the eastern side of the 
Centerfield Taxiway. 


Construction of the Centerfield Taxiway would entail the removal of existing vegetated soil. 
Approximately 11,000 cubic yards of existing soil will be excavated and removed from the 
site and replaced with coarser and better draining materials to form a suitable base. 
Approximately 41,000 cubic yards of unclassified excavate will be reused on site. The taxiway 
drainage system would be constructed and integrated into the existing airfield drainage 
system, and conduits for lighting and other taxiway instrumentation would be installed. 


Construction of the Centerfield Taxiway would take place in two segments: Centerfield 
Taxiway-North, situated between Taxiway Romeo and Runway 15R/33L, and Centerfield 
Taxiway-South, between Runway 15R/33L and Taxiway Whiskey. 


6.9.1.3 Southwest Corner Taxiway System Reconfiguration 


Optimization of the present southwest corner taxiway system would entail the realignment 
of Taxiways Alpha, Echo, Kilo, Sierra and Whiskey, and integration of the Centerfield 
Taxiway. Approximately 9,000 cubic yards of existing bituminous pavement would be 
excavated and removed from the site. No existing soil would be removed from the site for 
construction of these improvements. Approximately 5,000 cubic yards of unclassified 
excavate will be reused on site. 


Construction would consist of restriping existing pavement and the placement of new 
pavement and drainage in other areas. As noted in Section 6.5.1, approximately 6.1 acres of 
new vegetated area would be created upon completion of the taxiway optimization. 


6.9.1.4 Taxiway Delta Extension 


Taxiway Delta would be extended approximately 1,800 feet from the intersection with 
Taxiway Charlie southwest to Runway 4R/22L. Associated with this extension would be a 
slight realignment of the east end of Taxiway Echo to meet Taxiway Delta. Taxiway Delta 
would be 100 feet wide with two 35 foot paved shoulders. It is estimated that 32,000 cubic 
yards of soil material would be excavated and removed from the site during construction. 


6.9.1.5 Taxiway November Realignment 


The realignment of Taxiway November would consist of the reconstruction of 
approximately 1,800 linear feet of pavement, resulting in a taxiway 100 feet wide with 
two 35-foot wide paved shoulders. A majority of the area to be reconstructed is within 
the footprint of the existing taxiway, and construction would result in the excavation and 
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6.9.2 


removal of approximately 43,000 cubic yards of fill and 11,500 cubic yards of existing 
bituminous pavement. Approximately 500 cubic yards of material will be reused on site. 


Construction Sequence 


A multi-year phased construction sequencing program has been designed to implement 
the construction elements of the Airside Project. The following policies guide the logic of 
the sequence: 


1. Aircraft operational and safety needs take precedence over construction activity. 
Airport activity, runway configurations and so on dictate construction sequence, 
phasing and pace - not vice versa. Particularly where construction entails tying into 
an existing runway or taxiway, Massport Operations personnel would strictly control 
construction activity, in close coordination with FAA air traffic control personnel. 


2. Construction of Runway 14/32 would occur first. This runway would significantly 
decrease congestion and delay at Logan, and would provide increased flexibility to 
FAA control tower personnel and Massport in devising taxiway routings during 
reconfiguration of the Southwest Taxiway System. 


3. The Centerfield Taxiway would be built after Runway 14/32. This would permit 
Massport to address taxiway congestion and delay at Logan, thus eliminating some 
elements of noise and air quality emissions. Once in place, the Centerfield Taxiway 
would permit new taxi patterns bypassing the Southwest Corner to be established, 
thus isolating it and enabling construction activity to proceed in this location. 


4. Taxiway improvements would then be addressed in an order which further 
promotes airfield safety and efficiency. 


The work would be phased over five years, beginning in Year 1 with construction of 
Runway 14/32. A year-by-year summary of construction activity is illustrated in Table 6.9-4. 


6.9.2.1 Construction Activities 


A series of different construction contracts would be issued for each of the construction 
elements to be accomplished. The contractor(s) would be required to work an accelerated 
schedule during the first, second and third years in order to complete all of the proposed 
work. This would require the contractor to work extended periods of time (six or seven 
days a week, 12 to 16 hours a day) or the weekends at critical points in time. Construction 
work will occur primarily during the period of April through December with the 
exception of demolition work in the South Cargo area, which could occur during the 
months of January, February, and March if the weather permits. 


Environmental Consequences 6-182 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Table 6.9-4 
Construction Sequence and Schedule 
Year 1 Year 2 Year3 | Year4 Year 5 
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Quarter Quarter Quarter Quarter Quarter 
Construction Element [1 (/2/3/4]1/2/3/4/1]2]3/4/1/2/3/4/1| 2/3] 4 
Runway 14/32 
Centerfield Taxiway 
Southwest Taxiway 


System Reconfiguration 
Taxiway Delta Extension 


Taxiway November Realignment 


The general nature of the construction activity is similar to that of a highway construction 
or rehabilitation project: excavation; placement and compaction of fill; installation of 
electrical conduits, drainage pipes and appurtenances; placement of asphalt; and 
installation of airport lighting and navigation systems. 


Figure 6.9-1 illustrates the year-by-year location of construction activities. 


Year 1 
= Construction Element............. Runway 14/32 
M Work Periods ........cseeccecceceees January 2003 - December 2003 


Following the receipt of all environmental and procedural clearances, construction of 
Runway 14/32 will begin with the following preliminary items: relocation of the 

Runway 27 localizer (a navigation aid) and realignment of Taxiway Bravo; relocation of the 
tenants and operations in Building 60, and the subsequent demolition of Building 60 and 61. 


Runway 14/32 is intended to be operational for visual flight rules (VFR) operations in 
late 2003 or early 2004, after FAA flight checks. 


Most construction work for Runway 14/32 would occur during daylight hours. 
However, at critical locations, such as the realignment of Taxiway Bravo the intersection 
with Runway 4R, construction will take place at night and/or weekends during periods 
of decreased airfield activity. 


Year 2 
m@ Construction Element............. Centerfield Taxiway 
m Work Periods ........ccce cece April 2004 - December 2004 
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Construction of the Centerfield Taxiway will include excavation and placement of 
subgrade material, paving, drainage, electrical work and tie-ins to the existing taxiway 
systems as well as final grading, loam and seeding. 


During the construction of the Centerfield Taxiway, the contractor’s forces will have to 
obtain ATC tower clearance to cross active taxiways and runways. 


Year 3 
m Construction Element............. Southwest Taxiway System Reconfiguration 
BM Work Periods ........cccceeceeneees April 2005 - December 2005 


Nighttime and weekend construction will be necessary for the reconfiguration of the 
Southwest Taxiway System, due to the operational sensitivity of these taxiways. Small 
sections of the overall project will be phased to minimize operational impacts to the 
airport. For construction to proceed, requests will be made to Massport Operations and 
FAA ATC personnel to pavement these sections to aircraft traffic on a nightly basis 
(11:00 PM to 6:00 AM) or during “weekend specials” (11:00 PM Friday to 2:00 PM 
Sunday). Construction will take place within these limited periods. 


Year 4 
m@ Construction Items................ Taxiway Delta Extension 
m Work Periods .........ccce cece eee April 2006 - September 2006 


A major portion of the Taxiway Delta extension will be constructed during the daytime 
period. Given the proximity of multiple runways and the required crossing of these 
runways by contractor vehicles and equipment, construction activity in this area is 
particularly sensitive. Tie-ins of Taxiway Delta to the existing runways and other 
taxiways will require nighttime or weekend construction to minimize operational 


impacts. 

Year 5 

m@ Construction Element............. November Taxiway Realignment 
Mm Work Periods ........cccce eee eee April 2007 to September 2007 


As construction here would impact operations on Runways 15R and 15L, as well as 
ground movements of aircraft taxiing to/from Runways 22R and 22L, the bulk of 
construction activity will take place at night and weekends. Operational impacts to 
taxiing aircraft will be mitigated by assigning this traffic to the Centerfield Taxiway. 
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6.9.3 


Airfield Operations 


Construction must not interfere with the ability of the existing airfield to efficiently process 
the tens of thousands of passengers who pass through Logan Airport on a daily basis. In 
addition, the safety of these passengers and airline crews during construction must be 
assured. The construction process has been planned bearing these two issues in mind. 


A multi-year construction sequence will be employed to minimize potential disruptions 
on the airfield and to the staffing levels and work loads of ATC personnel. A 
Construction Phasing Plan, with these same goals, will be developed in close 
coordination with Massport Operations, and FAA control tower personnel. Massport will 
take the appropriate steps to ensure that all functions of the airfield continue to be 
provided in an efficient and safe manner during the construction period, and that any 
impacts to users that do occur are kept to a minimal level. 


While the implementation of the Preferred Alternative presents challenges to Massport, 
Massport addresses such challenges frequently, as construction on and maintenance of 
the airfield are continuous Massport activities. 


The operational and safety procedures which Massport and FAA have developed and 
employed successfully on past projects will be applied to the improvements proposed in 
the Airside Project. 


6.9.3.1 FAA Regulations Governing Construction on Airfields 


All construction activity at Logan Airport is governed by FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 
150/5370-2C, Operation Safety on Airports During Construction. This document 
prescribes both general and specific measures to be employed during construction, 
including the following provision: 


“Each bidding document (construction plans and/or specifications) for airport 
development work or air navigation facility (NAVAID) installation involving 
aircraft operational areas should incorporate a section on safety on airports 
during the construction activity. The section, as a minimum, should contain 
the appropriate provisions outlined in appendix 1 to this AC. (Para. 5b)” 


There is one guiding precept to the FAA regulations: aircraft operational and safety 
needs take precedence over construction. In practice, this translates to the following: 
construction activity adjusts both in location and in timing to airport runway 
configurations and taxiway patterns. In other words, runway configurations will not be 
altered to accommodate construction, except in instances where a number of runway 
configurations are available to the FAA personnel in ATC, and after coordination with 
FAA personnel as described below. 
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Massport follows FAA AC 150/5370-2C beginning with preliminary design and 
continuing throughout the construction period. A detailed safety section is presently 
included in all Massport bidding documents covering construction activity on the 
airfield, and such a section will be included in all construction bid documents (and 
subsequent construction contracts) for work on this project. 


6.9.3.2 Airfield Operational Safety during Airside Project Construction 


Preliminary Design 


To minimize impacts on airfield operations, careful coordination would begin in the 
early stages of design to develop a coordinated Construction Phasing Plan for daily 
implementation. During the development of the Construction Phasing Plan, 
representatives from Logan Airport Operations, and the FAA will be consulted. 


The Construction Phasing Plan would identify the following: 


m= apreliminary phasing plan, indicating the sequence of construction; 


™ construction areas, with nearby runways and taxiways and clearance requirements 
clearly demarked and highlighted; 


m™ = specific start and stop dates; 


m hours and days of the week when the contractor is allowed to work within certain 
operationally sensitive areas of the airport; 


m™ protocol and procedures for notifying FAA air traffic control personnel when an 
existing FAA NAVAID would be affected; and, 


m@ preliminary construction traffic plan, indicating procedures and means of access/egress 
to/from the airfield and means of circulating within the airfield. 


Construction of Runway 14/32 will entail the relocation of the Runway 27 localizer, a key 
element in the instrument landing system by the FAA. The localizer signal is used to 
establish and maintain an aircraft’s horizontal position until the pilot makes visual 
contact with the runway. The Construction Phasing Plan will detail protocols and proce- 
dures to be followed when relocating and reinstalling this device. NAVAID closures will 
be coordinated with FAA air traffic control personnel, FAA safety personnel and Logan 
Airport Operations personnel. Notices to Airmen (NOTAMS) will be issued as 
appropriate. As necessary, FAA will broadcast information over the Logan Automatic 
Terminal Information Service (ATIS), describing areas of construction, NAVAID status, 
and closures or cautions on the use of runways and taxiways. As FAA ATC personnel 
update these radio broadcasts hourly, they provide pilots with a constant up-to-date 
status of construction activity on the airfield. 
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Construction 


Once construction is underway, the contractor’s performance for the previous week will 
be evaluated and discussions relevant to the work proposed for the following week will 
be included in the weekly job meetings and operations meetings held at Logan. 
Typically, these meetings are attended by representatives from Massport Logan Airport 
Operations, Capital Programs, FAA and contractors. 


During these meetings, preliminary runway/taxiway closures or cautions would be 
discussed with Logan Airport Operations and FAA ATC personnel. As part of the 
requested closures or cautions, any interim taxi routing would also be discussed. 
Construction contingency plans would be prepared in case the contractor would not be 
allowed to work in the preferred location. All parties would agree with the proposed 
Construction Phasing Plan, which would then form the basis of the following week’s 
construction activities. 


The day-to-day decisions on whether a particular runway/taxiway would be available 
for construction work would be made by Logan Airport Operations and FAA ATC 
personnel. The following protocol would be utilized: 


m = Massport contacts FAA ATC personnel and requests applicable portion of the 
runway /taxiway (in accordance with the Construction Phasing Plan); 


m FAA reviews wind and weather conditions, projected activity, and other factors and 
grants or denies request; 


m If granted, Massport implements this decision and notifies the contractor accordingly; 
and, 


m If denied, Massport implements this decision and notifies the contractor that work in 
another area of the airport, in accordance with the contingency plan established 


previously, would be required. 


m Consistent with current Massport protocol, the public would be notified of changes in 
runway use during construction. 


Under very poor weather conditions, Massport has the authority to deny or restrict the 
contractor’s access to the entire airfield in which case, no work is done on the airfield. 
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Construction Vehicle Traffic Plan 


The movement of construction equipment and trucks to and from the airfield 
construction site(s) is of particular concern to FAA and Massport. FAA notes that aircraft 
(and air passenger) safety is endangered by four principle causes: increased vehicle 
traffic volume, non-standard vehicle traffic patterns, vehicles without radio 
communications and marking, and operators untrained in the airport's safety 
procedures. Hence, according to FAA AC 150/5370-2C: 


“airport management must develop and coordinate a construction vehicle traffic plan 
with airport users, air traffic control and the appropriate construction engineers and 
contractors. This plan, when signed for all participants becomes a part of the contract.” 
(AC 150/5370-2C, Appendix 1, para. 8) 


Such a vehicle traffic plan will be included in the Construction Phasing Plan developed 
by Massport for all construction projects on the airfield. 


For both safety and security reasons, access to the airfield proper is available only 
through manned gates. For work on the south side of the airport (i.e., the southwest 
taxiway system, Taxiway Delta) the contractor would likely enter the airport through the 
existing South Gate located to the west of the airfield lighting vault (see Figure 6.9-2 for 
access points and circulation routes). From this point, the contractor would be escorted 
by licensed drivers approved by Logan Airport Operations in clearly marked contractor 
vehicles to the construction site using the airfield perimeter roadway. At critical 
junctures, such as the crossing of a runway or taxiway, Contractor licensed personnel 
request and receive permission from the FAA ATC prior to crossing. 


For work on Runway 14/32, the contractor would typically use an existing 
construction-access gate located near the U.S. Postal Service facility (Building 61) on the 
south side of the airport. This access point provides a more direct access to the airfield 
perimeter roadway and has greater width to facilitate the turning of large trucks. 


For all other construction projects, e.g., Taxiway November and the Centerfield Taxiway, 
access to the airfield would likely be through the North Gate. As per Massport’s 
operating procedures, the contractor will be escorted to/from the construction site by 
trained personnel approved by Logan Airport Operations. 


Contractor access locations will be verified during the development of the Construction 
Phasing Plan for the Airside Project improvements. 
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Figure 6.9-2 
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6.9.4 


Impacts on the Surrounding Communities 


For impacts other than those which might directly affect operations on the airfield, 
construction period impact assessments have been conducted with regard to existing 
ground transportation, air quality, noise and nighttime construction lighting. Each of 
these subject areas is discussed in the following sections of this chapter. Accompanying 
each of these assessments is a discussion of the mitigation measures that will be 
employed to minimize the impacts. 


A variety of measures of activity have been developed in order to identify and mitigate 
the potential impacts of constructing the Preferred Alternative. These activity estimates 
are based on anticipated construction methods and projected construction schedules. 
Truck trips, the types of heavy construction equipment on the site, and the noise effects 
of similar construction projects are estimated. These data constitute key inputs to the 
construction impact analyses. 


Average daily round-trip truck trip information was used in the assessment of ground 
transportation impacts and, in combination with estimates of heavy equipment use, in 
the noise impact assessment. 


6.9.4.1 Ground Transportation 


Impacts to ground transportation at Logan Airport during construction of the proposed 
airport improvements are not expected to result from the presence of construction-related 
vehicles (trucks or other heavy equipment) on the airport’s roadway system. There will be 
no need to institute temporary detours for the main airport roadway as a result of the 
construction process. Roadway detours are only anticipated for the Perimeter Roadway on 
the airfield during construction of Runway 14/32, and a section of Harborside Drive in the 
South Cargo area during demolition of Cargo Buildings 60 and 61. 


Construction-related Vehicles 


The number of truck round trips required throughout construction of the Preferred 
Alternative is derived from the estimated quantities of construction materials to be 
brought to or removed from the site; bulk materials and equipment to be delivered to the 
site; truck capacity; quantity of excavate and building demolition debris to be removed; 
and production rate per workday. 


The types of trucks included in the analysis are the following: 
m = Ten-wheel, tri-axle dump trucks (capacity of 10 to 15 cubic yards); 
m Flat bed trailers to transport heavy construction equipment; and, 


m Concrete trucks (capacity of 9 to 12 cubic yards). 


The average daily number of truck round trips required to support the construction are 
depicted (by calendar quarter) in Table 6.9-5. 
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Table 6.9-5 
Average Daily Truck Round Trips Per Quarter 


Average Daily 


Year/Quarter Round Trips Daytime Trips Nighttime Trips 
2003 / 1st Quarter 61 61 0 
2003 / 2"¢ Quarter 61 43 18 
2003 / 3rd Quarter 61 61 0 
2003 / 4th Quarter 61 61 0 
2004 / 1st Quarter - - - 
2004 / 24 Quarter 92 92 0 
2004 / 3rd Quarter 92 46 46 
2004 / 4th Quarter 92 92 0 
2005 / 1st Quarter - - - 
2005 / 24 Quarter 18 0 18 
2005 / 3rd Quarter 18 5 13 
2005/ 4th Quarter 18 5 13 
2006 / 1st Quarter - - - 
2006 / 2"¢ Quarter 47 47 0 
2006 / 3rd Quarter 47 38 9 
2006 / 4th Quarter - - - 
2007 / 1st Quarter - - - 
2007 / 24 Quarter 56 28 28 
2007 / 3rd Quarter 56 28 28 


2007 / 4th Quarter -- PS a 


These truck volumes should be viewed in the proper perspective: trucks will be 
prohibited from using local streets and thus will not impact local residential streets in 
communities surrounding the airport. Construction vehicles will be required to use state 
highways and/or main airport roadways, which are designated, truck routes. Vehicles 
with origins /destinations south of Boston would access the airport via the Ted Williams 
Tunnel and the Haul Road, or other designated haul routes, with access to I-93. Vehicles 
traveling to/from the north would use Route 1A. (See Figure 6.9-3.) 


Construction traffic from the improvements associated with the Preferred Alternative would 
not add significantly to the existing volume of traffic using these roads. Peak airside truck traffic 
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is estimated to be approximately 184 truck trips per day.” This is reduced significantly from 
648 peak truck trips presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR as a result of the reduction 
of soil material to be removed off-site. Average weekday traffic on the major highways 
accessing Logan Airport in 1998 was approximately 113,300 vehicles.*! Construction vehicles 
associated with the Airside Project represent less than 0.2 percent of the total traffic volume and 
will not have a significant impact on the regional highway system. 


Traffic Operations 


During the multi-year construction of the Airside Project improvements, Massport will 
seek to maintain the full operation of Harborside Drive at all times. As necessary, 
temporary roadways will be constructed prior to the disruption or closure of existing 
airfield roadways. (Access to airfield roadways is restricted to authorized vehicles only.) 
Police details will be employed at appropriate locations on the airport to manage traffic 
and ensure public safety. 


6.9.4.2 Air Quality 


Construction-related activities can result in short-term impacts on ambient air quality. 
These potential impacts include increased emissions from motor vehicles on the airport 
roadways, direct emissions from construction equipment, and fugitive dust emissions. 
The latter can occur during ground excavation, movement of equipment at the site, and 
transport of material to and from the site. Fugitive dust during periods of intense activity 
can present a problem, particularly in windy or dry weather conditions, although the 
problem is localized. 


During the construction process, a regular program of street sweeping will minimize 
dust from movements of construction vehicles on airport roads. Fugitive dust will also be 
controlled with water spray as needed during demolition and construction; no chemical 
soil stabilizers will be used. To the extent it is safe, practicable, and feasible within the 
airfield environment, fencing will be used around the perimeter of demolition and 
construction areas to shield the public from fugitive dust and to help contain fugitive 
dust within the construction area. All trucks hauling demolished and excavated materials 
from the site will be covered and truck wheel wells will be washed before leaving the 
site. Because of these mitigation measures and the distance from the construction site to 
the nearest residential neighborhood, it is projected that fugitive dust from construction 
of the Airside Project improvements will not impact the surrounding communities. 


40 92 round trips equal 184 total trips. 
41 Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update, October 1999. 
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Airborne particulate matter such as dust is measured by monitoring ambient PM-10 
(particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter). The closest PM-10 monitoring 
station, and the one most representative of the project site, is at 340 Bremen Street, East 
Boston. Published data from DEP (for the year 1998) indicate that the second highest 
maximum 24-hour PM-10 level measured at this monitoring station was 49 micrograms 
per cubic meter (ug/m’). The 24-hour NAAQS for PM-10 is 150 ug/m’, which is a level 
set to protect public health and welfare. It is expected that total levels of particulate 
matter will remain in compliance with the NAAQS during construction, since the 
existing worst-case PM-10 concentration is only 33 percent of the health standard. This 
will be ensured through the mitigation measures discussed above. 


Emissions from all construction equipment, including those listed below in Section 
6.9.4.4, were quantified by year using appropriate emissions factors from the EPA 
models. MOBILE5a_H and PART5 were used with inputs provided by MADEP to 
determine emission factors for diesel and gasoline trucks at a speed of 15 miles per hour 
(e.g., asphalt tanker trucks and stake trucks), while NONROAD (draft) was used to 
determine non-road emissions (e.g., demolition hammers, backhoes, graders, etc.). The 
emissions factors in this model incorporate national averages for equipment loading 
factors and engine horsepower. The activity levels (hours per year) and emissions 
associated with each equipment type are contained in Appendix J. 


Paving activities associated with the airfield projects have associated emissions of VOCs, 
which are components of asphalt. These emissions have been quantified and are included 
in the summary of construction-related air emissions in Table 6.9-6. 


Table 6.9-6 
Construction-Related Air Emissions in Tons per Year (tpy) 


Year VOCs NOx co PM 
2002 19.98 34.34 72.52 2.56 
2003 29.40 25.53 50.58 1.64 
2004 30.39 9.82 35.81 0.86 
2005 7.11 5.79 20.88 0.41 
2006 7.83 7.95 20.98 0.61 


Note: De minimis values for VOCs and NOx are each 50 tons per year (tpy); 100 tpy for CO. No de minimis levels apply for PM 
because the area attains the standards for this pollutant. 


As shown, emissions of VOCs, NOx, and CO are all below the de minimis rates that 
would trigger a Clean Air Act conformity determination. Furthermore, Massport is 
committed to implementing the Clean Air Construction Initiative in cooperation with 
MADEP and Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management (NESCAUM). This 
program is currently in place for the Central Artery/Tunnel, where conversion of 


Environmental Consequences 6-196 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


25 percent (70 pieces) of construction equipment will reduce emissions of hydrocarbons 
(or VOCs), CO, and particulate matter (PM). NESCAUM studies show that use of an 
oxidation catalyst, which may also be used in conjunction with a fuel-borne catalyst, can 
reduce, on average, VOCs by 42 percent, CO by 31 percent, and PM by 23 percent. Use of 
a particulate filter can reduce PM by 81-96 percent and, when the filter is coated with an 
oxidation catalyst, CO and VOCs can be reduced by 66 percent. None of the tested 
technologies has had an effect on NOx emissions. The reductions attributable to this 
initiative have not been incorporated into the results in Table 6.9-6 above, and they 
would have the effect of further reducing emissions below de minimis thresholds. 


6.9.4.3 Noise 


The assessment of construction noise impacts was based on the following primary 
inputs: 


m The quantity of heavy construction equipment anticipated to be used during 
construction; 


m= The number of truck trips to or from each construction area; 
mg = The location of the proposed construction on the airfield; and, 


m The amount of night time and day time construction. 


The number of truck trips is as developed in Section 6.9.4.1. The other levels of activity 
are derived as described below. 


6.9.4.4 Heavy Construction Equipment 


Estimates of the number of pieces of heavy construction equipment in use at the site were 
based on such factors as the productivity rate per workday and the duration of 
construction. The types of equipment expected to be utilized are listed below and are 
described in greater detail in Appendix J. The average daily number of pieces of 
equipment scheduled to be used for the calendar quarter and daytime and nighttime 
construction also is provided in Appendix J. 


m Dump trucks m Compressors m Generator 

m Mobile cranes m Pavements saws m Compactors 

m@ Graders m@ Tractor-trailers (materials) m Excavators 

m Concrete trucks m Backhoes m Sweepers 

m Front end loaders m Demolition hammers @ Bulldozers 

m Pavement milling machines m Back hoes with hoe-rams m Paving machine 
m@ Liquid asphalt tanker truck 
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6.9.4.5 Construction Period Noise Analysis 


Analysis Summary 


The construction period noise analysis evaluates the potential noise impact from the 
Airside Project on the closest noise-sensitive areas to the construction zone and follows 
the methodology used previously for the West Garage and International Gateway 
environmental analysis. Potential construction noise impacts were evaluated at the 
following receptor locations: 


Receptor6 | Somerset and Johnson, Winthrop 
Receptor 7 — Loring Road near Court, Winthrop 
Receptor 10 Bayswater/Shawsheen, East Boston 
Receptor 12 East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 
Receptor C* Coleridge Street Residence, East Boston 
Receptor A Sumner near Lamson, East Boston 
Receptor 14 Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 
ReceptorE Farragut Road at Second, South Boston 


Predictions of average daily equivalent (Leq) and day-night equivalent (DNL) noise 
levels were made for each receptor. 


Noise impact may result from annoyance and activity interference due to the operation 
of a variety of heavy construction equipment and trucks used to transport construction 
materials and equipment to and from the site. A number of mitigation measures are 
proposed in the construction noise mitigation discussion below. 


Because environmental noise fluctuates from moment to moment, it is common practice 
to condense all this information into a single number, called the “equivalent” sound level 
(Leq). Leq can be thought of as the steady sound level that represents the same sound 
energy as the varying sound levels over a specified time period; it accounts for all the 
noise that occurs during this period. Many surveys show that Leq properly predicts 
annoyance, and thus this metric is commonly used for the assessment of cumulative 
noise impact. For the purposes of this study, Leq is evaluated over an average daily 
8-hour construction shift during each quarterly construction period. The analysis of Leq 
was conducted for both the daytime and nighttime construction periods. Criteria for 
evaluating construction noise impact in terms of Leq are described below. 


The day-night equivalent level (DNL) measures noise over a 24-hour period. It is 
calculated in the same manner as a 24-hour Leq, except that noise that occurs in the 


nighttime (defined as 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) is penalized by 10 dB to account for peoples’ 
increased sensitivity to nighttime noise. 
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Potential construction noise impact associated with the Airside Project was assessed in 
terms of average daytime equivalent sound levels, average nighttime equivalent sound 
levels, and day-night equivalent level, using criteria based on the existing noise 
environment as well as applicable standards. A summary of the analysis method is 
provided below, including descriptions of the noise measures, criteria, and modeling 
methods used. Detailed input and output data for the construction noise projections are 
provided in Appendix J. 


The results of the construction period noise analysis indicate that, under worst-case 
conditions, no perceptible construction noise impact during the daytime or nighttime 
construction period is expected within the community as a result of the Airside Project. 


Analysis Conditions 


The potential noise impacts associated with the Airside Project construction activities 
were evaluated on a quarterly basis over the proposed five-year construction period 
(2002 to 2006). During each quarterly period, potential noise impacts were evaluated on a 
worst-case basis, based on the projected average daily heavy construction equipment 
usage and truck operations and whether construction occurred during the day time or 
night time. For the purpose of impact assessment, ambient noise conditions were based 
on existing information from noise monitoring stations maintained by Massport. 


For noise analysis purposes, all construction activities related to the Airside Project were 
divided into two construction locations: those on the north side of the airfield which 
would use the North Gate for construction access, and those on the south side which 
would use the South Gate or Construction Gate for access (see Figure 6.9-2). The dividing 
line between the two construction areas was defined as Runway 15L/33R. 


A cumulative assessment of construction noise for all significant construction at Logan 
Airport during the 2002 to 2006 timeframe of Airside Project improvements construction 
is presented in Chapter 7. 


Noise Impact Criteria 


Criteria for the assessment of construction impacts from the Airside Project are based on 
consideration of applicable federal standards. Although there are no specific federal 
criteria for construction noise impact assessment, most federal agencies (including the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)) 
recommend the use of Leq-based noise descriptors for general assessments of noise 
impact. The relevant provisions of federal standards that apply to construction noise are 
summarized below. 
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The 1990 CA/T Final Supplemental EIS/R and Supplemental Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
evaluated the noise impacts of the CA/T Project construction based on FHWA standards. 
The following excerpt from that document provides a discussion of noise impact criteria: 


“FHWA recognizes that an adverse, or substantial, noise impact occurs when existing 
noise levels are exceeded by more than 15 dBA. Increases of less than 15 dBA over 
existing levels may be classified into one of three subjective impact categories, depending 
on the extent of the increases. Less than a 5 dBA increase would be categorized as ‘no 
impact.’ A 5 to 9 dBA increase would be considered a ‘minor impact,’ while a 10 to 

15 dBA increase over existing levels would be a ‘moderate impact.’ ” 


For the Airside Project and concurrent construction projects at Logan, noise impact is 
assessed on a relative basis, as an increase over existing ambient noise level at each 
receptor, in a manner consistent with the CA/T Project. 


These descriptors thereby allow a meaningful comparison of project noise and ambient 
noise, and provide a means to evaluate cumulative noise impact from concurrent 
projects. Furthermore, the results of attitudinal surveys of noise impact have shown that 
Leq-based descriptors correlate with annoyance better than any other descriptors. For 
these reasons, the assessment of noise impact from constructing the Airside Project is 
based on Leq according to the federal standards described above. Projections of 
day-night equivalent noise levels are provided as additional information to help evaluate 
the effect of nighttime construction. 


Off-Airport Noise During Construction 


Quarterly construction noise projections are provided in Tables 6.9-7, 6.9-8, and 6.9-9 for 
receptor locations 6, 7, 10, 12, 14, A, C, and E. These tables compare the projected average 
daily DNL and Leq for day and night during each quarterly construction period for the 
Airside Project to the existing ambient noise. Noise impact is assessed based on the 
projected increases above the ambient noise level. These increases represent worst-case 
conditions that are expected to occur intermittently, based on wind direction, in any quarter. 


The results of the construction period noise analysis indicate that during construction, 
the average daily DNL at the receptor locations ranges from 0.5 dB to 3.0 dB over 
ambient noise levels. The Leq during construction ranges from 0.4 dB to 2.0 dB over 
ambient noise levels during the daytime construction period and 0.5 dB to 3.9 dB over 
ambient noise levels during the nighttime construction period. All increases in noise 
associated with construction of the Airside Project are less than 5 dB, and therefore are 
considered to have “no impact” according to FHWA standards. 


The noise increases projected as a result of Airside Project construction range from 


0.4 dBA to 3.9 dBA with respect to the ambient level. Based on the FHWA criteria 
described above, no impact is predicted at any of these residential sites. 


Environmental Consequences 6-200 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Table 6.9-7 
Airside Construction Noise DNL in Decibels 
Receptor Activity 2003 2004 l 2005 2006 2007 
Qi Q@2 @3 G4 Qi @2 G3 G4 G1 Q2 O38 G4 Qi G2 O8 G4 /Qi a2 3 a4 
6 Construction 47.8 585 488 4740.0 57.0 63.9 543 0.0 568 569 569 0.0 534 593 0.0 00 608 612 0.0 
Ambient 65.5 65.5 655 655/655 655 655 65.5 [65.5 65.5 65.5 655 |655 65.5 655 655 655 65.5 65.5 65.5 
Total 65.6 66.3 656 656/655 66.1 678 65.8 [65.5 66.0 66.1 66.1 |655 65.8 664 655 655 66.8 66.9 65.5 
7 Construction 49.1 56.1 50.2 487 0.0 59.1 66.0 564 0.0 56.0 56.2 56.2 0.0 534 567 0.0 00 619 623 0.0 
Ambient 75.1 75.1 75.1 751/751 75.1 75.1 75.1 |75.1 75.1 751 751 75.1 75.1 751 75.4 (7514 751 75.1 75.1 
Total 75.1 75.2 75.1 751/751 75.2 756 75.2 |75.1 75.2 75.2 752 75.1 751 752 75.1 (751 753 75.3 75.1 
10 Construction 47.5 544 48.6 47.1 0.0 56.0 63.2 534 (0.0 541 543 543 0.0 488 546 0.0 |0.0 60.1 605 0.0 
Ambient 65.1 65.1 65.1 65.1/65.1 65.1 65.1 65.1 [65.1 65.1 65.1 65.1 65.1 65.1 651 65.1 (65.1 65.1 65.1 65.1 
Total 65.2 65.5 65.2 652/651 656 67.3 654 |65.1 65.4 65.4 654 |65.1 65.2 655 65.1 (65.1 66.3 66.4 65.1 
12 Construction 48.9 55.8 49.9 48.5 0.0 57.1 64.0 545 (0.0 55.7 559 55.9 0.0 49.5 553 0.0 |0.0 632 636 0.0 
Ambient 70.0 70.0 70.0 70.0|70.0 70.0 70.0 70.0 |70.0 70.0 70.0 70.0 |70.0 70.0 70.0 70.0 70.0 70.0 70.0 70.0 
Total 70.0 70.2 70.0 70.0|70.0 702 71.0 70.1 (70.0 70.2 70.2 70.2 |70.0 70.0 701 70.0 70.0 708 709 70.0 
C Construction 49.0 56.0 50.1 48.7/0.0 56.0 62.9 535 |0.0 561 56.3 56.3 0.0 49.3 551 0.0 (0.0 629 633 0.0 
Ambient 69.6 69.6 69.6 696/696 696 69.6 696 69.6 69.6 69.6 696 (69.6 69.6 696 696 69.6 696 696 69.6 
Total 69.6 69.8 69.6 696/696 698 704 69.7 (696 69.8 69.8 698 (69.6 69.6 698 696 69.6 704 705 69.6 
A Construction 53.6 60.5 54.7 53.2/0.0 50.8 57.5 482 |0.0 55.6 558 55.8 0.0 45.4 508 0.0 (0.0 538 542 0.0 
Ambient 612 612 612 612612 612 612 612 [612 612 612 612 612 612 612 612 [612 612 61.2 612 
Total 61.9 63.9 62.1 618/612 616 628 614 [61.2 62.3 62.3 623 612 61.3 616 612 612 61.9 620 612 
14 Construction 55.5 62.5 56.6 55.1 0.0 508 54.5 483 (0.0 534 536 536 0.0 43.0 479 0.0 |0.0 526 53.0 0.0 
Ambient 62.5 625 625 625/625 625 625 625 [625 62.5 62.5 625 |625 62.5 625 625 625 625 625 625 
Total 63.3 65.5 635 632/625 628 63.1 627 [625 63.0 63.0 63.0 625 62.5 626 625 625 629 63.0 625 
E Construction 52.4 538 535 5200.0 491 559 465 0.0 551 55.3 553 |0.0 474 531 00 00 513 517 0.0 
Ambient 61.3 61.3 613 613/613 613 613 613 61.3 61.3 61.3 613 613 613 613 613 613 613 613 61.3 
Total 61.8 62.0 62.0 618/613 616 624 614 61.3 62.2 62.3 623 613 615 619 613 613 61.7 618 61.3 
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Table 6.9-8 
Airside Construction Noise Leq Day in Decibels 


Receptor 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
NMS# Activity Qi Q2 Q3 @4/ Qi @2 @ Q4/ Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4; Qi Q2 Q3 Q4| Qi Q2 Q3 4 


6 Construction |50.1 57.0 51.2 497 |0.0 593 601 567 00 00 473 47.3 /0.0 558 525 0.0 |0.0 534 532 0.0 
Ambient 64.3 643 643 64.3 |643 643 643 643 (643 643 643 643 |643 643 643 643 |643 643 643 64.3 
Total 64.5 65.1 64.5 64.5 |64.3 65.5 65.7 65.0 (643 643 644 644 |643 649 646 643 |643 64.7 64.7 64.3 


7 Construction [51.4 51.0 525 51.0 |0.0 614 622 588/00 00 465 465 |0.0 558 49.9 0.0 (0.0 545 542 0.0 
Ambient 72.3 723 723 72.3 |72.3 723 723 72.3 |72.3 723 723 72.3 |72.3 723 723 72.3 |72.3 723 723 72.3 
Total 72.3 723 72.3 72.3 |72.3 726 72.7 72.5 |72.3 723 723 72.3 |72.3 724 723 72.3 |72.3 723 723 72.3 


10 Construction |498 494 509 494 |0.0 583 59.0 558 00 0.0 447 44.7 |0.0 512 479 0.0 |0.0 528 525 0.0 
Ambient 63.7 63.7 63.7 63.7 |63.7 63.7 63.7 63.7 |63.7 63.7 63.7 63.7 |63.7 63.7 63.7 63.7 |63.7 63.7 63.7 63.7 
Total 63.9 63.8 63.9 63.8 |63.7 64.8 64.9 643 |63.7 63.7 63.7 63.7 |63.7 639 63.8 63.7 |63.7 64.0 64.0 63.7 


12 Construction [51.2 508 523 508/00 594 602 569/00 00 463 463/00 518 486 0.0 |0.0 559 556 0.0 
Ambient 67.6 67.6 67.6 67.6 |67.6 67.6 67.6 67.6 |67.6 67.6 67.6 67.6 |67.6 67.6 67.6 67.6 |67.6 67.6 676 67.6 
Total 67.7 67.7 67.7 67.7 |67.6 68.2 683 67.9 |67.6 67.6 67.6 67.6 |67.6 67.7 67.6 67.6 |676 67.6 67.6 67.6 


C Construction [51.4 51.0 525 51.0 |0.0 584 59.0 558 0.0 00 467 46.7 |0.0 51.7 484 0.0 |0.0 556 553 0.0 
Ambient 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 |66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 (66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 |66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 |66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 
Total 66.7 66.6 66.7 66.6 |66.5 67.1 672 66.9 66.5 66.5 66.6 66.6 |66.5 66.7 66.6 66.5 |66.5 66.9 668 66.5 


A Construction |55.9 55.5 57.0 55.5 |0.0 53.1 53.8 506 00 0.0 462 462/00 47.7 449 0.0 |0.0 466 464 0.0 
Ambient 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 |59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 (59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 |59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 |59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 
Total 60.9 60.7 61.2 60.7 |59.2 60.1 60.3 59.7 /59.2 59.2 59.4 59.4 |59.2 59.5 59.3 59.2 |59.2 59.4 59.4 59.2 


14 Construction |57.9 574 589 57.5 |0.0 53.2 53.8 506/00 00 440 440 |0.0 432 431 0.0 (0.0 455 452 0.0 
Ambient 61.2 61.2 61.2 61.2 |61.2 612 612 61.2 |61.2 61.2 612 61.2 |61.2 61.2 61.2 61.2 |61.2 612 61.2 61.2 
Total 62.9 62.7 63.2 62.7 |61.2 618 61.9 61.6 |61.2 61.2 613 61.3 |61.2 613 61.3 61.2 |61.2 613 61.3 61.2 


E Construction |54.7 543 55.8 54.3 |0.0 51.5 522 489/00 00 457 45.7 |0.0 495 465 0.0 |0.0 441 438 0.0 
Ambient 59.9 59.9 59.9 59.9 |59.9 59.9 59.9 59.9 /59.9 59.9 59.9 59.9 |59.9 59.9 59.9 59.9 |59.9 59.9 59.9 59.9 
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Table 6.9-9 
Airside Construction Noise Leq Night in Decibels 


Receptor 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
NMS# Activity Qi Q2 Q3 @4/ Qi @2 @3 Q4/ Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4; Qi Q2 Q3 4) Qi Q2 Q3 4 


6 Construction |0.0 51.0 0.0 00 |0.0 0.0 574 0.0 |00 515 514 514/00 0.0 535 0.0 (0.0 551 556 0.0 
Ambient 57.7 57.7 57.7 57.7 |67.7 57.7 57.7 57.7 |57.7 57.7 57.7 57.7 | 57.7 57.7 57.7 57.7 | 57.7 57.7 57.7 57.7 
Total 57.7 58.5 57.7 57.7 |57.7 57.7 60.6 57.7 |57.7 586 586 586 |57.7 57.7 59.1 57.7 |57.7 596 59.8 57.7 


7 Construction |0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 |00 00 595 00 /0.0 50.8 50.7 50.7 |0.0 0.0 509 0.0 |0.0 561 566 0.0 
Ambient 68.3 683 68.3 68.3 |683 68.3 683 683 |68.3 683 683 68.3 |683 683 683 683 |683 683 683 68.3 
Total 68.3 684 683 68.3 |683 68.3 688 683 |68.3 684 684 68.4 |683 683 684 683 |683 686 686 68.3 


10 Construction |0.0 483 0.0 0.0 |00 00 569 00 (00 48.9 488 488 /0.0 0.0 488 0.0 |0.0 544 549 0.0 
Ambient 67.5 57.5 57.5 57.5 |57.5 57.5 57.5 57.5 |57.5 57.5 57.5 57.5 |57.5 57.5 57.5 57.5 |57.5 57.5 57.5 57.5 
Total 57.5 58.0 57.5 57.5 |57.5 57.5 60.2 57.5 |57.5 581 581 58.1 |57.5 57.5 580 57.5 |57.5 59.2 59.4 57.5 


12 Construction |0.0 49.7 0.0 0.0 |00 00 575 0.0 /0.0 50.5 50.4 504/00 0.0 494 0.0 |0.0 575 580 0.0 
Ambient 63.0 63.0 63.0 63.0 |63.0 63.0 63.0 63.0 |63.0 63.0 63.0 63.0 |63.0 63.0 63.0 63.0 |63.0 63.0 63.0 63.0 
Total 63.0 63.2 63.0 63.0 |63.0 63.0 64.1 63.0 |63.0 632 63.2 63.2 |63.0 63.0 63.2 63.0 |63.0 64.1 64.2 63.0 


C Construction |0.0 499 0.0 0.0 |00 00 564 0.0 /0.0 50.9 508 508/00 0.0 493 0.0 |0.0 572 577 0.0 
Ambient 62.9 62.9 629 62.9 |62.9 629 62.9 62.9 62.9 62.9 629 62.9 |62.9 629 62.9 62.9 |62.9 62.9 62.9 62.9 
Total 62.9 63.1 629 62.9 |62.9 629 638 62.9 62.9 632 63.2 63.2 |62.9 629 63.1 62.9 |629 63.9 64.0 62.9 


A Construction |0.0 544 0.0 0.0 |00 00 511 00 /00 504 50.2 502/00 00 449 0.0 |0.0 480 485 0.0 
Ambient 54.0 54.0 54.0 54.0 |54.0 54.0 54.0 54.0 (54.0 54.0 54.0 54.0 |54.0 54.0 54.0 54.0 |54.0 54.0 54.0 54.0 
Total 54.0 57.2 54.0 54.0 |54.0 54.0 55.8 54.0 (54.0 55.6 55.5 55.5 |54.0 54.0 54.5 54.0 [54.0 55.0 55.1 54.0 


14 Construction |0.0 564 0.0 00 |00 00 463 00 (00 482 48.0 480/00 00 41.7 0.0 |00 468 473 0.0 
Ambient 548 54.8 548 548 |54.8 548 548 548 (548 548 548 548 |54.8 548 548 54.8 |548 548 548 548 
Total 54.8 587 548 54.8 |54.8 548 554 54.8 (548 55.7 55.6 55.6 |54.8 548 55.0 54.8 |548 55.4 55.5 548 


E Construction |0.0 440 0.0 0.0 |00 00 495 00 /00 49.9 49.8 49.8 |0.0 0.0 472 0.0 |0.0 455 46.0 0.0 
Ambient 53.7 53.7 53.7 53.7 |53.7 53.7 53.7 53.7 |53.7 53.7 53.7 53.7 |53.7 53.7 53.7 53.7 |53.7 53.7 53.7 53.7 
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On-Airport Noise Assessment 


The quantitative noise analyses presented above address potential impact to community 
areas outside the airport. Given the ambient noise level at the airport and the fact that 
construction will occur on the airfield and away from the terminals, it is not likely that 
construction noise would be audible to airport patrons. Because the terminal buildings 
are designed to reduce noise from outside sources (in particular from aircraft) 
construction noise should not be intrusive to patrons inside the terminals. 


6.9.4.6 Nighttime Construction Lighting 


Area lighting will be required for nighttime construction. Contractors would be required 
to aim the lights on the construction site and away from the neighborhoods, pilots and 
control tower. 


The typical lighting device is a light station mounted on a trailer with a generator. The 
generator has a muffler to minimize the engine noise. Once at the construction site, the 
light station is extended above the trailer to an overall height of approximately 10 to 

15 feet, aimed toward the construction area and turned on. At the end of the nighttime 
period, the light station is lowered onto the trailer and the generator stopped. The entire 
unit is then transported to the contractor’s equipment storage area. 


The number of light stations will depend on the size of the work site. A maximum of 
eight light stations would normally be used during paving operations. 


6.9.5 Construction Mitigation 


An extensive array of construction period mitigation measures is proposed for the 
proposed Airside Project improvements. Measures specifically addressing safety, traffic, 
air and water quality, light and noise will be written into the contract documents and 
specifications governing the contractors and subcontractors constructing the 
improvements. As in Logan Airport Modernization and other major construction projects 
at the airport, Massport will employ a team of on-site resident engineers and inspectors 
to monitor the contractors’ compliance with these mitigation measures. 


Safety is of paramount concern since major construction will be occurring in proximity to 
operating runways and taxiways. All construction activity will be governed by the 
requirements of FAA AC 150/5370-2C Operational Safety on Airports During 
Construction. 

Construction mitigation measures in a number of categories are described below. 


6.9.5.1 Traffic Operations 


During the construction of the proposed Airside Project improvements, Massport will 
seek to maintain the full operation of the airport roadway system at all times. If and as 


Environmental Consequences 6-204 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


necessary, temporary roadways will be constructed prior to the disruption or closure of 
the South Cargo area section of Harborside Drive as well as the existing airfield 
roadways, with current lane capacity being maintained to the maximum extent feasible. 


Specific traffic mitigation measures to be employed will include, but not necessarily be 
limited to, the following: 


m Construction vehicles will be required to use State highways or Logan Airport 
roadways, including the Ted Williams Tunnel, except for access to the North Gate or 
when seeking access to local businesses. A clause to this effect will be inserted in all 
construction contracts relating to the Airside Project improvements. 


m Truck routes for Logan Airport projects are established which minimize impacts on the 
local communities. Construction vehicles would be restricted from using Neptune Road 
(except to access the North Gate), Maverick Street, and Porter Street in East Boston. 
Designated truck routes will be specified in all construction contracts. 


m Noconstruction employee parking spaces will be permitted on the construction site nor 
will provisions be made for them elsewhere on-airport with the exception of a small 
number of spaces for supervisory personnel. It is expected that construction workers 
will access the airport via public transportation or via shuttle buses from off-airport 
parking areas. 


m@ Police details will be employed at appropriate locations on the airport to manage traffic 
and ensure public safety. 


6.9.5.2 Air Quality 


As part of its continued commitment to reduce impacts to the environment, Massport 
will require contractors to retrofit their heavy construction equipment with advanced 
pollution control devices during construction in accordance with DEP’s Clean Air 
Construction Initiative. Contractor-owned equipment such as front-end loaders, 
backhoes, cranes and excavators will be retrofitted with oxidation catalysts. This device 
filters out and breaks down hydrocarbons, particulate matter and carbon dioxide 
associated with diesel emissions. Contractors would also have the option of using 
alternative fuel vehicles. 


Additionally, air quality impacts will be minimized using the following techniques: 
m During the construction process, a regular program of street sweeping will be employed 


to minimize dust from construction vehicle movements on airport roads. 


m Fugitive dust also will be controlled with water spray as needed during demolition and 
construction; no chemical soil stabilizers will be used. 


m= All trucks hauling demolition materials and excavate from the site will be covered. 
Truck wheel washing will be performed prior to vehicles leaving the site to help 
suppress fugitive dust. 
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6.9.5.3 Noise 


General construction noise will be limited using techniques such as: 


m Use of concrete crushers or pavement saws for building demolition or similar 
construction activity; 


m Use of local power grid to reduce the use of generators, to the extent practicable and 
feasible. 


m Attaching: (1) intake and exhaust mufflers, shields, or shrouds; (2) noise-deadening 
material to inside of hoppers, conveyor transfer points, or chutes. 


m Limiting: (1) the numbers and duration of equipment idling on the site; (2) the use of 
annunciators or public address systems; (3) the use of air or gasoline-driven hand tools. 


m Configuring, to the extent feasible, the construction site ina manner that keeps loud 
equipment and activities as far as possible from noise-sensitive locations. 


When construction is scheduled during the nighttime hours and near the community 
sensitive areas (i.e., Bayswater, Winthrop) the following noise mitigation measures will 
be employed: 


m The use of backup alarms for all pieces of equipment will be prohibited. The Contractor 
will be required to provide additional laborers to assure that equipment backup is safe 
and complies with OSHA regulations. 


m= Trucks delivering bituminous concrete or other materials will be prohibited from 
slamming their tail gates to clean out the beds of their trucks after dumping. 


m During paving operations, the contractors will be required to turn off their vibratory 
compactors prior to exiting off of the newly placed pavement and onto the old existing 
pavement. 


Further noise control options will be evaluated when the project design commences to 
define their effectiveness and feasibility. Appropriate operational specifications and 
performance standards will be incorporated into the construction contract documents. 


6.9.5.4 Water Quality 


A site-specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SPPP) will be required of all 
contractors in accordance with EPA regulations to mitigate water quality impacts and to 
keep the airport's existing stormwater system free of sediment and contaminants during 
construction. The SPPP will be developed as part of the construction NPDES permit. 


In accordance with the SPPP, extensive siltation controls will be installed prior to the 
commencement of construction and maintained until the project area is fully stabilized. 
Because of the airfield’s flat topography, erosion is more controllable than on more 
variable topography. Precipitation falling on or running into the excavation area will be 
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collected at sumps and pumped to stormwater and dewatering detention tanks. The 
siltation controls will include, but not be limited to, siltation fencing, haybales, haybale 
checkdams, temporary seeding, inlets controls and regular Best Management Practices 
(BMP) inspections. 


6.9.5.5 Overall Project Construction Mitigation 


In addition to the specific measures cited above, Massport has developed a number of 
mandatory construction mitigation procedures for all construction contractors. Massport 
will be responsible for overseeing all activities related to the proposed Airside Project 
improvements including the following management practices: 


@ Full coordination with the CA/T Project, and with all relevant agencies including the 
FAA, MBTA, Massachusetts Turnpike Authority, Massachusetts DEP, Massachusetts 
CZM, Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA), City of Boston, Boston 
Water and Sewer Commission (BWSC), and utility companies, as appropriate. 


m Preparation of detailed pre-construction plans for traffic maintenance, construction 
specifications for contractors, and coordinated scheduling of all construction activities 
(as well as the other measures noted in the ground transportation section above). 


General construction practices will be established by Massport for all work to be 
performed on the Airside Project. These practices will incorporate in the contract 
specifications the following elements: 


m Hours of work generally will be limited to typical working hours of 7:00 AM to 3:00 PM, 
when feasible and practical, depending on traffic and travel conditions. When necessary, 
as in the construction of Runway 14/32, a second shift will be employed with typical 
working hours of 3:00 PM to 11:00 PM. There are periods, however, when construction at 
night and/or on weekends when airfield activity is low, is the most appropriate and safe 
period for construction. Such periods are the crossing of major runways and taxiways, 
and construction of the Southwest Taxiway system. This night and weekend activity will 
serve to reduce the overall duration of the heavy construction period. 


m = Anadditional shift between 11:00 PM Friday and 2:00 PM Sunday may be scheduled 
when the contractor has to work within operationally sensitive areas. In these instances, 
the contractor will be required to concentrate on one isolated location on the airfield to 
complete all of the required work within the 39 hours allocated. Construction activities 
involving the existing runways and taxiways would occur during this construction shift. 


mg A list of construction Do’s and Don'ts will be distributed to all construction workers 
during pre-construction orientation meetings. This simple set of guidelines and rules 
(developed in concert with the local East Boston community) will help keep the 
construction program safe, efficient, and non-disruptive. 


m As previously noted, all trucks will access the site by the main airport roadways and the 
Ted Williams Tunnel only. Use of the Haul Road through South Boston will further limit 
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truck traffic on local streets. Trucks will be prohibited from using local streets, except for a 
short section of Neptune Road that provides access to the North Gate or by contractors 
when seeking access to local businesses. 


A transportation management plan will be required of the contractor. Subject to the 
review and approval of Massport, this plan will describe how the contractor intends to 
comply with the on-airport employee parking restrictions set by the terms of the Airside 
Project improvements construction contract. 


Fugitive dust will be controlled through wetting, sweeping, and other dust suppression 
techniques. Massport will require contractors to maintain on-site water trucks. All trucks 
hauling materials and excavate from the site will be covered. 


Soils borings, testing and environmental characterization in the area of the proposed 
project will be conducted. 


A Soils Use Policy will be developed. Based upon the practices and procedures of a soils 
management plan similar to that developed for Logan Airport Modernization, as well as a 
detailed program of subsurface investigations in the airfield, the plan will outline standards 
and procedures for the identification, handling and disposal of contaminated materials that 
may be encountered on the airfield. Soil tracking protocols will be detailed from the point 
of excavation to designated stockpile areas and to the ultimate disposal site. 


A Health and Safety Plan similar to that developed for Logan Airport Modernization will 
be adapted to establish the minimum health and safety standards that contractors must 
meet during construction on the airfield. This includes requirements for environmental 
monitoring, personal protective equipment, site control and security, and training. 


Massport will work with the contractor to encourage the recycling of materials, 
including construction debris from the demolition of Buildings 60 and 61, pavement 
grindings and suitable excavate, during construction of the airfield improvements. 


6.9.5.6 Agency and Community Coordination 


In order to ensure that all best efforts to mitigate construction impacts are continued 


throughout the construction process, Massport will carry out the following ongoing 


mitigation efforts: 


Environmental Consequences 


Placement of personnel and equipment to monitor and report on the status of 
construction, construction-related impacts, and the effectiveness of mitigation measures. 


Creation of specific construction-related performance standards for incorporation in 
construction contracts. 


Publication of periodic community newsletters advising the public as to the status of the 
project. 


6-208 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


6.10 Adverse Impacts Which Cannot Be 
Avoided 


Implementation of the Preferred Alternative will reduce the population within the 70 and 
75 dB DNL noise contour but is predicted to increase the noise-impacted population 
within the 65 dB DNL noise contour by about 2 percent. Affected residences will be 
sound insulated to mitigate this impact. Measures will also be employed to mitigate 
impacts to the tenants of Cargo Building 60 that will be displaced by construction and to 
provide off-site habitat enhancement for the upland sandpiper habitat that will be lost 
due to construction of the Centerfield Taxiway. 


6.11 Short-Term Uses and Long-Term 
Productivity 


Logan Airport is an important element in the regional transportation network and a key 
factor in the economy of New England. Implementation of the Preferred Alternative, 
which includes Runway 14/32, will improve the efficiency, safety and reliability of 
current and projected operations at Logan. No other viable Alternative that would 
accomplish the goals of the Preferred Alternative exists. The Preferred Alternative would 
reduce annual runway delays and virtually eliminate delay associated with northwest 
wind conditions. Construction of Runway 14/32 increases the FAA’s runway selection 
options to the extent that the achievement of PRAS goals is predicted to nearly double 
compared to the No Action Alternative. Similarly, by increasing operations over water, 
Runway 14/32 reduces the total annual hours of dwell and persistence over populated 
areas in accordance with short-term PRAS goals. As a result, the Preferred Alternative 
would be effective in reducing the population in severely impacted communities within 
the 70 and 75 dB DNL noise contours. 


As noted in preceding sections of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the impacts associated 
with the Preferred Alternative include: the dislocation of the tenants of Cargo Building 
60, a two percent increase in the population within the 65 dB DNL noise contour, and the 
loss of approximately 37 acres of upland sandpiper habitat. An extensive series of 
mitigation measures and commitments are proposed to address these impacts, including 
the provision of relocation assistance to the cargo building tenants in accordance with 
applicable laws and sound insulation of affected residences within the 65 dB DNL noise 
contour. Sound insulation of the few historic residential properties within this contour 
will be undertaken in accordance with standards established by the Secretary of the 
Interior (36 CFR 800.5(b) — see Appendix H for a copy of the letter from the 
Massachusetts Historical Commission, December 21, 1999.) A Conservation and 
Management Plan has been developed to provide a long-term net benefit to the upland 
sandpiper population, including off-site restoration of 150 acres of habitat. 
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In consideration of the benefits to be derived from the Preferred Alternative and the 
measures to be employed to mitigate impacts, the short-term use of resources required to 
implement the proposed action is consistent with the long-term goal of improving the 
efficiency and reliability of airside operations at Logan. 


6.12 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of 
Resources 


Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would require certain irreversible and 
irretrievable commitments of resources; however, there are no new, unusual, or limited 
sources of materials associated with the Preferred Alternative. Construction of the 
runway and taxiway improvements will consume fuel and result in the consumption of 
raw materials such as gravel, concrete and other materials required for the construction 
process. Materials from demolition of existing structures will be recycled to the extent 
possible. There are no materials required for the construction or operation of the 
Preferred Alternative that are known to be in short supply. Although there will be some 
impacts to natural resources, measures will be implemented to mitigate both short-term 
(construction) and long-term impacts to the greatest extent practicable. 
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Cumulative Impacts 


Key Points 


In the Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 


Environmental Impact Report (Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR), Chapter 7 presented an 


assessment of incremental environmental impacts of the alternatives in the context of other 


landside projects and identified the interrelationships /independence of Massport’s airside 
and landside initiatives. This chapter of the Supplemental Draft EIS/ Final EIR (DEIS/FEIR) 
presents an updated construction management plan that quantifies the number of daily and 


total truck trips and includes construction activity that will occur simultaneously with the 


Central Artery /Tunnel construction in East Boston, other Logan Airport projects, and any 


other major construction activities planned to occur in East Boston. 


The Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (Airside Project) has independent 
utility, and will not stimulate, preclude or otherwise determine other development 
anticipated as part of Massport’s landside planning efforts. The Airside Project is 
needed whether or not passenger levels at Logan International Airport (Logan) continue 
to grow. 


The Airside Project noise assessment is cumulative by its nature, examining all aircraft 
operations, including in-flight as well as ground taxi noise. By reducing delay and 
increasing the ability to meet Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) goals, the 
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1A) provides a significant reduction in noise for the 
most severely impacted areas. After sound insulating to mitigate impacts within the 
65 decibel (dB) day-night sound level (DNL) noise contour, the Preferred Alternative 
provides net long-term benefits. 


There are no significant aircraft noise impacts associated with the operation of the other 
present and reasonably foreseeable landside projects at Logan, and therefore no 
cumulative noise impacts created by the combination of these projects with the 
proposed Airside Project improvements. The future fleet forecasts and airport 
operations associated with the proposed terminal improvements at Terminal B and 
Terminal E, and the proposed replacement of Terminal A, are consistent with the 
analysis assumptions made for the Preferred Alternative. 


There are no long-term cumulative air quality impacts. The Airside Project air quality 
assessment evaluated cumulative impacts associated with all airport-related sources of 
air emissions, including on- and off-airport motor vehicles. Results indicate that overall 
air quality impacts are beneficial or will remain within the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS). 
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m Acumulative air quality benefit is achieved as a result of the net effect of the Airside 
Project, the Logan Modernization landside projects, and the Central Artery /Tunnel 
(CA/T) improvements, which independently produce positive air quality benefits. 


m Construction traffic from the proposed Airside Project improvements associated with 
the Preferred Alternative would not add significantly to the existing volume of traffic. 
Peak airside project truck traffic is estimated to be approximately 184 trips per day.' 
This is reduced significantly from 648 peak truck trips presented in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR as a result of the reduction of soil material to be removed off-site. 
Construction vehicles on Logan associated with the Airside Project represent less than 
0.2 percent of the total traffic volume and will not have a significant impact on the 
regional highway system. 


7.1. Introduction 


Cumulative Impacts 


As the discussion in the preceding chapters demonstrates, Logan Airport is a multi-faceted 
facility that involves a wide variety and level of transportation-related operations that have 
various environmental impacts. From both functional and environmental impact 
perspectives, Logan can be divided into two components: landside facilities and airside 
facilities. Functionally, the landside facilities are those which accommodate the ground 
movement of passengers to-and-from Logan and to-and-from aircraft. Landside facilities 
consist primarily of roadways, vehicular parking lots and garages, passenger terminals, 
and airport service areas. The primary functions of the airside facilities are to accommodate 
aircraft operations (i.e., landings and takeoffs) and movements (i.e., taxiing). The airside 
facilities consist of Logan’s runways, taxiways and apron areas. 


Analysis and consideration of both project-specific and cumulative environmental impacts 
are important elements in the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) process for 
identifying and, where appropriate, recommending and implementing capital improvement 
projects. For those project concepts which meet certain established regulatory threshold 
criteria, the environmental evaluation process is formalized through appropriate documents 
prepared and submitted for public review in accordance with both federal law (the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as amended), and pertinent implementing regulations and 
agency orders, and state law (the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) as 
amended), and pertinent implementing regulations. 


Environmental review of Logan Airport operations takes place at two levels. The first is a 
comprehensive, cumulative analysis in the form of the state required Logan Airport 
Generic Environmental Impact Report (GEIR) now known as the Logan Airport 
Environmental Status and Planning Report (ESPR), and associated Logan Airport Annual 
Updates, now known as Environmental Data Reports (EDRs). The GEIR/ESPR cycle, 
which includes the 1994/95 GEIR, 1996 Annual Update, 1997 Annual Update, and the 1998 


1 92 round trips equal 184 total trips. 
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Annual Update, and the recently submitted 1999 ESPR (i) presents annual environmental 
conditions for noise, ground access, air quality and water quality, and assesses the 
cumulative impacts of current and predicted levels of the various types of operations on 
both the landside and airside facilities; (ii) reports on the status of planning, design, and 
construction activities at Logan, and (iii) presents and tracks Massport’s mitigation 
commitments. The GEIR/ESPR provides context to on-going planning at Logan and is 
intended to enhance Executive Office of Environmental Affairs’ (EOEA’s) and FAA’s 
review of individual project concepts. 


The second level of environmental review is project specific. Potential improvement 
projects that proceed from the planning to the proposal stage are also subject to individual 
project NEPA and MEPA review if such projects fall within established guidelines. The 
level of such review varies, and may include initiating a federal Environmental Assessment 
(EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in anticipation of Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) funding or layout plan approval, and/or filing an Environmental 
Notification Form (ENF) to initiate the state review process that may include the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The focus of individual project 
review centers on the comparative analysis of impacts /benefits associated with various 
project alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative and a No Action Alternative. Both 
federal and state individual project review also includes consideration of project impacts 
within a cumulative project impact context. 


This Airside Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR assesses cumulative environmental impact in 
accordance with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations and guidance? and 
FAA implementing directives, as well as the MEPA regulations, respectively. CEQ defines 
cumulative impact as that “which results from the incremental impact of the action when 
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions...” (CEQ, 40 CFR 
1508.7). In determining the scope of environmental documents with regard to cumulative 
impact, the CEQ requires that agencies consider actions which may be “connected” (i.e., 
actions that automatically trigger other actions, cannot proceed in the absence of other 
actions, or are interdependent parts of a larger action), “cumulative” (i.e., when viewed with 
other actions have cumulatively significant impacts), or “similar” (i.e., when viewed with 
other reasonably foreseeable or proposed actions have similarities that provide a basis for 
evaluating their consequences together.) This information is provided in Section 7.3. 


The purpose of the Airside Improvements Planning Project is to address aircraft operating 
delays and to enhance the safety of the Logan airfield. The proposed Airside Project 
improvements focus on improving the efficiency of aircraft operations. These proposed 
airside improvements serve a functionally different purpose than the many different 
landside projects that are designed to improve the ground access of passengers to and from 
Logan and to and from aircraft, or to improve passenger processing and services. 
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The Airside Project has independent utility, and will not stimulate, preclude, or otherwise 
determine other development anticipated as part of Massport’s landside planning effort. None 
of the past, present, or foreseeable future projects described in Section 7.3 are functionally or 
economically interdependent with the proposed Airside Project. The project will not foreclose 
future options or irretrievably commit resources to future projects. Therefore none of the past, 
present or reasonably foreseeable future landside projects are functionally “similar” or 
“connected” with the Airside Project. 


In accordance with the FAA directives, as the lead federal agency under NEPA, this Airside 
Project Supplemental Draft EIS addresses the question of whether the environmental 
effects of the proposed Airside Project will cause cumulative environmental impacts when 
added incrementally to the environmental effects of past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions at Logan. 


In addition, this chapter provides an analysis of short-term cumulative impacts from 
construction activities associated with the Preferred Alternative. This cumulative impact 
analysis is conducted within the context of short-term construction impacts associated with 
other projects that are anticipated to be in the construction stage at the same time the 
construction program for the Preferred Alternative is underway as specified in the May 7, 
1999 EOEA Certificate. See Section 7.5 for a discussion of cumulative construction impacts. 
Section 7.5.1.1 includes a refinement of the truck traffic projected in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR from both the Preferred Alternative and other concurrent on-airport projects. 


7.2 Relationship to the GEIR/ESPR 


Cumulative Impacts 


The Logan Airport 1994/95 Generic Environmental Impact Report (GEIR) and its 1996, 1997 and 
1998 Annual Updates, EOEA # 3247/5146, (collectively the GEIR) and the subsequent 1999 
Environmental Status and Planning Report (ESPR), EOEA # 3247, provide a comprehensive 
evaluation of the cumulative effects of growth and change at Logan and serve as a planning 
tool for current and future projects proposed by Massport. The GEIR/ESPR provides an 
overview of the relationship of airport operations, as a whole, to local and regional noise, 
ground access, air quality, and water quality conditions. Individual projects such as the 
Airside Improvements Planning Project, are described in the GEIR/ESPR. These projects 
subsequently undergo individual project review under NEPA and/or MEPA if 
environmental review thresholds are met. 


This Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides in-depth analysis of Logan’s future airfield operating 
conditions with and without the Preferred Alternative. This Supplemental DEIS/FEIR builds 
upon the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the GEIR/ESPR in its analysis of impacts, and 
provides a broader understanding of the potential benefits and impacts of proposed changes to 
existing and future Logan airside operations. 


The analysis conditions presented in the GEIR/ESPR are consistent with those used for the 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Both documents evaluate future conditions at Logan associated 
with annual passenger levels of 29 million and 37.5 million. The GEIR/ESPR evaluated 
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impacts for future analysis conditions and all passenger levels using a mid-range aircraft 
fleet. The 1999 ESPR evaluated a high “Regional Jet” fleet (High RJ Fleet) for the 

37.5 million annual passenger activity level. To more fully identify the range of potential 
impacts associated with future airfield operations, this Airside Project Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR expanded the GEIR/ESPR airport operational analysis by evaluating both a 
High and Low range Fleet that bracketed the GEIR/ESPR mid-range fleet assumptions. In 
addition, this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also evaluates the 37.5 million annual air passenger 
fleet with a high proportion of regional jets (High RJ Fleet). These fleets represent a range 
of operational scenarios, reflecting higher and lower numbers of aircraft operations and 
fleet mixes to deliver the same specific passenger level. In this manner, the impacts of 
Airside Project proposed improvements are identified as a function of aircraft operations. 


This Airside Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a comprehensive analysis of 
cumulative impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative. It involves a review of 
impacts generated by airfield operations (i.e., aircraft takeoffs and landings and taxiing) for 
1993 Historic Modeled Conditions, 1998 Actual Conditions and future scenarios of 

29 million annual air passengers with a Low Fleet assumption (29M Low Fleet), and 

37.5 million air passengers with an RJ Fleet as well as the High Fleet (37.5M High Fleet). 
The impact analysis applicable to future years is based on passenger forecasts and fleet 
forecasts and employs detailed modeling. (See discussion at Chapter 4.0 for assumptions 
and other details of these forecasts and modeling techniques.) The 1994/95 GEIR provided a 
similar review of comprehensive impacts for such operations, based on identical passenger 
forecasts and similar modeling techniques. 


As discussed in more detail in the following sections, this Airside Project Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR supplements the analysis of impacts from airside operations that was provided 
in the Logan Airport 1994/95 GEIR and the 1996, 1997, and 1998 Annual Updates and the 1999 
ESPR by including the following: 


m= Analysis of high and low aircraft fleets scenario, compared to analysis of mid-range fleet 
in the GEIR; 


m Newcumulative noise impact analysis which takes into account changes in runway 
utilization that result from some of the improvements under review and a greater ability 
to achieve PRAS goals; and 


m New cumulative air quality impact analysis based on changes in aircraft taxiing routes 
and patterns that are intended to result from certain of the improvements under review. 


It should be noted that the GEIR/ESPR air quality comprehensive impact analysis is based on 
two component categories of operation, landside and airside. The air quality analysis 
provided in this Airside Supplemental DEIS/FEIR supplements the GEIR/ESPR analysis 
only to the extent that it incorporates changes associated with the proposed Airside Project 
improvements. Airside Project improvements under review do not relate to or affect any of 
the landside facilities or operations, and consequently, do not change any of the air quality 
impact analysis of landside facilities or operations presented in the GEIR/ESPR. 
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Overall, this Airside Supplemental DEIS/FEIR complements the findings of the GEIR/ESPR 
and provides an analysis of the potential cumulative impacts and benefits of the airside and 
landside projects. The assessment of the environmental effects of airport operations described 
in the 1994/95 GEIR and the 1996, 1997, and 1998 Annual Updates and the 1999 ESPR are 
incorporated by reference in this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and provide a starting point for 
the environmental impact analysis presented in this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


7.3 Relationship of the Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project To Other 
Logan Projects 


7.3.1 


Cumulative Impacts 


The purpose of the Airside Improvements Planning Project is to reduce current and projected 
levels of airfield congestion and delay and to enhance the safety of aircraft operations at 
Logan. Massport’s proposed landside improvements are planned to enhance the efficiency of 
passenger processing, and include terminal modernization, as well as roadway, parking and 
service area improvements. The landside projects will not affect the design or implementation 
of the Airside Project, which has independent utility, nor will the Airside Project 
improvements affect the design or implementation of any of the landside projects. 


All other airside and landside projects, where required, will continue to be the subject of 
separate comprehensive environmental analysis by project proponents in accordance with 
federal and state regulations. 


A summary of other Massport projects follows (See Figure 7.3-1 for the project location.). 
For additional information, please refer to the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update? and the 
1999 ESPR.4 


Logan Modernization Projects 


Logan Modernization is a Massport capital investment program currently underway to 
address current and future passenger activities and facilities. Logan Modernization consists 
of projects that will modernize the terminal areas and other landside facilities to address 
problems of terminal overcrowding, roadway congestion and inadequate parking. 
Implementation of Massport’s proposed terminal projects as described below will enable 
Logan to provide modern, efficient service to its passengers. 


1p fat assport by Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. October 15, 1999. 
4 Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Status and Planning Report, prepared for Massport by Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. December 15, 2000 
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7.3.1.1 West Garage Project, Elevated Walkways and Terminal Roadways 


In March 1995, the West Garage Project Final EIR/EA was determined by the Secretary of 
Environmental Affairs to adequately comply with MEPA. The FAA issued a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI). This FONSI considered the impact of past, present, and 
foreseeable projects. 


Phase I of the West Garage Project opened in September 1998. This project consolidated 
3,150 parking spaces from remote, at-grade parking lots serving Logan Airport, and offset the 
loss of spaces to other Logan Airport landside construction projects. 


With the West Garage addition in the terminal area parking complex, Logan Airport created a 
convenient Central Parking Facility to serve the terminal area. Elevated pedestrian walkways 
link the facility to the four terminals. Walkways with moving sidewalks connect the West 
Garage to Terminals A and E, including walkways with floor mosaics, which became the 
largest public art installation in New England. In 1999, the construction of the walkways to 
Terminals B and C began, with expected completion in 2001. Public art features will also be 
featured on these walkways. 


Massport has evaluated design options for Phase II of the West Garage and has concluded that 
the most cost effective way to proceed with Phase I] is to add three levels of parking to the 
Central Garage rather than provide the spaces in the location originally planned. A Notice of 
Project Change (NPC) was filed with the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) Office on October 31, 2000 describing the 
proposed changes and associated environmental impacts. The Secretary’s Certificate on the 
NPC, issued December 8, 2000, indicated that no further MEPA review is required. 


Terminal roadway improvements will be coordinated with the CA/T and Logan 
Modernization projects to incorporate the airport roadway system into the regional 
highway system and to improve vehicle capacity and access to the terminals. The roadway 
improvements have been designed. Construction has commenced and is expected to be 
completed in 2002. 


7.3.1.2 International Gateway/Federal Inspection Services 


The International Gateway Project is being built in response to the continued growth in 
international activity by both US and foreign flag carriers at Logan Airport. As New England’s 
principal international gateway, Logan Airport and Terminal E are critical links for the City’s 
and region’s economy to an increasingly global marketplace. A state-of-the-art, high-efficiency 
facility will enlarge Logan Airport’s congested Federal Inspection Services (FIS) facility, the 
meeter/ greeter lobby, and the ticketing area, and ultimately maximize passenger convenience 
and reduce processing times. The FIS facility will be located south of the existing Terminal E. 
Additionally, to reduce curb and roadway congestion at the terminal, this project also includes 
anew double-decked roadway system for arrivals and departures. 
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The Final EIR/EA for the International Gateway Project was determined to adequately 
comply with MEPA in December 1996. The FAA issued a FONSI under NEPA. This FONSI 
considered the impact of past, present, and foreseeable projects. 


Construction of Phase I of the International Gateway Project began in 1998, with an anticipated 
completion in 2003. Phase II, a new West Concourse, which will add three gates to handle 
international activity, is anticipated to commence sometime after 2003. 


The Central Cooling and Heating plant is being rehabilitated to support both the existing 
facility requirements and the Logan Airport Modernization projects. These heating and 
cooling upgrades will be constructed in phases. The project will support the new FIS 
facilities and include the replacement of cooling towers and other facilities to provide 
adequate service, airport wide. Construction began in 1998 and is expected to be completed 
in 2001. 


7.3.1.3 Airport Intermodal Transit Connector 


The Airport Intermodal Transit Connector (AITC) project is part of an interagency effort 
undertaken by Massport and the MBTA. The proposed AITC will provide a user-friendly 
transit alternative for air passengers and other users of Logan Airport such as employees 
and meeters/greeters. The AITC will be a “dual-route,” enhanced bus service that will 
directly connect Logan Airport with South Station (the red route) via the Ted Williams 
Tunnel and the South Boston Transitway, and with the MBTA Blue Line (the blue route). 


The two-route AITC bus system will expand the intermodal reach of Logan Airport. It will 
represent a new public transportation route between Logan Airport and South Station, and 
will improve intermodal links between Logan Airport and the MBTA Red Line, the 
commuter rail, and the intercity rail (Amtrak). The new Airport Station will provide an 
improved connection to the AITC Blue line; it also may become a stop on the MBTA's 
proposed Circumferential Transit service. The AITC will create an alternative option for a 
one-seat ride from both the Financial District and the South Boston Seaport District to the 
Logan Airport terminals. 


Both routes of the AITC are expected to be fully operational by 2003 with timing dependent 
upon completion of the MBTA’s South Boston Piers Transitway Project and the new MBTA 
Blue Line Airport Station. The AITC is currently on the Massachusetts Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP), making it eligible for Federal funding. Massport is working 
with the MBTA to procure new buses for the AITC and to address other issues regarding 
operations, maintenance, scheduling, and program requirements. 


Logan DART 


In the interim until the AITC is operational, a new Massport sponsored shuttle service began 
operation on November 15, 2000. The service is named the Logan DART and operates Sunday 
through Friday from 6 AM to 8 PM. There are two stops at South Station; at Gate 25 and outside 
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on Summer Street. The service uses the Ted Williams Tunnel to travel between South Station 
and Logan Airport, with buses leaving every 15 minutes. The vehicle stops at all terminals at 
Logan Airport. The fare is $5 each way with discounted fares for Logan Airport employees and 
Logan Employee Transportation Management Association (TMA) members. 


7.3.1.4 Terminal A Replacement 


Massport is currently working with Delta Air Lines to implement the replacement of Terminal 
A with a contemporary terminal facility. The replacement terminal is designed to enable Delta 
Air Lines to process current and forecasted passenger throughput with a high degree of 
passenger amenity, safety, and efficiency. The facility consists of a main terminal located on the 
airport roadway with ticket and baggage services. This is linked via a pedestrian tunnel to a 
satellite concourse located along Harborside Drive. The satellite concourse has been designed to 
serve as a noise buffer between Logan Airport and the adjacent Jeffries Point neighborhood. 
The project design incorporates sustainable design and construction principles to minimize 
overall impact on the human and natural environment. 


On December 8, 1999, an Environmental Notification Form (ENF) that describes the 
Terminal A Replacement Project was filed with MEPA. On January 7, 2000, the Secretary of 
Environmental Affairs issued a scope for the preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR). On May 31, 2000, a Draft EIR/Environmental Assessment (EA) was filed with 
MEPA and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). FAA issued a FONSI on September 
13, 2000. This FONSI considered the impact of past, present, and foreseeable projects. A 
Final EIR was filed with MEPA on October 2, 2000, and on November 16, 2000 the EOEA 
Secretary approved the project with a finding that the Final EIR was adequate. No further 
environmental review is required. 


7.3.1.5 Jet Fuel Storage Facility 


A replacement Jet Fuel Storage Facility for the five existing, separately owned and operated 
facilities in the North Cargo Area was completed in October 1999. The new storage facility 
is now consolidated and upgraded from the former system and is managed by one entity. 
On-airport storage capacity is increased to support the types and numbers of planes 
expected to use Logan Airport. Consolidation allows Massport to strengthen 
environmental controls such as leak detection and spill containment and to improve safety 
equipment and management. 


The Secretary of Environmental Affairs determined that the Final EIR for the jet fuel facility 
adequately complies with MEPA in May 1996. No further environmental review was 
required. The FAA determined the project to be categorically excluded under NEPA. 


7.3.1.6 Jet Fuel Distribution System 


A new underground Jet Fuel Distribution System around the airport's terminal areas also 
was completed in October 1999. The new system includes connections between existing 
and new individual terminal hydrant systems and an emergency fuel shut-off. The system 
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supplies jet fuel by a hydrant system to most aircraft gates. The Jet Fuel Distribution 
System has been designed and constructed to meet future fueling needs in accordance with 
industry engineering and environmental standards. 


An ENF was filed with MEPA in January 1994. Notices of Project Change were filed in June 
1995 and February 1996 which required no further review. The FAA determined the project 
to be categorically excluded under NEPA. 


Other Terminal Area Improvement Projects 


In addition to the Logan Modernization projects, Massport also planned or is anticipating a 
range of landside projects that will improve airport service areas, tenant facilities and 
airport maintenance programs, as described below. 


7.3.2.1 Replacement Hilton Hotel 


Groundbreaking for the Hilton Hotel took place in December 1997, and the hotel opened in 
Fall 1999. The site for the hotel is located on an 8.1-acre parcel in the central terminal area of 
Logan Airport, adjacent to the West Garage. The existing Ramada Hotel was demolished in 
2000 to make way for the improved Main Airport Roadway. 


Following the submission of an ENF in May 1996, the Massachusetts Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs (EOEA) issued a decision in July 1996 granting a waiver from the 
preparation of an EIR. The FAA determined that the project was categorically excluded from 
the requirement for formal Environmental Assessment. In April 1997, the project proponent 
filed a Notice of Project Change to reflect a reduced building height and slightly increased 
building size. In May 1997, EOEA issued a Certificate requiring no further environmental 
review. The project was not subject to NEPA. 


7.3.2.2 US Airways Terminal B Consolidation 


As described in the 1997 and 1998 Annual Update, US Airways is consolidating its mainline, 
Metro Jet, commuter, and Shuttle (formerly at Terminal A) operations in one location. To 
accommodate these operations, Terminal B’s Pier B was modified. This project included the 
construction of a two-level addition totaling 65,000 square feet at the south end of 

Terminal B, Pier B, providing additional holdrooms, concession areas, baggage handling, 
and airside operations space. These improvements will allow US Airways to operate more 
efficiently and will improve passenger service. Construction of the US Airways Terminal B 
Consolidation Project began in 1999 and is expected to be completed by 2002. The FAA 
determined the project to be categorically excluded under NEPA. 


7.3.2.3 United Airlines Terminal C, Pier B Improvements 


United Airlines is consolidating its services and facilities from different terminals to 
Terminal C, Pier B. An ENF was submitted to the Secretary of Environmental Affairs in 
April 1998 and a Certificate requiring no Environmental Impact Report was issued in May 


7-11 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


7.3.3 


Cumulative Impacts 


1998. The FAA determined the project to be categorically excluded under NEPA. Construction 
of the project began in early 1999 and will be completed in 2001. 


7.3.2.4 American Airlines Terminal B, Pier A Improvements/ 
Massport Satellite FIS Facility 


Massport and American Airlines are proceeding with improvements to Terminal B, Pier A, to 
better accommodate current passenger demands and anticipated future passenger growth. 
American Airlines proposes to consolidate all of its Boston operations, including its existing 
domestic and international operations, into one location. American plans to do this by renovating 
the existing Pier A of Terminal B to provide improved circulation, ticket space, baggage handling, 
concessions, and other amenities. To accommodate more efficiently the growing international 
market, Massport proposes to construct a new satellite FIS facility at the southeast end of 
Terminal B, Pier A. 


On May 31, 2000, a joint Massport/ American Airlines ENF was filed with MEPA. On June 7, 2000, 
the Secretary of Environmental Affairs issued a Certificate on the ENF requiring an EIR. On 
August 24, 2000, the FAA determined the projects to be categorically excluded under NEPA. The 
projects meet the General Conformity requirements of the Clean Air Act, as amended.’ Massport 
and American Airlines are now proceeding with the preparation of a Draft EIR for these projects. 


Other Service Area Projects 


Massport is engaged in on-going strategic planning to explore ideas for more efficient use of 
limited land resources within the airport service areas. The four airport service areas at Logan 
are the North Service Area/ North Cargo Area, Southwest Service Area, Bird Island 
Flats/South Cargo Area, and Governors Island. Service area activities include but are not 
limited to the following: freight/air cargo operations, aircraft maintenance, food preparation, 
and airfield and facilities maintenance. Table 7.3-1 provides a brief description of projects and 
planning concepts in the service areas, both Massport-sponsored and tenant-sponsored, that 
have evolved since the submission of the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update and the Airside 
Improvements Planning Project Draft EIR/EIS. More detailed project descriptions follow. 


7.3.3.1 ParkEx Relocation 


According to a 1991 Memorandum of Understanding between Massport, MassHighway, the 
City of Boston, and Bremen Street Trust (owners of the ParkEX parking facility), the 
1,377-space ParkEX facility was to be moved from its current 12-acre, off-airport location on 
Bremen Street to an 11-acre site that is currently used for rental car parking in the Southwest 
Service Area (SWSA) of Logan Airport. 


The East Boston Three-Way Land Transfer ENF and EIR that were submitted to MEPA in 
Spring and Fall 2000, included a description of the relocation of ParkEX facility to the 


5 Letter from John Silva, Manager, Environmental Programs, Federal Aviation Administration, New England Region, to Ken Hietbrink, American Airlines, 
and Betty Desrosiers, Massport. Dated August 24, 2000. 
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Table 7.3-1 
Status of Airport Service Areas Projects and Planning Concepts 


Massport Projects and Planning Concepts Status of Planning, Design and Construction’ 


North Service Area/North Cargo Area — Uses include aircraft parking, cargo facilities, hangars, ground service equipment (GSE), employee parking, 
flight kitchens, construction staging and navigational equipment. 


Jet Fuel Storage Facility Complete. 
A replacement storage facility to consolidate, upgrade and increase capacity of the 
existing fuel farms. 


Jet Fuel Distribution System Complete. 
A new underground system to deliver jet fuel directly to most aircraft gates will meet 
future fueling needs in accordance with engineering and environmental standards. 


Replacement Cargo Buildings 
Replacement of aging and undersized cargo buildings, and of cargo facilities This concept is in the preliminary planning stages. 
demolished due to CA/T roadway work will be required. 


Replacement Hangar Facilities 
Replacement hangar facilities due to CA/T roadway work will be required. This concept is in the preliminary planning stages. 


Southwest Service Area - Serves as the airport ground transportation hub (car rental, taxi/bus/liimousine pool, commercial parking). 


Consolidated Rental Car Facility 
Consolidated, structured rental car facility is being considered. This concept is in the preliminary planning stages. 


ParkEx-Transaction (formerly Park ‘N Fly) Buy-Out Altemative. Land Transfer Project underway. 


Bird Island Flats/South Cargo Area — Uses include replacement cargo facilities, parking, and potential commercial development. 


Cargo Building 63 Complete. 
Cargo building located along Harborside Drive over a portion of the 
Ted Williams Tunnel. 


Water Shuttle Dock Improvements 
Dock to be expanded to accommodate the demand of additional vessels and to Construction will begin in summer 2001. 
comply with handicapped accessibility requirements. 


Tenant Improvement Projects 


United Airlines Ground Service Equipment Building Complete. 

Existing facility being demolished to make way for CA/T roadway work. Construction 

began on the new 17,000 square foot GSE facility in the North Cargo Area adjacent 

to the United Hangar in 1998. 

US Postal Service Facility 

Relocated USPS facility to meet future shipping needs. A new location has not yet This concept is in the preliminary planning stages. 
been identified. 


1 Status as of Winter 2001 
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SWSA, along with its environmental impact assessment. After the filing of the ENF and EIR, 
Massport, ParkEX, and the CA/T Project concluded that an alternative land transfer (“Buy 
Out Alternative”) offered important environmental and operational advantages. The Buy Out 
Alternative involves the purchase of the Bremen Street lot by Massport, the transfer of this 
parcel to MassHighway to allow for the construction of a park, and the transfer of the Robie 
Industrial Parcel to Massport. No transfer of existing airport land is involved. The 1,377 
parking spaces from the Bremen Street lot will be transferred to Logan Airport. The Buy Out 
Alternative better facilitates CA/T Project construction of the Route 1A interchange highway 
improvements than under the approved East Boston Three-Way Land Transfer. A Notice of 
Project Change (NPC) describing the Buyout Alternative was filed with MEPA on 

October 31, 2000 and EOEA determined that no further environmental review was required. 
Transfer of the Bremen Street lot and the Robie Industrial Parcel pursuant to the Buy Out 
Alternative was completed in January, 2001. 


7.3.3.2 Robie Industrial Parcel 


The Robie Industrial parcel, owned by Massport, is located adjacent to the North Cargo Area 
of the airport. The 6.9 acre parcel, a former airport industrial park, is currently used for 
airport parking and as a construction staging area for CA/T project construction. A 
replacement cargo building is proposed on the parcel. 


7.3.3.3 Replacement Cargo Buildings 


The demolition of air cargo buildings 12 and 13 to accommodate the CA/T roadways will 
sharply reduce Logan Airport's air cargo space in the North Cargo Area. In the North Cargo 
Area alone, more than 150,000 square feet of cargo building space is being demolished to 
accommodate the CA/T roadways. Replacement on-airport cargo facilities are needed in 
order to meet existing needs of the air cargo industry operating at Logan Airport. 


7.3.3.4 Consolidated Car Rental Facility 


Massport is evaluating the feasibility of consolidating rental car operations in the SWSA to 
accommodate all car rental operations. Storage and maintenance of portions of the rental 
car company fleets are currently dispersed throughout the service areas and at off-airport 
locations. A consolidated car rental facility would reduce the number of on-airport, shuttle 
bus trips that currently run between the individual car rental lots and the terminals. Rental 
car consolidation is a growing national trend at major commercial airports for its land use 
conservation, and reduced roadway impacts. 


7.3.3.5 Water Shuttle Dock Improvements 


Massport will be expanding the existing on-airport water shuttle dock to accommodate the 
growing demand for additional vessels and to comply with handicapped accessibility 
requirements. The project is not subject to MEPA or FAA NEPA review. Construction is 
anticipated to begin in 2001. 
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Tenant Improvements 


Massport leases airport land and building space to a variety of public and private tenants 
who require proximity to the airport. Government offices include the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service (INS), the Department of Agriculture, and the FAA. Private tenants 
include cargo companies, flight kitchens, car rental agencies, and airlines. These tenants 
have the right to occupy, use and improve their leased areas, subject to and in accordance 
with their lease terms and all relevant federal and state regulations. 


Tenant improvement activities involve a variety of projects including minor leasehold 
improvements such as non-structural alterations and minor cosmetic work, equipment 
installation, building additions and tenant relocations, as well as major capital investments 
by airlines to improve terminal facilities. 


The majority of the tenant improvement projects are generally limited to renovation, repair, 
furnishing, or equipping existing building space. Tenant projects that are of a scope or 
character that meet any MEPA or NEPA threshold for environmental review proceed 
through the appropriate environmental review process. 


Major tenant projects currently being evaluated, planned, or constructed in the service 
areas include the United Airlines Ground Service Equipment Building, replacement hangar 
facilities, and the USPS facility. Below are brief descriptions of each. 


7.3.4.1 United Airlines Ground Service Equipment Building 


The existing United Airlines ground service equipment (GSE) building was demolished for 
the CA/T project. Construction began in the fall of 1998 on a 17,000 square foot replacement 
facility in the North Cargo Area adjacent to the existing United Airlines Hangar. The building 
was completed and operational in late 1999. 


7.3.4.2 United States Postal Service Facility 


The United States Postal Service (USPS) Logan Airport Mail Center in the South Cargo 
Area provides the USPS with direct airside access to air transportation carriers. However, 
this facility is inadequate to accommodate future USPS shipping needs and must be 
replaced with a new facility that can provide continued, secure airside access. Although 
the USPS does not own or operate a fleet of aircraft, it does lease aircraft to accommodate 
both airmail and express package shipments. In addition, all major US carriers under 
contract with the USPS provide belly capacity to carry US mail under contract with the 
USPS. The major carriers provide both aircraft capacity and line-haul transportation. The 
line-haul function is on the apron where the airlines “tugs” mail to/from their aircraft to 
the air mail facility. The line-haul/tug operation therefore requires secure airside access. 
The North Cargo Area/North Service Area is one location under consideration for the 
replacement facility. 
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Airport Edge Buffer Projects 


Massport’s goal is to enhance the public edges of Logan Airport with attractive architecture 
and landscape improvements. Massport has committed up to $15 million to the planning, 
future construction, and maintenance of the Logan Airport Edge Buffers. These buffers 
include properties located in various areas generally along Logan Airport’s perimeter 
boundary. (See Table 7.3-2). 


The buffers will be designed in consultation with Logan Airport’s neighbors and others 
through an open community planning process. To discuss East Boston open space planning, 
Massport also participates in meetings with other state and city agencies including 
MassHighway, the CA/T Project, the MBTA, the City of Boston’s Environment Department, 
and the Boston Redevelopment Authority. The project is not subject to NEPA. 


Table 7.3-2 
Edge Buffer Projects 


Edge Buffer Status 


Bayswater Embankment Buffer In early 1998 through the Spring of 2000, Massport began a community planning 
process to develop a landscape beautification and streetscape improvement program 
for the Bayswater Embankment. In July 2000, construction began with expected 
completion in 2001. 


Navy Fuel Pier Buffer Massport is helping the Jeffries Point neighborhood facilitate the Army Corps of 
Engineers’ (ACOE) remediation of this site, the former Navy Fuel Pier. The Jeffries 
Point Neighborhood Association is regularly briefed on the project's progress. ACOE 
expects to announce an appropriate remediation plan for the contaminated soil by 
Spring 2001. The schedule and scope of any remediation plan will help Massport 
and the neighbors develop an appropriate design and construction schedule. 
Massport intends to initiate a landscape design consultant selection process in early 
2001. 


SWSA Buffer In the Spring of 1999, Massport selected a consultant team to lead the design 
process for the SWSA landscape buffer. Design of the SWSA buffer will be timed to 
coincide with other development in the SWSA (i.e. relocation of ParkEX). Massport 
described the SWSA Buffer and presented preliminary concept plans in the East 
Boston Three-Way Land Transfer ENF and EIR filing. In 2001, Massport has started 
a community planning process to design the SWSA Edge Buffer concurrent with the 
site’s future development. 


North Service Area Buffer In January 1997, Massport selected a landscape architect/planning firm to lead the 
design process for the NSA Buffer. The team developed schematic designs with 
input from the neighbors. Due to neighborhood members’ concerns over the 
possibility of increased public access near their homes, this project, at the request of 
the neighborhood, was put on temporary hold until further notice. 


Other Airfield/Airside Improvement Projects 


7.3.6.1 Blast Fence Removal 


Recent accidents involving blast fences at airports across the US have highlighted the need 
to remove airfield barriers and raised awareness of this nationwide safety problem. The 
National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB), in a September 19, 2000 letter to Massport, 
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stated that the Blast Fence at the end of Runway 22R “constitutes a safety hazard and 
should be removed.” In response, Massport has proposed the removal of the Blast Fence 
that was originally constructed in 1976. Subsequent to construction of the fence, the FAA 
developed safety regulations and policies that designate specific surfaces and areas around 
runways that must be maintained free of obstructions to maximize aviation safety. A 
detailed analysis of the Blast Fence found that it penetrates seven of nine applicable FAA 
safety surfaces and areas. 


On November 30, 2000, Massport voluntarily filed an ENF to facilitate review by the 
adjacent communities and environmental agencies prior to removal of the fence. In 
February 2001, EOEA determined that no further environmental review was required. It is 
expected that the fence will be unbolted from its footings in sections and the dismantled 
wood pieces will be immediately removed from the airfield. 


7.3.6.3 Runway 33L Safety End Improvements 


The project involves constructing a safety area at the end of Runway 33L to accommodate 
aircraft overruns or overshoots in an emergency situation. Preliminary options are being 
discussed and evaluated with the FAA. Environmental documents will be filed once project 
concepts and alternatives are better defined. Since the project alternative analysis is not yet 
complete, the project is not reasonably foreseeable. 


Other Major Projects 


In addition to the Massport and tenant-related projects previously described, the following 
major projects will also occur on the airport, and are considered in the evaluation of 
cumulative impacts. 


7.3.7.1 CA/T Project 


The CA/T Project will link the Massachusetts Turnpike (I-90) to Logan by way of a four- 
lane tunnel beneath Boston Harbor. The Ted Williams Tunnel is complete and was opened 
to traffic in December 1995. In addition to the tunnel, the following three CA/T Project 
components involve construction on the airport: 


m Contract CO7D2, involving connections of the Ted Williams Tunnel to the main airport 
circulation roadway system that is now substantially complete; 


m Contract CO8A1, involving connections of the main airport circulation roadway system 
to Route 1A, and; 


m Contract CO7C1, involving construction of toll facilities. 
Massport has worked closely with the MassHighway and the Massachusetts Turnpike 
Authority (MTA) to coordinate airport activities during the implementation of the CA/T 


Project in order to ensure efficient and uninterrupted operations. Construction of the 
airport-related components of the CA/T Project is estimated to be completed in 2002. The 
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CA/T Project has completed its own extensive MEPA/NEPA environmental review with 
the issuance of a Certificate and a Record of Decision (ROD). 


7.3.7.2 Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) Blue Line 
Modernization Program 


The MBTA Blue Line Modernization Program includes improved station safety, cleanli- 
ness, lighting, barrier-free access to all Blue Line stations and lengthening of station 
platforms to accommodate six-car trains. 


The MBTA is developing a new Logan Airport Station to be located about 400 feet north of 
the existing Logan Airport Station. Massport is consulting with the MBTA on the project’s 
design and operational elements. The new Logan Airport Station will include modern 
passenger amenities such as wide escalators, oversized elevators, and real-time flight 
information displays in the station lobby. It will also provide a convenient at-grade 
connection to the neighborhood, AITC Blue Route and Logan Airport, and may become a 
stop on the MBTA’s proposed Circumferential Transit (Urban Ring) service. There is no 
Federal FAA jurisdiction over this action. 


Other Projects In East Boston 


Other off-airport projects are expected to occur in East Boston in the foreseeable future as 
described below. These projects are still in the early stages of planning and design. They 
have not been subject to detailed quantitative and cumulative construction period impact 
analyses and no specific construction period has been established. While these projects 
might overlap in time with the construction of the Airside Project Improvements, they do 
not overlap geographically with the airside construction. Mitigation measures employed 
for the Airside Project are designed to avoid or minimize construction impacts off the 
airport and therefore, no cumulative construction impacts are anticipated as a result of 
these other East Boston projects. 


7.3.8.1 Maverick Station 


MBTA is updating the Maverick Station as part of the Blue Line Modernization program. 
The project is currently in preliminary design with construction anticipated in 2004. 


7.3.8.2 Redevelopment of Massport Piers 1 and 5 and the Massport Shipyard 


Redevelopment of Massport’s Piers 1 and 5 and shipyard are still in the early planning 
phases. The plan for redevelopment of Pier 1 anticipates residential development, while 
Pier 5 is expected to be an expansion parcel for the adjacent marina. It is anticipated that 
the shipyard will be repositioned to decrease its impact on the adjacent community. 
Planning is in the preliminary concept stages. 
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This section discusses the long-term cumulative effects of the proposed airside alternatives 
in the context of aircraft operations, and therefore focuses on a discussion of noise and air 
quality impacts. Other impacted resources discussed in the previous chapters, such as 
biotic communities, water quality and soils are associated only with this project and are 
limited to the confines of the airfield. Because these impacts are geographically isolated 
from other projects, they do not contribute to long-term cumulative impacts. The proposed 
Airside Project is consistent with local land use plans and will not result in the division or 
disruption of established communities, since all construction would occur on the airport. 


The mitigation measures proposed for the Airside Project improvements minimize long- 
term adverse impacts. Therefore no long-term adverse cumulative impacts result from the 
implementation of the Airside Project improvements identified within the context of the 
Airside Project. Temporary construction impacts do result from the project and the 
potential for cumulative construction impacts has been considered. A discussion of the 
short-term cumulative impacts associated with the construction of the Airside Project 
improvements and other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects is presented in 
Section 7.5. 


7.4.1 Noise 


Ambient noise levels at Logan are dominated by noise from aircraft operations. A review of 
the environmental documentation for the Logan Modernization and CA/T projects was 
conducted to assess the potential for cumulative noise impacts. 


The noise analysis conducted for the International Gateway evaluated impacts that might result 
from a change in the spatial arrangements for aircraft/vehicle operations at Terminal E. This 
analysis found that there are no impacts due to aircraft in-flight noise, since the project does not 
affect the projected volumes of air passengers, and thus, the number of flights (landings and 
takeoffs) at Logan. There were also no impacts due to ground noise at any of the community 
receptor sites analyzed in any year or scenario as a result of the International Gateway. When 
compared to the No-Build Alternative, the International Gateway would result in differences in 
noise levels of less than 0.7 decibels (dB) at all of the community sites for the 2010 future analysis. 
The FAA considers increases in day-night average sound level (DNL) over noise sensitive land 
uses of 1.5 A-weighted decibels (dBA) or greater to be the threshold of significant noise impacts 
in areas above 65 dBA, measured in DNL. 


The cumulative noise analysis conducted for the Terminal A Replacement Project also 
determined that there were no significant noise impacts associated with improvements at 


Terminal A. § 
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Noise analysis conducted for the CA/T Project in the East Boston/Logan Airport area 
found no impact based on the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) noise criteria at 
12 of the 13 receptor sites evaluated. A minor noise impact from the CA/T Project at the 
East Boston Memorial Stadium Park was identified in the CA/T Project Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR).’ The current design of the project in this area 
however, does not require mitigation. 


Given the fact that there are only minor impacts in discrete areas associated with any of the 
other concurrent projects at Logan, there are no material cumulative noise impacts created by 
the combination of these projects with the proposed Airside Project improvements. 


Aircraft operations are the determining factor in evaluating noise impacts associated with 
airport operations. By examining the effect of all aircraft operations, including in-flight as 
well as ground taxiing noise, the assessment of noise impacts conducted for the Airside 
Project is cumulative in its approach. Cumulative noise metrics used in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR analysis included DNL and Time Above (TA) specified threshold sound 
levels. DNL noise exposure contours are a graphical representation of how cumulative 
noise from Logan’s aircraft operations is distributed over the surrounding area on an 
average day of a given year. 


Implementation of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1A) was shown to reduce delay and 
provide Air Traffic Control (ATC) with a greater ability to meet the Preferential Runway 
Advisory System (PRAS) goals. The Preferred Alternatives also reduce ground noise by 
reducing taxiing queues. The results of the noise impact assessment indicate that for all 
future fleets and scenarios, the Preferred Alternative provides a significant reduction in the 
most severely affected populations in East Boston, Winthrop and Revere that are within the 
70 and 75 dB noise contours. They result in a slightly larger population within the 65 dB DNL 
in Chelsea due to a greater use of Runway 33L in accordance with PRAS goals. This impact 
will be mitigated by sound insulating affected residences within the 65 dB contour. (See 
Section 6.2 for a detailed discussion of noise assessment results.) 


Air Quality 


The air quality assessment conducted for the Airside Project addressed the cumulative 
impacts associated with all airport-related sources of air emissions at Logan, including 
aircraft, ground service vehicles, fuel facilities, and on-and off-airport motor vehicles. The 
same passenger levels developed in support of the 1994/1995 GEIR, the 1996, 1997 and 1998 
Annual Updates, and the 1999 Environmental Status and Planning Report, air quality analyses 
(29 million passengers in 1999 and 37.5 million passengers in 2010 (2015)) formed the basis 
for the Airside Project assessment.® Similarly, on- and off-airport motor vehicle traffic data 
were the same for both studies. In this way, the air quality impacts associated with the 


7 Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR), Massachusetts Department of Public Works, November 1990. 

8 Massport has reviewed its previous planning forecasts, and regional and national aviation developments, and has adopted a new long-term forecast for 
when annual air passengers are expected to reach 37.5 million, now anticipated to be the 2015-planning horizon. The 1999 ESPR and subsequent 
EDRs no longer evaluate the 2010 analysis year but will analyze the environmental effects of Logan Airport accommodating 37.5 million annual air 
passengers. All evaluations are based on passenger levels and therefore cumulative assessments remain consistent. 


7-20 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Cumulative Impacts 


Airside Project alternatives were evaluated as part of the long-range development plan for 
Logan, and were not assessed independently as a separate component. This approach 
therefore assessed cumulative air quality and odor impacts associated with all landside and 
airside projects at Logan. 


To completely assess cumulative air quality impacts, both emission inventories and 
dispersion modeling of existing and future year conditions were undertaken (see 

Sections 5.4 and 6.4 for a detailed discussion of the air quality modeling and assessment). 
The purpose of this assessment was twofold: (1) to compare the results to regulatory 
standards or criteria, and (2) to compare the impacts from the Preferred Alternative to the 
No Action Alternative. 


The results of the emission inventories and dispersion modeling indicate that: 


m There are no predicted violations of any federal and state standards or guidelines under 
any future scenarios or alternatives; and 


m Due to improved airfield operating efficiency and reduced delay, the overall air quality 
impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative are beneficial or will remain 
imperceptible, when compared to the No Action Alternative. 


m Air quality emissions associated with motor vehicles are the same for all Airside Project 
alternatives, including the No Action Alternative. 


A comparison of the air quality impacts from the Airside Project to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects is presented in Table 7.4-1. Each of the individual projects 
(Airside Project, West Garage, International Gateway, Jet Fuel Storage and Distribution 
Facilities Central Artery, AITC, and Terminal A Replacement), result in air quality 
improvements or, in the case of the Replacement Hilton Hotel, minor, imperceptible 
changes in air quality. Therefore, there are no cumulative air quality impacts associated 
with these projects. 


The Terminal B, Pier A/Satellite FIS Facility improvements proposed by American Airlines 
and Massport are undergoing appropriate MEPA/NEPA review. Because the project itself 
will not induce change in the number of motor vehicles, aircraft, or support equipment, no 
additional emissions from these sources will be created as a result of the Terminal B, Pier 
A/Satellite FIS Facility. Furthermore, because the project will result in greater operating 
efficiency and less congestion on both the airside and the landside, emissions for the 
aforesaid mobile sources likely will decrease. In addition, gates will be fitted with 
provisions for electricity and pre-conditioned air, thereby reducing emissions from aircraft 
auxiliary power units. 
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Table 7.4-1 
Cumulative Air Quality - Year 2010 (Emissions in kg/day) 


Comparison of Action minus 
No Action Alternatives Emissions 


voc NOx co 
Airside - 2010 45M High® -234 -201 -1,307 
Other Projects 
West Garage’ -11 5 -61 
International Gateway? -22 -278 -82 
Jet Fuel Storage’ 7.7 -10.4 0.0 
Replacement Hilton Hotel4 n/a n/a n/a 
Central Artery’ n/a -91 -5,836 
AITC® 3 6 -20 
Terminal A Replacement’ -42 -201 -1,307 
Subtotal Other Projects -86 -591 -7,306 


1 Final Environmental Impact Report, West Garage Project, Boston-Logan International Airport, January 31, 1996. (Includes Motor Vehicle Emissions only). 

2 Final Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Assessment, International Gateway, Boston-Logan International Airport, October 15, 1996. (Based on 
45 million passenger conditions and includes aircraft, auxiliary power units, and ground service vehicles.) 

3 Final Environment Impact Report, Jet Fuel Storage Facility, Boston-Logan International Airport, April 16, 1996. (Includes Jet Fuel Storage Facility Emissions 
only.) 

4 Environmental Notification Form, Replacement Hilton Hotel, Logan Airport, May 15, 1996. A waiver for the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report was 

granted by MEPA in July 1996. The Replacement Hilton Hotel will generate approximately 260 more trips per day than the existing hotel. The increase in 

emissions due to these new trips represents less than one percent of total airport traffic and is not considered an impact. 

Final Environmental Impact Report, Central Artery (l-93)/Tunnel (I-90) Project, November 1990. 

Environmental Assessment, Airport Intermodal Transit Connector. Boston-Logan International Airport, January 1998. 

Terminal A Replacement Project, Federal Environmental Assessment, May 31, 2000. 

Logan Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR scenario reflects the Preferred Alternative and includes all emission sources. 45M High scenario used to provide a 

consistent comparison to the International Gateway Project that used a 45M High scenario is the basis for the air quality analysis. 


aN non 


The results of the air quality impact analysis indicate that the total emissions caused by any 
of the Airside Project alternatives are below all applicable emission levels (under 40 CFR 
s.93.153 (b)) that would trigger the requirement for a conformity determination. The 
Airside Project is presumed to conform with Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act with 
regards to the State Implementation Plan (SIP). This conclusion was reached because the 
Preferred Alternative is shown to result in a net reduction in future year emissions when 
compared to the No Action Alternative condition and therefore conforms to the SIP. This 
benefit is largely attributable to improved airfield efficiency with the proposed improve- 
ments. Atmospheric dispersion modeling conducted in conjunction with this analysis also 
shows that the proposed Airside Project will not cause, nor contribute to, violations of the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O,) or 
any other EPA-criteria air pollutant. Because emissions are reduced, the Preferred 
Alternative produces air quality benefits when compared to the No Action Alternative. 
There are no air quality impacts associated with the Airside Project, and consequently the 
project does not result in cumulative air quality impacts. 
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Concurrent Major Projects 


The cumulative construction impact analyses presented in this Airside Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
considers each project impact added to the same kind of impact from other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions. Reasonably foreseeable future projects include other 
planned and developed activities in the affected area, which overlap in time and space and 
therefore could produce cumulative impacts. 


Construction period impacts are generally temporary and of lesser magnitude than long-term 
impacts. The cumulative construction impacts are not anticipated to be significant due to 
mitigation programs that will reduce any construction period impacts. (See Section 6.9 for a 
discussion of construction mitigation.) 


7.5.1 Construction Impacts from the Logan Project Improvements and Other Actions 


As previously described in Section 6.9, the Airside Project is expected to result in local area 
impacts during the construction period, which is expected to begin in the spring of 2003 
and extend on a phased basis through the Fall of 2007. As illustrated in Figure 7.5 -1,a 
number of other projects by Massport and other public and private entities are expected to 
be under construction concurrently with the Airside Project improvements. 


The cumulative construction impact analysis for the Airside Project builds upon a similar 
analysis conducted for the International Gateway project. It provides a reasonable basis 
upon which to evaluate the construction impacts of the Airside Project Preferred 
Alternative together with those of other projects, as summarized in the following sections. 


7.5.1.1 Construction Traffic 


Construction-related vehicle (trucks and other heavy equipment) trips will occur on Logan 
roadways during construction of the Airside Project and other major on-going projects. 
Construction of the Preferred Alternative for the Airside Project is estimated to average 
about 56 daily round-trip truck trips in a given quarter, with a peak period of 92 daily 
round-trip truck trips occurring during the 2004 construction season. 


The combination of the Airside Project improvements with the other concurrent projects during 
the 2003 to 2007 construction period will generate daily round trip truck trips of approximately 
364 per day during the peak calendar quarter. The peak cumulative construction traffic occurs 
the first quarter of 2003, mostly as a result of concurrent CA/T construction on the airport. Truck 
traffic associated with construction drops off significantly after 2004 as CA/T construction on the 
airport is completed. Table 7.5-1 compares the cumulative truck trips associated with the Airside 
Project with the construction truck trips of all other major concurrent projects. By 2007, all 
construction truck traffic is expected to be generated by the Airside Project. 


9 Boston-Logan International Airport - International Gateway Draft EIS/EA prepared for the Massachusetts Port Authority and the Federal Aviation 
Administration by Jason M. Cortell and Associates, Inc. March 29, 1996. 


Cumulative Impacts 7-23 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Runway 14/32 
Centerfield Taxiway 
- Southwest Corner Taxiway 
Extend Taxiway Delta 


Realign Taxiway November 


Logan Modernization 

West Garage Phase Il/Central Garage 
Renovation 

Terminal Area Roadways Package 1 

Terminal Area Roadways Package 2 

International Gateway - Phase | 

International Gateway - Phase II 

Tenant Improvements (Private Development) 

Terminal B 

- American Airlines Expansion 

- FIS Facility 


Terminal A Replacement 


Central Artery/Ted Williams Tunnel 
CA/T Contract 8A1 

Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority 
Airport Station * 


Maverick Station 


Q1/Q2/Q3/Q4 


*To be constructed as part of CA/T Contract 8A1 


Revised 2/6/01 


Figure 7.5-1 
massport Construction Schedule Including Concurent Projects 
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Table 7.5-1 
Average Cumulative Daily Truck Round Trips Per Quarter 


Other Concurrent Preferred 
Year/Quarter On-airport Projects Alternative Total 
2003 / 1st Quarter 303 61 364 
2003 / 2nd Quarter 174 61 235 
2003 / 3rd Quarter 150 61 211 
2003 / 4th Quarter 172 61 233 
2004 / 1st Quarter 161 = 161 
2004 / 2nd Quarter 156 92 248 
2004 / 3rd Quarter 151 92 243 
2004 / 4th Quarter 162 92 254 
2005 / 1st Quarter 85 _ 85 
2005 / 2nd Quarter 81 18 99 
2005 / 3rd Quarter 72 18 90 
2005 / 4th Quarter 72 18 90 
2006 / 1st Quarter 72 - 72 
2006 / 2nd Quarter 72 47 119 
2006 / 3rd Quarter 66 47 113 
2006 / 4th Quarter 66 - 54 
2007 / 1st Quarter 54 - 0 
2007 / 2nd Quarter 0 56 56 
2007 / 3rd Quarter 0 56 56 
2007/ 4th Quarter 0 tx 0 


Note: Other concurrent on-airport projects include the terminal area roadways, CA/T Project Contract 8A1, International Gateway, West 
Garage Phase Il, Terminal B improvements and replacement of Terminal A. See Figure 7.5-1 for Project Construction Schedule. 
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7.5.1.2 Construction Workers 


Construction of proposed Runway 14/32 and the taxiway improvements under the Airside 
Project would be similar to highway construction projects and is not labor intensive. As 
many as 50 to 75 people could be working on the Airside Project construction at any one 
time. On average, it is estimated that 15 to 20 workers would be on-site during a typical 
shift. This is not a significant addition to the estimated average of 240 workers expected 
daily during the concurrent International Gateway, terminal area roadways, and CA/T 
Project construction. By comparison, an average of 15,000 non-construction employees 
work at Logan ona daily basis. 


While some of the construction workers may come from the nearby communities, the 
market for construction employees is regional. Prohibition of on-site construction worker 
parking will mean far fewer vehicle trips. Workers are expected to commute to and from 
the site by using public transportation or high occupancy vehicles (HOVs) such as shuttles 
or buses. Under Massport’s construction period mitigation program, construction workers 
commuting will be subject to a contractually-required transportation management plan. 


7.5.1.3 Construction Air Quality 


An emission inventory of construction-related air emissions has been conducted for the 
Logan Airside projects and presented in Section 6.9.4.2. The purpose of this inventory is to 
identify and quantify the sources of emissions and measure their relative impacts. This is 
done by comparing these emission levels to the appropriate Clean Air Act Section 176(c) 
de minimis levels. 


This inventory was developed using the EPA models NONROAD (draft) and 
MOBILE5a_H, with appropriate input provided by the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP). The following site-specific information was used in this 
analysis: the type of construction equipment and vehicles, usage factors, vehicle trips and 
mileage, and construction phasing. National data were used for engine horsepower and 
loading factors, fuel types, and emission factors. The activity levels (hours per year) and 
emissions associated with each equipment type are contained in Appendix J. 


Standard dust-suppression measures, such as the ongoing application of water spray at all 
Logan construction sites, will be implemented for the Airside Project as well as all other 
concurrent Massport construction projects. Given the distance between the project site and 
other land uses off-airport, these measures should minimize cumulative dust impacts on 
the surrounding communities. There will be no burning of construction debris at any 
Logan project site. Similar construction measures are in place for the CA/T Project 
construction, along with a well-developed mechanism of community consultation to 
manage CA/T Project impacts. 


Additional PM, 
the foreseeable actions; however, no violation of the PM 


(particulate matter) emissions may occur during the construction period of 
1) standard is expected, given the 
low levels experienced historically in the vicinity of Logan. The reported 1998 PM,, 

readings at DEP’s Bremen Street (East Boston) monitoring location most likely reflect the 


considerable ongoing construction in the area by Massport and MassHighway, as well as 
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new Ted Williams Tunnel traffic. In 1998, the second maximum 24-hour PM, value for this 
site was 48 g/m’, well below the standard of 150 g/m’. In addition, the monitoring data 
show a downward trend over the past eight years.'° 


As reported in Section 6.9.4.2 and shown in Table 6.9.4.2-1, emissions associated with 
airside construction projects are well below the levels of the general conformity 
regulations. Construction emissions are thus presumed to conform with Section 176(c) of 
the CAA. In addition, Massport is committed to participating in the Massachusetts Clean 
Air Construction Initiative" that would further reduce emissions below the de minimis 
thresholds by use of catalysts and filters with construction equipment. Therefore the 
construction air emissions when added to emissions of other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable projects are not significant. There are no NAAQS violations. 


7.5.1.4 Construction Noise 


The cumulative noise impacts of concern during construction are generally those caused by 
equipment operating on site and truck trips to and from the site. 


The cumulative construction noise analysis considered the potential noise impact from the 
construction of the proposed Airside Project improvements and concurrent construction 
projects at Logan Airport on the closest noise-sensitive areas to the construction zone. 
Concurrent projects are expected to include the terminal area roadways, International 
Gateway, and CA/T contract, C08A1. This analysis built upon the cumulative construction 
noise analysis presented in the Final EIR/EA for the International Gateway (adjusted to 
reflect current construction schedules) the Replacement Terminal A Draft EIR,'* and 
incorporated the results of the construction noise analysis developed for the Airside Project 
as presented in Section 6.9. 


The location of the community noise receptors for the construction noise analysis for the 
concurrent projects analyzed in the International Gateway EIR/EA reflect the fact that 
these projects are located within the terminal area of Logan. Construction noise impacts 
therefore were computed for three representative locations in Jeffries Point (the Jeffries 
Point Yacht Club, and residences on Maverick Street and in McCormack Square), the East 
Boston Memorial Stadium Park and a residence on Coleridge Street in Harborview, all in 
East Boston. The Airside Project improvements construction noise analysis reflects the fact 
that construction would occur on the airfield. In addition to locations in Jeffries Point 
(Jeffries Point Yacht Club and Sumner Street near Lamson) and Harborview (Coleridge 
Street residence), representative locations considered in the Airside Project construction 
noise analysis included two in Winthrop (Somerset and Johnson, and Loring Road near 
Court), two in the Bayswater section of East Boston (East Boston Yacht Club and at 
Bayswater and Shawsheen Streets), and one in South Boston (Farragut Road at Second). 
Predictions of average daily equivalent (Leq) cumulative noise levels were made for the 
three sites that were previously analyzed in the International Gateway EIR/EA, as well as 


10 1997 Air Quality Report, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Department of Environmental Protection. 
11. The goal of the Clean Air Construction Initiative (CACI) is to reduce the emissions associated with construction equipment. 
12 Replacement Terminal A Draft EIR, Delta Airlines, October 15, 2000. 
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in the Airside Project Draft EIR/EIS. Additional information on construction noise was 
presented in the Replacement Terminal A EA/Draft EIR. This is presented in Table 7.5-2. 


The results of the construction noise analysis indicate that the cumulative construction 
noise at all three sites is less than the ambient noise level, which is dominated by the noise 
from aircraft operations. The increase in noise levels over the ambient noise level as a result 
of the construction of the Airside Project improvements and the other concurrent 
construction projects ranges from 0 decibels to 2.1 decibels. According to the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) noise criteria, increases of less than 5 dBA are 
categorized as “no impact.” 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR analysis shows that the Airside Project, in addition to the 
other Massport and private development projects, will have no noise impacts cumulatively, 
using the FHWA criteria. The routing of construction-related traffic onto designated haul 
routes in non-residential areas, as required by Massport, also addresses concerns about 
noise from construction truck traffic. This conclusion is supported by the fact that Massport 
has received no construction noise complaints over the past two years of combined Logan 
Modernization and CA/T Project construction. 


7.5.1.5 Other Construction Issues 


Construction excavate will be managed at all Logan construction sites in accordance with 
the provisions of the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) (310 CMR 40.0000) if 
contaminant threshold levels are triggered. Depending on the level of contaminants, if any, 
and its suitability for reuse, excavated soil will either be disposed of or recycled at an 
approved off-site facility. Soil tracking protocols will be implemented from the point of 
excavation to the designated disposal area. There will be no borrow pits at any airport 
construction site. 


Massport has developed a dewatering and discharge plan for all airport construction 
projects that provides for treatment and management of contaminated groundwater 
associated with dewatering activities, a quality assurance program for all dewatering 
activities, and for needed regulatory submittals for stormwater discharges during 
construction. Appropriate controls will be used throughout the construction period to 
ensure that excavation, staging, and demolition activities do not introduce sediment, 
contaminated water, or construction debris into the groundwater or storm drain system. 
Where applicable, a general National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit for construction activities will be incorporated into the construction plans, 
specifications, and contract of each Logan project. 


Massport will implement its construction period mitigation program as generally described 
in Section 6.7, and continue to refine, adjust and apply that program during construction of 
the Airside Project in order to minimize potential noise, air and traffic impacts on the 
nearby East Boston community. Comprehensive environmental monitoring and implemen- 
tation of necessary mitigation measures will ensure that construction impacts of the Airside 
Project, in combination with other past, present and proposed projects, are not significant. 
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Cumulative Construction Noise - Average Daily Equivalent (Leq) In Decibels 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Receptor Activity Qi a2 [es fen Qi a2 jes) 4 Qi Q2 jes) 4 Qi Q2 [es) ~4 Qi a2 [es 4 
Cc International Gateway 41.0 34.0 
(E in International West Garage & Roads 40.0 34.0 33.0 28.0 
Gateway EIR) 
CA/T Contract C8A1 42.0 40.0 38.0 36.0 29.0 
Coleridge Street, Total Other Projects 45.8 41.8 39.2 36.6 29.0 
East Boston Airside All Projects 51.4 51.0 52.5 51.0 58.4 59.0 55.8 46.7 46.7 51.7 48.4 55.6 55.3 
Total Construction 52.5 51.5 52.7 51.2 29.0 58.4 59.0 55.8 46.7 46.7 51.7 48.4 55.6 55.3 
Ambient 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 
Total with Ambient 66.7 66.6 66.7 66.6 66.5 67.1 67.2 66.9 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.6 66.6 66.5 66.5 66.8 66.8 66.5 
A International Gateway 39.0 32.0 
(Near receptor B in West Garage & Roads 50.0 45.0 44.0 39.0 
International Gateway 
EIR) 
CA/T Contract C8A1 44.0 42.0 40.0 38.0 30.0 
Sumner near Total Other Projects 51.2 46.9 45.5 41.5 30.0 
Lamson, Airside All Projects 55.9 55.5 57.0 55.5 53.1 53.8 50.6 46.2 46.2 47.7 44.9 46.6 46.4 
East Boston Total Construction 57.2 56.1 57.3 55.7 53.1 53.8 50.6 46.2 46.2 47.7 44.9 46.6 46.4 
Ambient 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 59.2 
Total with Ambient 61.3 60.9 61.4 60.8 59.2 60.2 60.3 59.8 59.2 59.2 59.4 59.4 59.2 59.5 59.4 59.2 59.2 59.4 59.4 59.2 
14 International Gateway 45.0 38.0 
(A in International West Garage & Roads 50.0 45.0 44.0 40.0 
Gateway EIR) 
CA/T Contract C8A1 42.0 41.0 39.0 37.0 29.0 
Terminal A 63.0 63.0 63.0 65.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 
Jeffries Point Total Other Projects 63.3 63.1 63.1 65.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 
Airside All Projects 57.9 57.4 58.9 57.5 53.2 53.8 50.6 44.0 44.0 43.2 43.1 45.5 45.2 
Total Construction 64.4 64.1 64.5 65.7 61.0 61.7 61.8 61.4 44.0 44.0 43.2 43.1 45.5 45.2 
Ambient 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 
Total with Ambient 70.3 70.2 70.3 707 | 69.6 69.7 698 == 69.7_~—|_~—«C69.0 69.0 —_—*69.0 69.0 690 690 69.0 69.0 69.0 _—69.0 69.0 —_—*69.0 
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Preferred Alternative 
and Mitigation 


Key Points | 


This Chapter summarizes the principal findings from the relevant analyses presented in 


the Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report (Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR) and this Supplemental 
Draft EIS/Final EIR (Supplemental DEIS/FEIR) and the basis for the selection of the 
Preferred Alternative. Chapter 8 also presents Massport’s and FAA’s proposed 
mitigation program. The Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA) May 7, 1999 
Certificate required Massport to commit to a number of “concrete mitigation 

measures ... that will maintain or reduce the existing envelope of cumulative 
environmental impacts from airport operations.” Specific measures identified by the 
Secretary are addressed in this Chapter, as well as, Massport’s mitigation commitments 
for project related impacts, which are set out in Section 8.7, Proposed Section 61 Findings. 


m Massport selected Alternative 1A (which includes all actions except Peak Period Pricing) 
as the Preferred Alternative because it will provide significant delay reduction benefits 
through measures that will also provide certain environmental benefits. The 
environmental impacts that will result from the Preferred Alternative will be mitigated. 
The taxiway improvement concepts will also improve airfield safety and efficiency. 
Additionally, delay reductions are achieved without imposing the economic costs on 
regional carriers and small communities that are associated with Alternative 1, which 
includes Peak Period Pricing. 


m = The operational analysis indicates the following about the Preferred Alternative: 


Q A unidirectional Runway 14/32 produces significant delay reduction benefits 
under all future forecast scenarios, as well as under current activity levels. 


OQ Greater use of regional transportation options, such as regional airports and high 
speed rail, provides a benefit by accommodating a greater share of the region’s 
intercity travel demand. However, regional transportation options do not 
eliminate the principal cause of delays at Logan, i.e., the lack of a third available 
runway during northwest wind conditions. 


Q The Taxiway Improvements, and most importantly the addition of the 
Centerfield Taxiway, contribute to delay reduction across all future forecast 
scenarios. In addition, the taxiway improvements will enhance safety and reduce 
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the potential for runway incursions and wingtip conflicts, while simplifying the 
taxiway layout and reducing congestion. 


Q Reducing approach minimums on runways 15R, 22L, 27 and 33L will 
provide delay reduction and safety enhancement benefits by increasing 
runway availability in Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) weather. 


The current and projected near-term hourly demand profile and level of aircraft 
operations at Logan, which are consistent with 29M Low Fleet conditions, do not 
support implementation of Peak Period Pricing. In the 29M Low Fleet scenario, 
Peak Period Pricing is not an effective delay reduction tool because airline 
overscheduling does not significantly contribute to Logan delays in these 
conditions. It produces only minimal delay reduction in Low Fleet conditions, 
while imposing costs on certain regional carriers and New England communities 
that depend on Logan for air service. An appropriate Peak Period Monitoring 
System will allow Massport to identify conditions when airline overscheduling 
could come into effect and to take timely remedial action. 


m= If Runway 14/32 had been available for use in 1998, total delays would have been 


reduced by 32 percent. Delays in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) conditions would have been 


reduced by 69 percent and delays during northwest wind conditions would have been 


reduced by nearly 90 percent. 


m The environmental analysis indicates the following: 


Q 


Preferred Alternative and Mitigation 


The Preferred Alternative provides flexibility in runway selection and hence a 
greater opportunity to achieve Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) 
long-term and short-term noise goals. With unidirectional Runway 14/32 in 
place, the opportunity to achieve long-term PRAS goals nearly doubles for all 
fleet scenarios compared to the No Action Alternative. 


Consistent with improved PRAS achievement, the Preferred Alternative reduces 
the population exposed to day-night sound levels (DNL) greater than or equal to 
70 dB. The trade-off for reducing populations exposed to the highest noise levels is 
an increase in the number of people located within the 65 to 70 dB DNL contour. 
Residential sound insulation will be provided to mitigate this impact, to the extent 
that federal funding is available. 


Regardless of the forecast activity scenarios, without Runway 14/32 noise for the 
most severely affected populations will substantially worsen over time. Runway 
14/32 provides a unique opportunity to reduce the number of people subjected 
to the highest noise impacts. 


In addition to reducing noise exposure at the highest DNL levels, the Preferred 
Alternative allows for a more balanced geographic distribution of jet operations. 
Under the 37.5M High scenario, the Preferred Alternative results in 41 percent of 
jets utilizing runways affecting communities north and south of the airport, 
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Q 


compared to 91 percent for the No Action Alternative. Conversely, the 
percentage of jets flying over water increases significantly from 6 percent in the 
No Action Alternative to 30 percent with the Preferred Alternative. 


Runway 14/32 and the Taxiway Improvements significantly reduce ground 
noise impacts for communities most affected by ground taxi noise. 


The Preferred Alternative provides air quality benefits, when compared to the 
No Action Alternative, by reducing aircraft delays. 


The Preferred Alternative has been reviewed in accordance with the Federal 
Executive Order 12898 and the applicable US DOT Order. After taking into 
account mitigation measures, the Preferred Alternative will not result in a 
disproportionate impact to minority and/or low-income populations. 


No impacts to wetlands will result from the construction of Runway 14/32 or the 
Taxiway Improvements. 


No long-term impacts on water quality will result from Runway 14/32 or the 
Taxiway Improvements. 


Construction of the Centerfield Taxiway and Taxiway Delta will alter portions of 
grassland that serve as a habitat for the state-listed endangered upland 
sandpiper. The Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species 
Program (NHESP) issued draft permit conditions to Massport that will be used 
to develop a mitigation plan to address this impact. 


The Preferred Alternative will not incorporate land from a Section 4(f) resource. 
In addition, neither proposed sound insulation activities nor mitigation will 
affect the normal activity or aesthetic value of any public park, refuge, or historic 
site. 


All short-term construction impacts can and will be mitigated. 


m The project-specific mitigation program addresses all potential adverse environmental 


impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative: 


Q 


Preferred Alternative and Mitigation 


Runway 14/32 will be designed, constructed and at the request of Massport be 
operated by the FAA to handle only over-water operations (i.e., unidirectional 
use). Massport will light, mark and instrument the runway to reflect non-use of 
Runway 32 for departures and non-use of Runway 14 for arrivals. As a further 
reinforcement of the unidirectional restriction, Massport will construct only a 
parallel taxiway on the 14 end to accommodate over-water departures. 


To the extent that federal funding is provided, the proposed sound insulation 
program will include all residences newly included within the Preferred 
Alternative’s 65 dB DNL contour when compared to the No Action 65 dB DNL 
contour for the 29M Low Fleet scenario. Furthermore, Massport and the FAA will 
continue to sound insulate eligible residences through the current 2-year sound 
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insulation program as presented in the Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Status and 
Planning Report.’ 


Q Relocation assistance will be provided to eligible tenants of Building 60. 


Q The potential loss of upland sandpiper habitat will be mitigated by enhancing 
off-site habitat, altering airfield mowing procedures, and implementing an on- 
airfield reconnaissance program. 


Q During the construction period, an extensive array of traffic, water quality, air 
quality and noise mitigation measures will be employed to mitigate temporary 
construction impacts. 


Since the publication of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, Massport has developed 
certain additional mitigation commitments including: 


A PRAS Monitoring System designed to gather data and report on the actual achievement 
of PRAS. The objective of this system is to enhance the attainment of the PRAS goals and 
provide a broader platform for disclosure of the monitoring results. 


A Peak Period Monitoring System to determine when airline overscheduling becomes a 
significant contributor to delays. 


A Peak Period Pricing exemption program that will reduce the expected degree of service 
disruption to eligible New England communities, without undermining the Program’s 
delay reduction benefits. 


Steps to be taken by Massport, in cooperation with other state transportation agencies, to 
ensure that the Worcester, Manchester and T.F. Green Airports operate jointly with Logan 
Airport as the key elements in an efficient and environmentally balanced regional air 
transportation network. 


While not related to Airside Project impacts, Massport will continue discussions with air 
carriers with t he goal of reducing the use of hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft at Logan. 


The Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Status and Planning Report, prepared for Massport by Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc., October 15, 2000 
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8.1 Introduction 


The Airside Project is intended to reduce current and projected levels of aircraft delay and 
enhance operational safety at Logan. A range of improvement concepts to accomplish these 
objectives was evaluated in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and a comparative analysis 
was conducted from both an operational and environmental perspective. 


The proposed improvement concepts include: 


Construction of a unidirectional Runway 14/32; 

Construction of a Centerfield Taxiway; 

Extension of Taxiway Delta; 

Realignment of Taxiway November; 

Optimization of taxiways in the southwest corner of the airfield; 
Reduction in approach minimums on Runways 22L, 27, 15R, and 33L; and 


Peak Period Pricing. 


The analytical framework for assessing these concepts was structured to provide a 
comprehensive assessment of alternative packages as shown in Table 8.1-1. 


Table 8.1-1 
Logan Airside Project improvements Alternative Packages 


Alternative 1 Alternative 1A Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 
All Actions All Actions Except All Actions Except No Build 
Peak Period Pricing Runway 14/32 
Improvement Concept PREFERRED NO ACTION 
ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE 

Runway 14/32 | a 
Taxiways: 
Centerfield a a rT] 
Extend Delta | a a 
Realign November | a | 
South West Corner Optimization a a 7 
Operational: 
Reduced Minimums a a a z= 
Peak Period Pricing a a a 
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The comparative benefits and impacts of the different alternatives were fully described in 
Chapters 4, 6, and 8 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. After careful review in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR of the extent and causes of delays at Logan and the results 
of each Alternative’s comparative benefits, Alternative 1A was selected as the Preferred 
Alternative because: 


m = It significantly reduces the current level of delay and delay for all future scenarios without 
imposing the economic costs associated with Peak Period Pricing on regional carriers and 
the communities they serve. 


m By reducing delays, it achieves certain environmental benefits that include improved air 
quality and a reduction of noise for the most severely impacted communities, while 
causing minimal environmental impacts, all of which will be mitigated. 


This chapter presents a summary of the benefits and impacts of the Preferred Alternative, 
compares these results to the consequences of doing nothing (No Action Alternative), 
and summarizes the Airside Project mitigation and permitting requirements. 


8.2 Preferred Alternative 


The analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR provided the analytical context for the 
selection of Alternative 1A as the Preferred Alternative for reducing current and projected 
levels of aircraft delay and enhancing operational safety at Logan. The Preferred 
Alternative achieves significant delay reduction and safety benefits under all future 
forecast scenarios, reducing total annual delays by 27 to 31 percent and VFR runway delays 
by 48 to 56 percent when compared to the No Action Alternative. Implementation of the 
Preferred Alternative will allow Massport to increase the operational efficiency and safety 
of the airfield, reduce existing delay, and accommodate the expected future growth in 
aviation activity that is vital to the regional economy. 


By improving airside operating conditions and reducing the amount of time aircraft are 
delayed in the air or on the ground, the Preferred Alternative reduces the environmental 
impact of aircraft operations. This alternative will result in improved air quality over No 
Action conditions, an increase in the number of aircraft operations on over—water flight 
paths, a greater ability to meet PRAS noise goals, and reduced noise impacts for the most 
severely affected populations in East Boston, Revere and Winthrop. With the 
construction, environmental and sound insulation mitigation proposed by Massport, the 
short-term and long-term environmental impacts associated with the Preferred 
Alternative will be mitigated. 
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The Preferred Alternative, Alternative 1A, consists of the following improvements: 


Unidirectional Runway 14/32 


A new 5,000-foot unidirectional runway will be constructed along the southwestern edge 
of the airport. The Runway 14/32 layout will be designed by Massport and operated by the 
FAA only as a unidirectional runway. All arrivals will occur over Boston Harbor to the 
Runway 32 approach end and all departures will occur from the Runway 14 end and 
head out over the harbor. Unidirectional Runway 14/32 addresses the principal cause of 
delay at Logan — the substantial drop in capacity that occurs when moderate to strong 
northwest/southeast winds force the airport to operate with fewer than three runways — 
by providing a second effective parallel runway in the northwest/southeast orientation. 
In calm winds, availability of another three-runway configuration that includes 
unidirectional Runway 14/32, would also provide the FAA with greater flexibility to 
shift operations away from Runways 4L/22R and 4R/22L and increase the number of 
operations over the water. This would allow for a more equitable distribution of 
operations consistent with the PRAS noise abatement goals, and provide relief to noise- 
affected communities to the north and south of the Airport. Construction of the 
unidirectional runway is estimated to take approximately one year, and would begin 
after the receipt of all necessary federal and state approvals. 


Centerfield Taxiway 


A 9,300-foot taxiway will be constructed between Runways 4L/22R and 4R/22L. The 
Centerfield Taxiway will: (1) reduce taxiway congestion, thereby enhancing the general 
safety of airside operations; and (2) facilitate more efficient movement of aircraft between 
terminal areas and runways during takeoff and landing procedures, thereby reducing 
delays, ground noise and air emissions. 


Other Taxiway Improvements 


Taxiway crossings and ground taxiing movements will be improved to enhance airfield 
safety and operating efficiencies by: 


m Reconfiguring the Southwest Corner Taxiway System to streamline taxiway flow in a very 
complex area for ground operations. The taxiway reconfiguration would improve access 
in the areas of runway ends 9, 4L and 4R, and several of the surrounding taxiways by 
isolating the lines of traffic flow from each other. 


m= Extend Taxiway Delta to Runway 4R/22L by constructing an additional 2,000 feet of 
taxiway between Runway 33L and Runway 4k. 


m = Realign Taxiway November between Runway 15L/33R and Runway 33L/15R and 
eliminate Taxiway Tango. The realignment would also change the location of the 
intersection with Taxiways Alpha and Kilo by removing the intersection after the curve to 
simplify the crossing of these taxiways. 
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Operational Improvements 


The proposed action will reduce the approach minimums on Runways 22L and 27 to ILS 
Category I values and on Runways 15R and 33L to ILS Category III values, consistent 
with the capabilities of the existing and planned navigational equipment. 
Implementation of reduced minimums is solely within the FAA’s jurisdiction. 


Peak Period Pricing is not included in the Preferred Alternative because airline over- 
scheduling is not currently a problem at Logan. Further, the delay reduction benefits 
associated with Peak Period Pricing come at a cost to passengers, communities and the air 
carriers. If airline overscheduling becomes a significant contributor to Logan delays in the 
future, Massport recognizes the benefits of Peak Period Pricing and will implement an 
appropriate program at that time. Chapter 4 of this document describes the Peak Period 
Monitoring System designed by Massport to determine when delays due to 
overscheduling are severe enough that a peak period pricing program would be 
appropriate. The commitment to initiate and maintain the Peak Period Monitoring System 
is a specific project mitigation measure. 


Table 8.4-1 
Summary of Preferred Alternative by Construction Elements 
Construction Estimated 
Cost Estimate’ Construction Period 
Construction Element ($ millions) (Days') 
Unidirectional Runway 14/32 $33 300 
Centerfield Taxiway $20 See Note 2 
Southwest Taxiway System Reconfiguration $14 240 
Taxiway Delta Extension $6 180 
November Taxiway Realignment $3 180 
Total $76 Phased over + 5 years 


1 Days are consecutive calendar days, inclusive of Saturdays and Sundays. Does not include winter construction shut down period. 

2 Construction of the northern segment of Centerfield Taxiway is estimated to take 180 days; construction of the southern segment 
Centerfield Taxiway is estimated to take 210 days. There is some overlap of the two construction periods. 

3 Costs are for construction only and exclude mitigation costs. 
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8.3 Summary of Delay Reduction Benefits 


The FAA’s and US DOT’s current and historic delay statistics confirm that Logan Airport 
is unable to accommodate existing demand levels without incurring significant levels of 
delay. As demand continues to grow, airfield congestion and delays at Logan will 
worsen if effective measures for dealing with increased demand are not implemented. 


An evaluation of the No Action Alternative illustrates the consequences of doing 
nothing: 


m If noactions are taken, Logan's annual runway and taxiway delays will increase from 
142,000 hours in 1998 to as much as 363,000 hours in the 37.5M High Fleet scenario. 


m= If no airfield improvements are made, the ability to improve PRAS goals will diminish 
over time. As demand increases, dependence on the north/south operation of the airport 
is projected to grow to nearly 90 percent. 


While Massport cannot entirely eliminate delays at Logan, an evaluation of the Airside 
Project Alternatives indicates that the Preferred Alternative is an effective measure for 
reducing current delay, increasing operational efficiency and enhancing safety. Under the 
29M Low Fleet scenario, which is most similar to current conditions at Logan, the 
Preferred Alternative reduces total annual delay (runway and taxiway) by 27 percent, or 
46,100 hours. Unidirectional Runway 14/32 produces a consistent and significant delay 
reduction benefit under all future fleet scenarios, without imposing a disproportionate 
economic burden on regional carriers. 


Runway 14/32 reduces annual delay primarily by reducing delays on days when 
moderate to strong northwest or southeast winds prevent air traffic controllers from 
using existing high capacity runway configurations. If Runway 14/32 had been available 
in 1998, delays would have been reduced by nearly 90 percent in northwest wind 
conditions. 


While the level of taxiway delays at Logan is not as high as those delays associated with 
runway constraints, taxiway delays impede airfield efficiency, increase ground noise and 
increase air emissions. The airfield delay analysis indicates that taxiway improvements will 
provide substantial delay reduction and reduce the risk of runway incursions. While the 
taxiway improvements provide the greatest reduction in taxiway delays, the addition of 
unidirectional Runway 14/32 also contributes to taxiway delay savings by permitting a 
shift in runway usage patterns that allows the use of more efficient taxiway configurations. 


The taxiway improvements, and most importantly the Centerfield Taxiway, contribute to 
delay reduction across all future forecast scenarios. The delay reduction hours attributable 
to the taxiway improvements in the 29M Low Fleet scenario are approximately 

21,900 hours. 
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8.4 Summary of Environmental Impacts 


8.4.1 


8.4.2 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR presented a comprehensive analysis of environmental 
issues in response to the federal and state scoping documents. This section of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR presents a summary of the results of the environmental analysis 
for the Preferred Alternative as compared to the No Action Alternative under future fleet 
scenarios. 


Air Quality 


There are no negative air quality impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative. 
When compared to the No Action Alternative, the Preferred Alternative provides air 
quality benefits. The Preferred Alternative is expected to generate lower amounts of total 
carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), 
odor-causing hydrocarbons, and PM,, emissions than the No Action Alternative. The 
results of the dispersion modeling analysis shows that the Preferred Alternative is 
expected to result in no violations of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS). This pattern is the same for all future fleet scenarios and is largely attributable 
to delay reductions in airside operations associated with the Preferred Alternative. 


Noise 


The Preferred Alternative provides for increased flexibility in runway selection. This leads 
to a more equitable distribution of noise impacts and a greater ability to meet PRAS noise 
abatement goals than the No Action Alternative. If the Preferred Alternative is 
implemented, achievement of the annual PRAS goals is expected to nearly double for all 
fleet scenarios. The delay modeling also shows that the Preferred Alternative produces 
similar results for all future scenarios for the short-term dwell (one day) and persistence 
(three-day) PRAS goals. 


The ability of Runway 14/32 to increase the opportunity to better meet PRAS runway- 
use goals is also reflected in the area-wide cumulative noise exposure contours for in- 
flight noise and estimates of the number of people residing within those contours. The 
Preferred Alternative provides a substantial reduction in population exposed to day- 
night sound levels (DNL) greater than or equal to 70 dB. For future fleet scenarios, the 
reductions are significant, ranging from 70 to 81 percent for DNLs greater than or equal 
to 75 dB, and 39 to 43 percent for values of 70 dB or greater. 


In addition to reducing noise exposure at the highest DNL levels, the Preferred 
Alternative allows for a more balanced geographic distribution of jet operations. Under 
the 37.5M High scenario, the Preferred Alternative results in 41 percent of jets utilizing 
runways affecting communities north and south of the airport, compared to 91 percent 
for the No Action Alternative. Conversely, the percentage of jets flying over water 
increases significantly from 6 percent in the No Action Alternative to 30 percent with the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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For both the Preferred Alternative and the No Action Alternative, the average changes in 
population within the 65 dB DNL contour are small. The population within the 65 dB 
DNL increases in Chelsea (by 244 people) and, to a lesser degree, in portions of East 
Boston (by 139 people) and South Boston - west of D Street (by 32 people), when 
compared to the No Action Alternative under the 29M Low Fleet scenario. These 
population increases result from increased use of Runways 15R/33L and Runway 27 
departures, consistent with the PRAS runway use goals. 


The analysis of ground taxi operations indicates that the noise from ground operations is 
significantly less than the noise from in-flight operations. The Preferred Alternative 
would, however, produce a significant reduction in ground taxi noise for communities 
located to the northeast of the airport (the Bayswater section of East Boston and the Court 
Road section of Winthrop), with smaller reductions at Jeffries Point. 


8.5 Summary of Mitigation for the Preferred 
Alternative 


This section presents a summary of the environmental and construction impacts 
associated with implementation of the Preferred Alternative and presents proposed 
measures to mitigate these impacts, where applicable. For this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
the preliminary mitigation plan presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 
repeated, and the additional mitigation measures are presented. The project-specific and 
other mitigation commitments include: 


m Project-Specific Mitigation measures are as follows: 


Q Reinforce Unidirectional Restriction for Runway 14/32 operations. 


Q Sound Insulation Program for those eligible residences located within the 65 dB 
DNL contour (29M Low Fleet). These areas include portions of Chelsea, East 
Boston and South Boston. For the eligible residences, the FAA will fund building 
code upgrades, to the extent necessary, to implement sound insulation 
improvements. 

Q Airport Tenant Relocation Assistance. The only relocation required for 
construction of Runway 14/32 involves the tenants of Building 60 in the South 
Cargo Area. Massport will provide relocation assistance as required under 
applicable law to mitigate impacts. 

Q Upland Sandpiper Habitat Enhancement Plan including: Alteration of existing 
airfield grassland mowing procedures to encourage the use of non-construction 
areas; implementation of a pre-construction and an on-going pre-mowing 
upland sandpiper reconnaissance program; and restoration of off-site habitat. 

Q Construction Mitigation including Massport’s required Construction Mitigation 

Program, and adherence by Massport and construction contractors to the Clean 


Air Construction Initiatives. 
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8.5.1 


m Other Mitigation Commitments include the following: 


Q PRAS Monitoring and Reporting. Massport is committed to more frequent and 
comprehensive PRAS monitoring and public reporting. 


Q Peak Period Monitoring Program. Massport is proposing an airline schedule 
monitoring system, and is committed to implementing Peak Period Pricing if 
airline overscheduling emerges as a source of future delays. 

Q PRAS Nighttime Over-Water Preference Routing. Massport will encourage the 
FAA to continue the practice of initiating over-water routing preferences as soon 
after 11:00 PM as practicable. 

Q Seek to Reduce Use of Hushkitted Aircraft at Logan. Massport will continue to 
work with air carriers to encourage the use of full Part 36 (Stage 3) new 
technology aircraft. 

Q Regional Transportation Steps. Massport supports the regionalization of New 

England’s transportation network and continues to work with aviation 

transportation agencies including the FAA, the Massachusetts Aeronautics 

Commission (MAC), other New England State Aviation Directors, and the 

regional airports, to ensure the efficient use of the region’s transportation 

infrastructure. Massport, along with the FAA and the regional airport directors, 
will conduct the New England Airports System Study. This study will evaluate the 
potential for international, charter, and cargo services at each of the regional 
airports; evaluate capacity issues at each of the regional airports; and consider 
the development of high occupancy vehicle/ground transportation and rail 
alternatives to improve access to the regional airports. 


Project Specific Mitigation 


The following section outlines the project specific mitigation proposed as a component of 
the Airside Improvements Planning Project. Project specific mitigation measures are 
described according to the affected environmental categories of noise, air quality, land 

use /socioeconomic, air quality, vegetation and wetlands, wildlife, water resources and 
soils. An extensive series of construction-related mitigation measures are presented in 
detail in Section 8.5.2. In addition, Massport has proposed other mitigation measures, that, 
while not specifically related to the Airside Project, would be implemented concurrently 
with the Preferred Alternative. These other measures are discussed in Section 8.5.3. 


8.5.1.1 Unidirectional Commitment 


The Runway 14/32 component of the Preferred Alternative has been conceived and 
proposed by Massport to accommodate unidirectional operations only. As a 
unidirectional runway, all aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 
Runway 32 approach end and all departures would initiate from the Runway 14 end 
heading out over Boston Harbor. One of the issues raised in the May 7, 1999 EOEA 
Certificate and addressed during the SDEIS Panel process was a review of how the 
commitment to this unidirectional operational limitation for proposed Runway 14/32 
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could be reinforced. This section repeats a discussion of this issue before the Panel and 
constitutes a confirmation of Massport’s commitment in this area. 


Reinforcement of the unidirectional limitation occurs on three different levels. The first 
level centers on operational considerations. Massport will construct, mark and light 
Runway 14/32 to accommodate unidirectional operations only. In addition, the Hyatt 
Conference Center (174 feet high) is located within 1,300 feet of the west end of proposed 
Runway 14/32 and thereby obstructs the pertinent approach requirement, precluding 
arrivals from the west to the 14 approach end (see 14 CFR Part 77.25(d)). Another factor 
limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available facilities to allow 
aircraft to taxi to the 32 end. Without such facilities, aircraft would be required to use the 
Runway to taxi to the 32 end in order to position for takeoff in a westerly direction. Such 
a requirement would limit significantly the delay reduction benefits associated with 
utilizing Runway 14/32 for 32 departures. 


The second level of reinforcement for the unidirectional limitation on Runway 14/32 is 
the environmental permit process itself. Approval under both federal and state 
environmental review processes is sought for a unidirectional runway only. 
Furthermore, the unidirectional limitation is being designated in the federal and state 
environmental review documents as a mitigation measure. This designation is supported 
by the goals of: (i) maximizing over water operations, thereby limiting operational 
impacts over residential areas, and (ii) allowing better attainment of Preferential Runway 
Advisory System (PRAS) goals. The unidirectional limitation as a Project mitigation 
element will be included as one of Massport’s findings under M.G.L. Section 61 and is 
anticipated to be an element of both the federal Record of Decision and the certificate of 
the Massachusetts Secretary of Environmental Affairs, thus providing a further level of 
reinforcement of this limitation. 


The first two levels of reinforcement discussed above entail physical restraints and 
governmental determinations within the jurisdiction of both the Federal Aviation 
Administration (to be addressed in the federal Record of Decision) and the 
Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (through the Secretary’s 
Certificate on the Final EIR). A third level of reinforcement would provide an additional, 
representative governmental body and/or appropriate representative community 
groups, with contractual rights to enforce the unidirectional limitation. Massport 
reaffirms its willingness to enter into an appropriate contractual agreement with another 
governmental unit and/or representative community group. This agreement would (i) 
reiterate the unidirectional restrictions outlined above (e.g., limited markings and 
lighting, and no taxiway to accommodate takeoffs from the 32 end), (ii) allow Runway 
14/32 to be constructed and operated as a unidirectional runway only, and (iii) provide 
such entity or group(s) with standing and a contractual mechanism to enforce the 
unidirectional commitment. 


Preferred Alternative and Mitigation 8-13 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


8.5.1.2 Noise 


The Preferred Alternative includes construction of unidirectional Runaway 14/32, which 
provides flexibility in runway selection, and hence a greater ability to achieve PRAS 
goals. In order to maximize over-water operations and achieve the other PRAS-related 
benefits of Runway 14/32, it has been designed and will be permitted for unidirectional 
use only, i.e., it will only accommodate over-water arrivals and departures. 


By allowing better achievement of PRAS goals, implementation of the Preferred 
Alternative significantly reduces the most severely noise-impacted populations within 
the 70 and 75 dB DNL contours in East Boston, Winthrop and Revere. However, by 
increasing utilization of Runway 15/33 to levels more consistent with PRAS goals, the 
Preferred Alternative will also increase the affected population within the future 65 dB 
DNL contours compared to the No Action Alternative and to 1998 conditions. Massport 
proposes to mitigate these impacts by providing sound insulation to affected residences 
in Chelsea, East Boston and South Boston that fall within the 65 dB DNL contour for the 
Preferred Alternative as defined by the 29M Low Fleet scenario. The estimated number of 
dwelling units listed in Table 8.5-1 reflects the total number of dwelling units that will be 
sound insulated as a result of the Preferred Alternative 29M Low DNL contour. For the 
project-eligible residences, the FAA will fund building code upgrades, to the extent 
necessary, to implement sound insulation improvements. The number of residences to be 
included within the noise mitigation program will be determined based on a more 
detailed block-by-block analysis to be performed during implementation. 


Table 8.5-1 
Proposed Sound Insulation Mitigation 


Community Estimated Number of Dwelling Units 
Chelsea 1,100 to 1,200 

East Boston 150 to 200 

South Boston 25 to 50 

Approximate Total 1,275 to 1,450 


In summer 2000, Massport submitted a new sound insulation program based on the 1998 
65 dB DNL contour with terrain-adjusted exposure levels to the FAA New England 
Regional Office. The FAA approved the new sound insulation contour for a two-year 
period. This sound insulation program is funded and is underway. 
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8.5.1.3 Land Use/Socioeconomic 


Implementation of the Preferred Alternative is restricted to activities and purposes 
compatible with normal airport operations and existing land use plans. Construction of 
the runway and taxiway improvements will occur on the existing airfield. 


Construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32 requires the demolition of Buildings 60 
and 61 in the South Cargo Area. The tenant of Building 61 (the U.S. Postal Service) has 
plans to vacate the building, independent of the Airside Project. Therefore demolition of 
this building would not require relocation assistance. The leases for Building 60 extend 
beyond the proposed 2003 construction start of the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, 
relocation assistance for eligible tenants of Building 60 will be provided in accordance 
with applicable provisions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and specifically Part 24 of 49 CFR and 
M.G.L. Chapter 79A and implementing regulations. Relocation assistance measures may 
include relocation advisory services and payments for moving and relocation costs, as 
applicable. Relocation resources would be available to all eligible business relocatees 
without discrimination. 


8.5.1.4 Air Quality 


The emissions inventory for carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), and volatile 
organic compounds (VOC) indicates that the Preferred Alternative is expected to generate 
the least amount of emissions of all Alternatives evaluated, including the No Action 
Alternative. The dispersion modeling results for the Preferred Alternative indicate that 
predicted levels of CO, NO, and PM 
and guidelines, under all future fleet scenarios analyzed. Therefore there are no negative 


1» are expected to be well within air quality standards 
air quality impacts associated with implementation of the Preferred Alternative. Rather, the 
Preferred Alternative provides an air quality benefit when compared to the No Action 
Alternative. This outcome is attributable to the delay reduction benefits associated with the 
Preferred Alternative. 


To comply with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA), the FAA must 
determine if the proposed action is consistent with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) 
for ozone, since Logan is located in a non-attainment area for this pollutant. FAA 
procedures for compliance with General Conformity regulations mandated by Section 
176(c) of the CAAA require that the FAA compare the emissions resulting from the 
Preferred Alternative against those emissions that would have occurred under the No 
Action Alternative. 


Based on the analyses of NOx and VOCs (see Tables 6.4-5 and 6.4-6, respectively), FAA 
has determined that for all future conditions analyzed, the Preferred Alternative’s net 
annual emissions (Preferred Alternative emissions minus No Action emissions) will be 
less than the applicable NOx and VOC emission levels in 40 CFR 93.153(b). In addition, 
FAA analysis of these levels shows that the Preferred Alternative would not be 
“regionally significant” because it would not account for 10 percent of the total emissions 
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inventories for NOx or VOC in the Boston ozone non-attainment area. Accordingly, FAA 
has determined that further analysis of the Preferred Alternative under Section 176(c) of 
the CAAA is not needed and that the implementation of the Preferred Alternative is 
presumed to conform to the SIP. 


For NEPA purposes, FAA must also assess the air quality impacts of project alternatives. 
Dispersion modeling for the Preferred Alternative and the No Action Alternative shows 
that the proposed project would not exceed any National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS). Accordingly, FAA has determined that the Preferred Alternative would not 
cause significant air quality impacts. 


8.5.1.5 Vegetation and Wetlands 


All construction associated with the Preferred Alternative is confined to upland portions of the 
airfield. There will be no loss of wetlands as a result of the implementation of the Preferred 
Alternative. During construction, sediment and erosion controls will be implemented within 
the 100-foot buffer zone of the coastal bank. All areas disturbed by construction will be 
stabilized with vegetation common to the airfield once re-grading is completed. 


8.5.1.6 Wildlife 


Construction of the Centerfield Taxiway and the Taxiway Delta extension will result in 
the conversion of approximately 37 acres of grassland to paved surface thereby 
eliminating this area as habitat for the state-listed endangered upland sandpiper. 
Massport is working with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species 
Program (NHESP) to develop a mitigation plan that will address this impact. The 
mitigation plan comprises the following elements: 


m Off-site habitat enhancement. 

m Alteration of existing airfield grassland mowing procedures prior to the spring arrival of 
the upland sandpiper to encourage occupation of other areas of the airfield rather than the 
construction area. 

m Implementation of a pre-construction and an ongoing pre-mowing upland sandpiper 
reconnaissance program to ensure that no individual birds remain in the areas being 
mowed. 


Enhancement of bird habitat at Logan is not feasible due to the significant potential of 
increased aviation hazards. As part of the Conservation and Management Permit process 
under the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA), Massport has worked closely 
with the NHESP to develop a comprehensive onsite and offsite mitigation program to 
provide a “net benefit to the local population” of upland sandpipers. The offsite 
mitigation is expected to involve Massport funding of a grassland restoration/habitat 
enhancement program at Camp Edwards on Cape Cod. Under this program, Massport 
would provide funds to the Massachusetts National Guard (MNG) for the restoration of 
the former upland sandpiper habitat. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is under 
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8.5.2 


discussion among Massport, MNG and NHESP to ensure effective implementation of the 
program. 


8.5.1.7 Water Resources 


Construction of the runway and taxiways will result in a slight increase (3.8 percent) in 
peak runoff to tidal waters. Peak discharges will be minimized through the use of grassed 
swales and infiltration of runoff. No long-term impacts to water quality are anticipated. 
The existing stormwater drainage system will be reconfigured slightly to accommodate 
runoff from the runway and taxiway improvements. A low-flow water quality treatment 
structure may be incorporated into the existing system to handle the first flush runoff from 
portions of the airfield, if feasible. Sediment and erosion controls will be installed and 
maintained during all portions of construction to minimize adverse impacts. Construction 
will be phased to minimize the extent of bare soil at any one time. All new runway and 
taxiway construction within areas subject to DEP’s Stormwater Management Policy will be 
consistent with applicable policies and performance standards. 


8.5.1.8 Soils 


Disposal of soils excavated for runway and taxiway construction will be regulated under 
the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) (310 CMR 40.0000) and further reviewed for 
consistency with Massport’s Soil Management Plan developed for the Logan 
Modernization projects. 


Construction Mitigation 


An extensive array of construction period mitigation measures is proposed for the Airside 
Project improvements that comprise the Preferred Alternative. Measures that specifically 
address safety, traffic, air quality, and noise will be written into the contract documents and 
specifications governing the contractors and subcontractors constructing the improve- 
ments. As in the Logan Modernization Program and other major construction projects at 
the airport, Massport will employ a team of on-site resident engineers and inspectors to 
monitor the contractors’ compliance with mitigation measures. 


Safety is of paramount concern since major construction will be occurring in proximity to 
operating runways and taxiways. All construction activity will be governed by the 
requirements of FAA AC 150/5370-2C Operational Safety on Airports During Construction. 


Construction mitigation measures in a number of categories are described below. 


8.5.2.1 Construction Traffic Operations 


m Construction vehicles will be required to use State highways or Logan roadways, 
including the Ted Williams Tunnel, except when seeking access to local businesses. A 
clause to this effect will be inserted in all construction contracts relating to the Airside 
Project improvements. 
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Truck routes for Logan projects that minimize impacts on the local communities are well 
established. Construction vehicles would be restricted from using Neptune Road, 
Maverick Street, and Porter Street in East Boston. Designated truck routes will be specified 
in all construction contracts. 


Construction employee parking spaces will not be permitted on the construction site nor 
will provisions be made for them elsewhere on-airport with the exception of a small 
number of spaces for supervisory personnel. It is expected that construction workers will 
access the airport via public transportation or via shuttle buses from off-airport parking 
areas. 


Police details will be employed at appropriate locations on the airport to manage traffic 
and ensure public safety. 


8.5.2.2 Construction Air Quality 


As part of Massport’s continued commitment to reduce impacts to the environment, 
Massport will require contractors to retrofit their heavy construction equipment with 
advanced pollution control devices during construction in accordance with DEP’s Clean 
Air Construction Initiative. Contractor-owned equipment such as front-end loaders, 
backhoes, cranes and excavators will be retrofitted with oxidation catalysts. This device 
filters out and breaks down hydrocarbons, particulate matter and carbon dioxide 
associated with diesel emissions. 


During the construction process a regular program of street sweeping will minimize dust 
from construction vehicle movements on airport roads. 


Fugitive dust also will be controlled with water spray as needed during demolition and 
construction; no chemical soil stabilizers will be used. 


All trucks hauling demolition materials and excavate from the site will be covered and 
their wheels will be washed prior to leaving the construction site. 


8.5.2.3 Construction Noise 


General construction noise will be limited using techniques such as: 


Use of: (1) concrete crushers or pavement saws for building demolition or similar 
construction activity; (2) local power grid to reduce the use of generators, to the extent 
practicable and feasible. 


Attaching: (1) intake and exhaust mufflers, shields, or shrouds; (2) noise-deadening 
material to inside of hoppers, conveyor transfer points, or chutes. 


Maintaining equipment to ensure peak performance. 
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Limiting (1) the numbers and duration of equipment idling on the site; (2) the use of 
annunciators or public address systems; (3) the use of air or gasoline-driven hand tools. 


Configuring, to the extent feasible, the construction site in a manner that keeps loud 
equipment and activities as far as possible from noise-sensitive locations. 


When construction is scheduled during the nighttime hours and near community 


sensitive areas (e.g., East Boston and Winthrop) the following noise mitigation measures 


will be employed: 


The use of backup alarms for all pieces of equipment will be prohibited, to the extent 
appropriate. The contractors will be required to provide additional laborers to assure that 
equipment backup safely and comply with OSHA regulations. 


Trucks delivering bituminous concrete or other materials will be prohibited from 
slamming their tailgates to clean out truck beds after dumping. 


During paving operations, contractors will be required to turn off their vibratory 
compactors prior to exiting off of the newly placed pavement and onto the old existing 
pavement. 


Further noise control options will be evaluated during the ongoing project design to 
define their effectiveness and feasibility. Appropriate operational specifications and 
performance standards will be incorporated into the construction contract documents. 


8.5.2.4 General Project Construction Mitigation 


All construction activity associated with the Preferred Alternative will be governed by 
FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370-2C, Operation Safety on Airports During Construction. 
In addition, Massport has developed a number of mandatory construction mitigation 


procedures for all construction contractors. Massport will be responsible for overseeing 


all activities related to the Airside Project improvements including the following 


management practices: 


Full coordination with the CA/T Project, and with all relevant agencies including the 
FAA, MBTA, Massachusetts Turnpike Authority, Massachusetts DEP, Massachusetts 
Coastal Zone Management (CZM), Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA), 
City of Boston, Boston Water and Sewer Commission (BWSC), and utility companies, as 
appropriate. 


Preparation of detailed pre-construction plans for traffic maintenance, construction 
specifications for contractors, and coordinated scheduling of all construction activities (as 
well as the other measures noted in the ground transportation section above). 
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8.5.3 


Environmental Justice 


The Preferred Alternative has been reviewed in accordance with the Federal Executive 
Order 12898 and the applicable US DOT Order. After taking into account mitigation 
measures, the Preferred Alternative will not result in a disproportionate adverse impact 
to minority and/or low-income populations. 


m = There is no disproportionate high and adverse impact caused by the Preferred 
Alternative. Adverse noise impacts of the Preferred Alternative are not predominately 
borne by a minority or low-income population. Only 21 percent of the population within 
the 65 dB DNL contour is minority, compared Suffolk County, which is 38 percent 
minority. Less than 2 percent of the population within the 65 dB DNL contour has a 
household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. 


m = The additional area within the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour under the 29M 
Low Fleet scenario includes a predominantly Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
predicted to experience an increase of 0.6 dB DNL or less. Under FAA’s standards, this 
change is not a significant adverse impact. Nonetheless, mitigation of the increased noise 
exposure will be provided to the affected community in the form of residential sound 
insulation. 


8.5.4 Other Mitigation Measures 


Since the publication of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, Massport has developed 
proposals for other mitigation measures including: 


PRAS Monitoring and Reporting 
Peak Period Monitoring Program 
Ongoing Discussion with Air Carriers to Reduce Use of Hushkitted Aircraft at Logan 


Regional Transportation Steps 


8.5.4.1 PRAS Monitoring and Reporting 


The forecast levels of PRAS achievement that are reflected in the Airside Project analysis 
show continuous improvement from current levels. The analysis presented in Chapter 4 
of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR clearly demonstrates the improvement in PRAS 
achievement that has taken place since its inception in the early 1980s, and especially 
since 1996, when the FAA began using the modified version of PRAS. Because Massport 
is committed to further improvement in PRAS achievement, it has designed protocols for 
monitoring and reporting PRAS performance. Chapter 4 describes the proposed PRAS 
Monitoring System and report distribution. In summary, the Massport Quarterly Noise 
Reports will include a number of new reports and the distribution list will be expanded 
to include all interested parties. In addition, the annual reports on runway utilization, 
dwell and persistence will also be included in the ESPR and its Environmental Data 
Reports (EDR). Over the longer-term, Massport will work with the FAA to design 
additional reports, which could help enhance the attainment of PRAS. 
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8.5.4.2 Peak Period Monitoring System and Peak Period Pricing 
Exemption Program 


As part of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport completed several analyses that 
allowed for a more complete understanding of Peak Period Pricing. (These analyses are 
described in Chapter 4 of this document.) The product of two of these analyses is reflected 
in Massport’s mitigation plan. First, Massport recognizes the delay reduction benefits 
associated with Peak Period Pricing in an environment characterized by airline 
overscheduling and is committed to an ongoing program designed to regularly monitor 
peak period airline schedules. In Chapter 4, Massport identifies a criterion that would 
initiate of a phased administrative and regulatory process leading to the implementation of 
a Peak Period Pricing program. Massport’s monitoring program, described in Chapter 4, 
will provide the appropriate mechanism for identifying the point at which the triggering 
criterion occurs. 


Should Peak Period Pricing be invoked, Massport and others are concerned about the 
detrimental effects such a program could have on New England communities that rely 
on air service to Logan Airport for access to the national aviation system. As mitigation 
against the potential economic costs of Peak Period Pricing, Massport has evaluated an 
exemption program for eligible New England communities. The illustrative program 
provides a Peak Period surcharge exemption for two roundtrips per day in each eligible 
market. Consideration will also be given to operational factors, such as the use of the 
2,557-foot Runway 15L/33R, that may justify exemptions without jeopardizing the delay 
reduction benefits of Peak Period Pricing. These exemptions will be included as part of a 
Peak Period Pricing regulatory proposal and will be subject to public comment and 
review along with the other elements of the Peak Period Pricing proposal, as required 
under the Commonwealth’s Administrative Procedures Act. 


8.5.4.3 Hushkitted Aircraft 


As air carriers and cargo operators phased out their remaining Stage 2 aircraft (gross 
weight > 75,000 pounds), some opted to retrofit their older Stage 2 aircraft with 
“hushkits”, designed to reduce noise levels to meet the Part 36 Stage 3 noise limits. 
Others replaced their Stage 3 aircraft with quieter, new Stage 3 technology aircraft, 
resulting in more significant noise abatement benefits. Operators at Logan Airport have 
done both. Substituting quieter, new Stage 3 technology results in more significant noise 
reduction benefits. 


The reduction in noise exposure that will be experienced as fleet changes continue 
depends heavily on how many hushkitted aircraft remain in operation over the next few 
years. One especially promising sign, however, has been the recent fleet conversions by 
the US Airways and Delta Shuttles. Massport has worked to encourage each carrier to 
update its fleet from hushkitted Stage 3 Boeing 727-200 aircraft to Stage 3, new- 
technology aircraft. Subsequent to those discussions, both carriers announced fleet 
renewal programs. US Airways Shuttle now operates quieter Airbus 320 aircraft and the 
Delta Shuttle flies Stage 3 Boeing 737-800s. While not related to Preferred Alternative 
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8.5.5 


impacts, Massport will continue to encourage air carriers to reduce the use of hushkitted 
Stage 3 aircraft at Logan. 


8.5.4.5 Regional Transportation 
Steps 


Massport is engaged in promoting increased utilization of regional airports and other 
travel modes to provide relief to Logan Airport. As an independent authority that owns 
and operates Logan and Hanscom Field, as well as the Tobin Bridge and many properties 
in the Port of Boston, and has operational responsibility for Worcester Regional Airport, 
Massport is just one of many agencies that influence regional transportation policy. With 
regard to aviation, Massport’s primary responsibilities are the provision, operation and 
maintenance of airport infrastructure at Logan and Hanscom Field, and the operation of 
Worcester Regional Airport. 


Massport and FAA are committed to cooperative transportation planning and are actively 
working with a broad array of transportation agencies and concerned parties to ensure an 
integrated, multi-modal regional transportation network. Massport has undertaken several 
initiatives to advance the role of regional airports in accommodating a greater share of the 
region’s air travel demand. Massport is also an active participant in several interagency 
transportation planning forums pertaining to alternative intercity travel modes. Massport 
will also participate in the planned New England Airports System Study. Chapter 2 provides 
a detailed description of Massport’s regional transportation efforts and initiatives. 


Feasibility Study on NOx Emissions 
Reduction 


The EOEA May 7, 1999 Certificate on the Airside Draft EIS/EIR requested that Massport 
undertake a feasibility study of implementing measures to reduce NOx emissions at 
Logan. This study was reported on in the 1999 Logan Airport Environmental Status and 
Planning Report (filed in December 2000). A final report recommending NOx emissions 
reduction strategies will be presented to MEPA by the end of March 2001. 


8.6 Permits 


The following agency reviews, permits, approvals, and notices may be required for the 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative (Table 8.6-1). 
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Table 8.6-1 
Project Permits and Approvals! 


Agency Name 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Permit or Action 


Project Permits and Approvals 
Federal Aviation Administration 


Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management 

Massachusetts Historical Commission 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Department of Environmental Protection 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


Construction Related Permits or Approvals 
Environmental Protection Agency 


Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, Division of Air Quality; 
Massachusetts Department of Labor and Industries; and US Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program 

City of Boston, Conservation Commission 


Airport Layout Plan (ALP) approval 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Record of Decision 
Airspace Analysis and Determination 


Notice of Proposed Landing Area Construction or Alteration 
(14CFR, Part 171) 


Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) Certification 
Federal Consistency Review 

Section 106 Review? 

Air Quality Certification 

Water Quality Certification 

Endangered Species Coordination 


National Pollution Discharge Elimination System, Stormwater 
Discharge (Construction Activity) 

Notice Concerning Commencement of Construction or 
Demolition 


Conservation and Management Permit 
Order of Conditions 


1 Notall these permits or approvals may be required. 


2 The Massachusetts Historical Commission has concurred that the Preferred Alternative will have no adverse effect on significant historic properties. See Appendix 


H for the MHC letter to the FAA, dated December 21, 1999 
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8.7 Proposed Section 61 Findings 


The following section outlines a draft Section 61 Finding for the Airside 
Improvements Planning Project. 


DRAFT RESOLUTION AND VOTE OF MASSPORT BOARD 
IN COMPLIANCE WITH M.G.L. C.30, SECTION 61 


WHEREAS, the Authority has been engaged in long-term planning activities to 
ensure that flight operations at Boston-Logan International Airport (“Logan”) are 
conducted as safely and efficiently as possible in terms of on-time performance and 
in a manner consistent with established environmental impact policies and goals, 
and 


WHEREAS, in the context of this planning process the Authority has identified a 
range of alternatives for achieving these results, including specific improvements 
to the airfield component of Logan, and 


WHEREAS, pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) and 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (“MEPA”) and related regulations and 
other requirements, the Authority has been engaged in an environmental review 
process to examine a number of aspects of the various alternatives under review, 
including without limitation, purpose and need, analysis of the current and 
projected flight delay problem, role of the regional airport system and other 
transportation alternatives in meeting current and forecast passenger demand, 
affected environment, environmental consequences, environmental justice, and 
environmental mitigation, and 


WHEREAS, the environmental review process under MEPA commenced with the 
filing of an Environmental Notification Form (“ENF”) on July 31, 1995 which was 
the subject of a formal scoping process, including a public scoping session on 
September 23, 1995, which process in turn led to the issuance of a Certificate by the 
Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (“EOQEA”) defining the 
scope of the Airside Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”), and 


WHEREAS, the Airside Project Draft EIR was filed on February 1, 1999, which 
document included the designation of a Preferred Alternative consisting of the 
following components: unidirectional Runway 14/32; Centerfield Taxiway; 
extension of Taxiway Delta; realignment of Taxiway November; improvements to 
the southwest corner taxiway system; and reduction in approach minimums on 
Runways 22L, 27, 15R and 33L (which component is an initiative of the Federal 
Aviation Administration), and 


WHEREAS, the Draft EIR was the subject of an extended public comment period, 
including public hearings on Wednesday, April 7, 1999 at the State Transportation 


Preferred Alternative and Mitigation 8-24 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Building in Boston and Thursday, April 8, 1999 at the Holiday Inn in East Boston, 
which resulted in the issuance of a certificate from the Secretary of EOEA dated 
May 7, 1999, in which said Secretary determined that the Draft EIR adequately and 
properly complied with MEPA and with its implementing regulations and 
specified certain additional analytic work, including additional mitigation 
measures and responses to substantive comments, to be included in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (“Final EIR”), and 


WHEREAS, the Authority filed the Final EIR on [March 15], 2001 and on [DATE] 
the Secretary of EOEA issued a certificate determining...[TO BE INSERTED]...; 


NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED AND VOTED: 


A. The Authority hereby finds that: (a) the environmental impacts associated with 
the Airside Improvements Project, EOEA No. 10458, and selection and 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative, are properly and adequately 
described and evaluated in the ENF, Draft EIR and Final EIR and the 
description of such environmental impacts set forth in said documents is 
adopted as a specific finding herein, and (b) by implementing the mitigation 
measures set forth in the Final EIR (and summarized in this resolution), as 
authorized and directed by this resolution, all feasible means and measures 
will be taken to avoid or minimize the description of any environmental 
impacts as determined by this resolution. 


B. The Authority hereby further finds and determines that the improvements 
constituting the Preferred Alternative as set forth in the Draft EIR and Final 
EIR will enhance the operation of Logan by improving safety conditions and 
on-time performance of aircraft and will provide related environmental 
benefits. 


C. The Authority hereby makes the additional findings set forth below in 
accordance with M.G.L. c.30, Section 61: 


IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES 


The Authority hereby adopts the following environmental mitigation, which 
measures are set forth in Chapter 8 and other applicable provisions of the Final 
EIR, and hereby authorizes and directs the Executive Director to implement such 
measures. 


1.0 Runway 14/32 Unidirectional Limitation 


Runway 14/32 will be operated as a unidirectional runway to accommodate over- 
water flight operations only, i.e., arrival operations in an east-to -west direction to the 
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Runway 32 approach end and departure operations from a west-to-east direction 
from the Runway 14 departure end. Construction specifications will require that 
lighting, marking and instrumentation components of Runway 14/32 be done 
consistent with the above-described unidirectional limitations. No parallel or other 
type of taxiway facility will be constructed to allow departures from an east-to-west 
direction from the 32 end. The Authority will, if requested, enter into an appropriate 
contract with an appropriate governmental body and/or representative community 
group(s) to provide rights to enforce the intended unidirectional restriction of 
Runway 14/32. 


2.0 Regional Transportation Policy - Regional Airport Network 


The Authority is engaged in promoting increased utilization of regional airports 
and other travel modes to provide relief to Logan Airport. As an independent 
authority that owns and operates Logan and Hanscom Field, as well as the Tobin 
Bridge and many properties in the Port of Boston, and has operational 
responsibility for Worcester Regional Airport, the Authority is just one of many 
agencies that influence regional transportation policy. With regard to aviation, the 
Authority’s primary responsibilities are the provision, operation and maintenance 
of airport infrastructure at Logan and Hanscom Field, and the operation of 
Worcester Regional Airport. 


The Authority supports a regional transportation policy to improve the efficient use 
of the region’s transportation infrastructure by expanding use of the regional airports 
and other transportation modes, where appropriate. To achieve these goals, the 
Authority is committed to cooperative transportation planning and is actively 
working with a broad array of transportation agencies and concerned parties to 
ensure an integrated, multi-modal regional transportation network. The Authority 
has undertaken several initiatives to advance the role of regional airports in 
accommodating a greater share of the region’s air travel demand. The Authority is 
also an active participant in several interagency transportation planning forums 
pertaining to alternative intercity travel modes. 


The Authority’s efforts in connection with this Regional Transportation Policy will 
include: 


2.1 Worcester Regional Airport 


The Authority will continue to exercise operational control over Worcester 
Regional Airport, continue to work to attract new air service and develop and 
implement a marketing campaign targeted to travelers and airlines to provide 
awareness of Worcester Regional Airport and enhance its utilization within its 
primary service area. 
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2.2_ Cooperative Regional Transportation Planning Initiatives 
The Authority will: 


* Maintain an aviation information database and distribute quarterly reports 
that track aviation trends at all of the regional airports to parties interested in 
promoting regional airport services; 


* Compile and issue periodic statistical summaries of passenger levels, aircraft 
operation counts and airline schedule data at the major New England regional 
airports; 


* Prepare an Annual Report summarizing regional airport trends and service 
developments; 


« Participate in meetings of other regional and state aviation organizations, 
including the Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission and_ transportation 
summit meetings organized by the New England governors; 


* Continue to cooperate with the Federal Aviation Administration and directors 
of other regional airports to undertake and complete a New England Airports 
System Study to evaluate the performance of the regional airports since the 
completion of the 1995 Regional Airport Air Passenger Service Study; reevaluate 
airport market areas and capture rates; evaluate the potential for international, 
charter and cargo services at the regional airports; evaluate capacity issues at 
the regional airports; and consider the development of high occupancy 
vehicle/ground transportation and rail alternatives to improve access to the 
regional airports; 


* Continue to encourage various transportation initiatives (e.g., commuter rail, 
rail or other links between regional airports) by relevant agencies or other 
governmental bodies through Transportation Bond Bill or other legislative 
initiatives that may be required to implement an improved effective regional 
transportation system; 


* Continue to assist in the development of a comprehensive rail plan for New 
England, including the designation of high rail corridors; 


* Continue to support inter-city rail planning through membership in the 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). 


3.0 Residential Sound Insulation 


The construction and operation of Runway 14/32 will significantly reduce the most 
severely noise-impacted populations within the 70 and 75 dB DNL contours in East 
Boston, Winthrop and Revere. This reduction results from a distribution of flights 
more consistent with the Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) goals. 
However, the change in distribution levels resulting from the availability of 
Runway 14/32 will also increase the population within the future 65 dB DNL 
contours in comparison to the No Action alternative and in comparison to 1998 
conditions. This increase will be mitigated by providing sound insulation to 
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affected residences (located in Chelsea, East Boston and South Boston) that fall 
within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative as defined in the 1999 
29M Low Fleet scenario (see Final EIR, Table 8.5-1). The number of dwelling units 
that will be sound insulated are within the new airport wide contours reflecting the 
conditions of the 29M Low Fleet DNL contour and the sound insulation program 
will be structured to meet FAA funding requirements. Relevant FAA general 
sound insulation program funding requirements do not provide sound insulation 
benefits for buildings that do not meet applicable building codes. However, in 
order to ensure that all residents of buildings who would otherwise be eligible for 
sound insulation do not lose eligibility because of building code considerations, 
funds will be provided, through special Project mitigation commitments from the 
FAA, to allow for building code upgrades to be made on individual homes to the 
extent that building code upgrades are necessary to allow the sound insulation 
work to be completed. To further ensure that all eligible residences are included 
within the sound insulation program, the specific identity of residences will be 
determined based upon a detailed block-by-block analysis to be performed during 
implementation. 


4.0 Tenant Relocation Assistance 


As described in the Draft EIR and Final EIR, the construction of Runway 14/32 will 
require the demolition of existing Cargo Building 60 and Cargo Building 61. The 
current tenant, pursuant to plans independent of the Airside Improvement Project, 
will vacate Building 61. In connection with its acquisition of Building 60 the 
Authority will provide relocation assistance to building tenants as required by 
applicable provisions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, Part 24 of 49 CFR and M.G.L. 
Chapter 79A and implementing regulations. Relocation resources will be made 
available to all eligible business relocatees without discrimination. 


5.0 Vegetation and Wetlands 


All construction associated with the Preferred Alternative is confined to upland 
portions of the Logan airfield. There will be no loss of wetlands as a result of the 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative. During construction, sediment and 
erosion controls will be implemented within the 100-foot buffer zone of the coastal 
bank. All areas disturbed by construction will be stabilized with vegetation common to 
the airfield once re-grading is completed. 


6.0 Wildlife 


Construction of the Centerfield Taxiway and the Taxiway Delta extension will result 
in the conversion of approximately 37 acres of grassland to paved surface, thereby 
eliminating this area as habitat for the upland sandpiper. In coordination with the 
Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP), the 
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Authority will develop a mitigation plan to address this impact and that will 
comprise the following elements: 


« Alteration of existing airfield grassland mowing procedures prior to the spring 
arrival of the upland sandpiper to encourage occupation of other areas of the 
airfield rather than the construction area. 


* Implementation of a pre-construction and an on-going pre-mowing upland 
sandpiper reconnaissance program to ensure that no individual birds remain 
in the area. 


=" Off-site habitat enhancement. 


Enhancement of bird habitat at Logan is not feasible due to the significant potential 
of increased aviation hazards. As part of the Conservation and Management Permit 
process under the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA), the Authority in 
coordination with the NHESP will develop a comprehensive onsite and offsite 
mitigation program to provide a “net benefit to the local population” of upland 
sandpipers. The offsite mitigation is expected to involve funding from the Authority 
for a grassland restoration/habitat enhancement program at Camp Edwards on 
Cape Cod. Under this program, the Authority will provide funds to the 
Massachusetts National Guard (MNG) for restoration of the former upland 
sandpiper habitat. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Authority 
and MNG to ensure effective implementation of the program is anticipated. In the 
event that such a program at Camp Edwards is not available, an appropriate 
alternative program acceptable to the NHESP will be developed and implemented. 


7.0 Water Resources 


Construction of the Runway 14/32 and Taxiway components of the Preferred 
Alternative will result in a slight increase (3.8 percent) in peak runoff to tidal 
waters. Peak discharges will be minimized through the use of grassed swales and 
infiltration of runoff. No long-term impacts to water quality are anticipated. The 
existing stormwater drainage system will be reconfigured slightly to accommodate 
runoff from the runway and taxiway improvements. A low-flow water quality 
treatment structure will be incorporated into the existing system to handle the first 
flush runoff from portions of the airfield, if feasible. Sediment and erosion controls 
will be installed and maintained during all portions of construction to minimize 
adverse impacts. Construction will be phased to minimize the extent of bare soil at 
any one time. All new runway and taxiway construction within areas subject to 
DEP’s Stormwater Management Policy will be consistent with applicable policies 
and performance standards. 
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8.0 Soils 


Disposal of soils excavated for runway and taxiway construction will be completed 
in compliance with the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP), 310 CMR 40.0000, 
and will be conducted in a manner consistent with the Authority’s Soil 
Management Plan developed for the Logan modernization projects. 


9.0 General Construction Mitigation 


Appropriate measures to enhance safety and mitigate traffic, air quality, and noise 
impacts will be incorporated into the contract documents and _ specifications 
governing the activities of contractors and subcontractors constructing all 
construction elements of the Preferred Alternative. 


All construction activity associated with the Preferred Alternative will comply with 
FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370-2C, Operation Safety on Airports During 
Construction. In addition, the Authority will utilize a number of mandatory 
construction mitigation procedures for all construction contractors. The Authority 
will employ a team of on-site resident engineers and inspectors to monitor all 
construction activities related to the Preferred Alternative, including the following 
management practices: 


* Full coordination with the CA/T Project, and with all relevant agencies 
including the FAA, MBTA, Massachusetts Turnpike Authority, Massachusetts 
DEP, Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management (CZM), Massachusetts Water 
Resources Authority (MWRA), City of Boston, Boston Water and Sewer 
Commission (BWSC), and utility companies, as appropriate. 


* Preparation of detailed pre-construction plans for traffic maintenance, 
construction specifications for contractors, and coordinated scheduling of all 
construction activities (as well as the other measures noted in the ground 
transportation sections above). 


Construction mitigation measures in a number of categories are described below. 


9.1 Construction Traffic Operations 


* Construction vehicles will be required to use State highways or Logan 
roadways, including the Ted Williams Tunnel, except when seeking access to 
local businesses. A clause to this effect will be inserted in all construction 
contracts relating to the construction components of the Preferred Alternative. 


* Truck routes for Logan projects that minimize impacts on the local 
communities will be established. Construction vehicles would be restricted 
from using Neptune Road, Maverick Street, and Porter Street in East Boston. 
Designated truck routes will be specified in all construction contracts. 


* Construction employee parking spaces will not be permitted on the 


construction site nor will provisions be made for them elsewhere on-airport 
with the exception of a small number of spaces for supervisory personnel. It is 


Preferred Alternative and Mitigation 8-30 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


expected that construction workers will access the airport via public 
transportation or via shuttle buses from off-airport parking areas. 


* Police details will be employed at appropriate locations on the airport to 
manage traffic and ensure public safety. 


9.2 Construction Air Quality 


* The Authority will require contractors to retrofit their heavy construction 
equipment with advanced pollution control devices during construction in 
accordance with DEP’s Clean Air Construction Initiative. Contractor-owned 
equipment such as front-end loaders, backhoes, cranes and excavators will be 
retrofitted with oxidation catalysts. This device filters out and breaks down 
hydrocarbons, particulate matter and carbon dioxide associated with diesel 
emissions. 


* During the construction process a regular program of street sweeping will 
minimize dust from construction vehicle movements on airport roads. 


" Fugitive dust also will be controlled with water spray as needed during 
demolition and construction; no chemical soil stabilizers will be used. 


* All trucks hauling demolition materials and excavate from the site will be 
covered and their wheels will be washed prior to leaving the construction site. 


9.3 Construction Noise 


General construction noise will be limited using techniques such as: 


« Use of: (1) concrete crushers or pavement saws for building demolition or 
similar construction activity; (2) local power grid to reduce the use of 
generators, to the extent practicable and feasible. 


* Attaching (1) intake and exhaust mufflers, shields, or shrouds; (2) noise- 
deadening material to inside of hoppers, conveyor transfer points, or chutes. 


* Maintaining equipment to ensure peak performance. 


« Limiting (1) the numbers and duration of equipment idling on the site; (2) the 
use of annunciators or public address system; (3) the use of air or gasoline- 
driven hand tools. 


* Configuring, to the extent feasible, the construction site in a manner that keeps 
loud equipment and activities as far as possible from noise-sensitive locations. 


When construction is scheduled during the nighttime hours and near community 
sensitive areas (e.g., East Boston and Winthrop) the following noise mitigation 
measures will be employed. 


« The use of backup alarms for all pieces of equipment will be prohibited, to the 
extent appropriate. The Contractor will be required to provide additional 
laborers to assure that equipment backup safely and comply with OSHA 
regulations. 
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* Trucks delivering bituminous concrete or other materials will be prohibited 
from slamming their tailgates to clean out truck beds after dumping. 


« During paving operations, the contractors will be required to turn off their 
vibratory compactors prior to exiting off the newly place pavement and onto 
the old existing pavement. 


Further noise control options will be evaluated during the ongoing project design 
to define their effectiveness and feasibility. Appropriate operational specifications 
and performance standards will be incorporated into the construction contract 
documents. 


10.0 Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) 
Monitoring and Reporting 


The Authority will develop and implement a PRAS Monitoring System and will 
implement a new distribution system for reports. The Massport Quarterly Noise 
Reports will be expanded to include a number of new reports, and the distribution 
list will be expanded to include interested parties, including the Logan Citizens 
Advisory Committee. In addition, the annual reports on runway utilization, dwell 
and persistence will also be included as part of the Environmental Status and 
Planning Report (ESPR) (formerly GEIR) filings made with the Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs. Over the longer-term, the Authority will work with the 
FAA to design additional reports that could help enhance the attainment of PRAS. 


11.0 Peak Period Monitoring 
System and Exemption Program 


The Authority will establish and maintain a monitoring system that will; (i) 
provide advance indication of when airline overscheduling is likely to become a 
significant contributing factor to aircraft arrival and departure delays at Logan, 
and (ii) identify the portion of the day during which an overscheduling condition 
would likely occur. As initially conceived, the key components of this system will 
be as follows: 


* Projections of Logan flight activity will be developed on a semi-annual basis. 
These projections will be prepared 4 to 6 months in advance and will represent 
estimates of flight levels by hour for the upcoming seasonal schedule period. 
Projections will be based on the most recent activity levels of Logan, historic 
seasonality patterns, and advance flight schedules submitted by air carriers to 
the Official Airline Guide (OAG). The projections will also reflect non- 
scheduled activity including charter and general aviation. 


« Logan’s average runway capacity under Visual Flight Rule (VFR) conditions 
will be evaluated as required. 


* Delays due to overscheduling will be quantified though an analysis that 
simulates the projected flight schedules against Logan’s VFR capacity. Delays 
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will be estimated by hour to permit designation of a specific peak period when 
overscheduling conditions are likely to cause significant delays. 


When projected delays due to air carrier overscheduling are estimated to reach or 
exceed an average level of 15 minutes per flight (which standard is based on FAA 
criteria) over a period of three or more consecutive hours in a day, the Authority 
will take the following curative actions: 


Phase_1: Voluntary Schedule Adjustments. The Authority will meet individually 
with air carriers that exhibit significant levels of flight activity during the identified 
peak period. These carriers will be informed that Peak Period Pricing will be 
invoked for the relevant period unless flight schedules are reduced below key 
threshold levels. If voluntary schedule adjustments occur at levels that will avoid 
the original overscheduling situation, no further action will be necessary. 


Phase 2: Regulatory Action. If voluntary schedule adjustments do not eliminate the 
overscheduling situation, the Authority will take the necessary steps consistent 
with applicable legal requirements to put into effect a surcharge applied to flights 
arriving and departing Logan during identified peak hours. A properly structured 
exemption program, consistent with federal law requirements, will also be put into 
effect. The purpose of the exemption program is to prevent affected communities 
from losing access to the national airport system. 


The Authority will continue to monitor flight schedules at Logan on a periodic 
basis and make adjustments to the peak period as warranted by future schedule 
changes. The Authority will make adjustments to the monitoring system and 
related action plan as may be appropriate to address any overscheduling situation 
that may arise. 


12.0 Hushkitted Aircraft 


As air carriers and cargo operators phased out their remaining Stage 2 aircraft 
(gross weight >75,000 pounds) in compliance with federal statutory requirements, 
some opted to retrofit their older Stage 2 aircraft with “hushkits”, designed to 
reduce noise levels to meet the Part 36 Stage 3 noise limits. Other carriers and 
operators replaced their Stage 2 aircraft with new technology Stage 3 airplanes. Air 
carriers and cargo operators at Logan Airport have done both. Substituting new 
full Stage 3 aircraft results in more significant noise abatement benefits. 


The reduction in noise exposure that will be experienced as fleet changes continue 
depends heavily on how many hushkitted aircraft remain in operation over the 
next few years. While not related to Airside Project impacts, the Authority will 
continue to work with air carriers to encourage the use of full Stage 3 aircraft in 
place of hushkitted equipment. 
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Ralph Nicosia-Rusin - Capacity Program Manager, Airports Divisions 


Massachusetts Port Authority 


Thomas Kinton -Director of Aviation 

Betty Desrosiers - Director of Aviation Planning and Development 

Flavio Leo - Manager of Aviation Planning 

Stewart Dalzell- Deputy Director of Aviation Planning and Development 
(as of September 2000) 
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agencies and to the interested parties on the following pages. This list includes those 
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document: 

Mr. John Silva Ms. Betty Desrosiers 

Federal Aviation Administration Massachusetts Port Authority 

12 New England Executive Park Logan Office Center, Suite 205/206S 
Burlington, MA 01803 One Harborside Drive 
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FAA Supplemental Draft EIS 
Panel Process 


FAA Cover Letter 
Additional Analyses for the Logan Airside Supplemental Draft EIS 


Supplemental Draft EIS Panel Meeting Notes 

Minutes: Boston Logan International Airport, Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Panel Meeting, 
December 4, 2000 

Minutes: Boston Logan International Airport, Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Panel Meeting, 
November 28, 2000 

Minutes: Boston Logan International Airport, Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Panel Meeting, 
November 13, 2000 

Minutes: Boston Logan International Airport, Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Panel 
Meeting, October 10, 2000 

Minutes: Boston Logan International Airport, Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Panel Meeting, 
September 27, 2000 

Minutes: Boston Logan International Airport, Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Panel Meeting, 
August 22, 2000 

Minutes: Boston Logan International Airport, Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Panel Meeting, 
July 26, 2000 

Minutes: Boston Logan International Airport, Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Panel Meeting, 
July 13, 2000 


Minutes for Meeting No. 2A: Boston Logan International Airport, Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) 


Panel Meeting, June 22, 2000 


Minutes for Meeting No. 2: Boston Logan International Airport, Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Panel 


Meeting, June 7, 2000 


Minutes for Meeting No. 1A: Boston Logan International Airport, Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) 


Panel Meeting, April 26, 2000 


Minutes for Meeting No. 1: Boston Logan International Airport, Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Panel 


Meeting, March 28, 2000 


Responses to Comments on SDEIS Panel Questions 


A-1 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Federal Aviation Administration 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 

(781) 238-7020 


February 9, 2001 » 


Ms. Betty Desrosiers 
Massport Authority _ 
Logan Office Center 
One Harborside Drive 
Suite 200 So. - 2nd FI. 
East Boston, MA 02128 


Ms. Deborah Meehan 

President & Chief Operating Officer 
Simat, Helliesen & Eichner, Inc. 
One Main Street - Fifth Fl. ~ 
Cambridge, MA 02142 


_ Re: — Analytic Tasks for Logan Airside Improvement Project Supplemental Draft EIS 
Dear Betty and Deborah: 


I have enclosed a document entitled “Additional Analysis for the Logan Airside SDEIS” 
‘which constitutes a description of the additional analysis that should be incorporated into the 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“SDEIS”) for the Logan Airside 
Improvement Project. The SDEIS will be the next formal submission made by FAA in respect to 
FAA’s ongoing review of the Logan Airside Improvement Project under the National 
Environmental Protection Act and related FAA requirements. (FAA is also the project proponent 
with respect to certain elements of the Preferred Alternative — i.e., the reduction in approach 
minimums on runways 22L, 27, 15R and 33L). The enclosed document has been finalized by 
FAA following discussion of earlier drafts with the SDEIS Panel, described below, and is 
intended as our directive concerning specific items identified as a result of the SDEIS Panel 
process that are to be included in the SDEIS. 


The SDEIS was required as a result of a determination by Administrator Jane Garvey in 
January 2000. As part of this determination, Administrator Garvey asked for the formation of a 
special panel (the "SDEIS Panel") consisting of six members, three of whom would be appointed. 
by Governor Cellucci (Lieutentant Governor Jane Swift, Mr. Richard Egan and Mr. John Butler) 
and three of whom would be appointed by Mayor Menino (State Representative Byron Rushing, 


Ms. Mary Ellen Welsh, and Mr. Raymond Tye). The SDEIS Panel met over a ten month period 
(March — December 2000). In my judgement, the process was substantive and involved review 
_of analysis produced by Massport and the FAA with respect to the Project EIS process to date, 
presentations by various technical experts, comments from members of the public attending the 
SDEIS Panel meetings, and the active participation through numerous insightful inquiries, 
suggestions and comments from the individual SDEIS Panel members. Both FAA and the 
_ SDEIS Panel members also had the benefit of consultation with a special independent expert to 
the Panel hired by FAA in response to a Panel request. All of this work provided FAA with 
context for developing the enclosed list of analytic tasks and other materials to be included in the 
SDEIS. The panel process also assisted in identifying tasks that may be included in a subsequent 
new Regional Airports System Study. 


In addition to providing the analysis and other materials specified in the enclosed 
document, a copy of the minutes of the various SDEIS Panel meetings as well as a copy of this 
letter and enclosed document must be a part of the SDEIS submission. We believe that it would 
be beneficial for SDEIS reviewers to have available to them the record of the SDEIS Panel 
process and the results of that process which appear in the form of the enclosed list of specific 
analytic tasks. 


On behalf of Administrator Jane Garvey and all of us at FAA who had the benefit of their 
participation, I want to reiterate our gratitude for the extraordinary dedication and assistance of 
the individual SDEIS Panel members throughout the process. Their contribution to FAA’s 
deliberations and to the public review process for this Project is evidenced by the substantive 
content of the list of analytic tasks developed as a result of their input. 


cerely 


Vincent A. Scarano 
Manager 
Airports Division 
cc: Administrator Jane Garvey 
Members of the SDEIS Panel 
Mr. James Muldoon 
Ms. Suzanne Orenstein 


Final 


ADDITIONAL ANALYSES FOR THE 
LOGAN AIRSIDE SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS 


Task Task Description 
1.0 Is a5,000 ft Runway 14/32 effective given the expected use of regional jets in the 
future fleet mix? (To be performed by FAA consultant) - 
1.1 Verify and confirm previous survey of airlines and manufacturers to 
determine minimum arriving /takeoff distances for regional jet aircraft. 
1.2 Research regional jet aircraft usage and runway length requirements at other 
airports. 
1.3. Review forecast mix of regional jet aircraft types at Logan. 
1.4 Develop estimate of probable regional jet utilization of a 5,000 ft. Runway 
14/32. 
2.0 Expand Regionalization analysis contained in Interim Supplemental Draft EIS 
(“Brown Book’’) 
2. Discuss proposed New England Regional Aviation System Study and 
proposed work scope. 
2.2 Update to reflect the current status of traffic and services at the regional 
airports, Amtrak’s Acela service, and ground access projects. 
20 Add historical context and on-going nature of regionalization efforts. 
3.0 Expand analysis of peak period pricing. 


3.1 


Review changes in airline scheduling activity at Logan and assess how and why 


the demand profile has flattened over time. 


3.1.1 Determine which new airline/markets have contributed to changes in the 
demand profile. 


3.1.2 Assess whether the flattened profile or a more peaked profile is likely to 


occur in the new future fleet (2015 Modified 37.5M RJ fleet). 


4.0 


5.0 


6.0 


ae) 


3.3 


Final 


Discuss the design of a Peak Period Pricing program that would impact regional 
jet scheduling practices at Logan. 


3.2.1 Base analysis on modified 2015 Modified 37.5M RJ fleet, using an 
updated demand profile and a small community exemption program. 


3.2.2 Discuss the economic cost of peak period pricing to the consumer. 
3.2.3. Discuss the uniqueness of Cape Air and the communities that it serves. 


Identify known, comparable demand management strategies that are in use or 
have been proposed by other airports. 


What impact does the 2015 Modified 37.5M RJ fleet mix have on delay reduction 
benefits and environmental impacts? 


4.1 
4.2 
4.3 


4.4 


Develop 2015 fleet mix and demand profile assuming 37.5M passengers and 
increased RJ utilization. . 


Assess the impacts of the new fleet on delays, runway utilization, noise contours 
and noise-exposed populations for Alternatives 1, 1A, 2, 3 and 4. 


Assess the impacts of the new fleet on ground noise and air quality for 
Alternatives 1/1A and 4. 


Perform delay sensitivity analysis using varying RJ utilization factor for Runway 
14/32. 


Broaden discussion of national delays to put Logan delays into context. 


3.1 


52 


5.3 


Assess Logan’s relative national delay ranking if Runway 14/32 was available in 
1998. 


Discuss how delays at Logan affect the national air transportation system. 


Discuss measures FAA is pursuing to reduce delays nation-wide. 


Analyze potential wind/weather use restrictions on Runway 14/32 and their impact 
on delay reduction, runway utilization, and PRAS achievement. 


6.1 


For the 2015 Modified 37.5M RJ fleet, analyze and compare delay levels and 
runway utilization patterns for: (1) No Action, (2) Action [a.] As Modeled with 
PRAS and [b.] with wind/weather restrictions on the usage of Runway 14/32. 
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7.0 


8.0 


9.0 


10.0 


11.0 


12.0 


Final 


6.2 Determine impact of potential restrictions on utilization of Runways 27 and 33 for 
departures, PRAS achievement, and ability to reduce population exposed to the 
highest noise levels 


Present enhanced flight track graphics on the same GIS base map used for the 
Brown Book noise contours, show individual tracks, extend into the South Shore, . 
and show altitudes. 


Incorporate a summary of existing analyses from the Draft EIS for Alternatives 1,2; 
and 3 into the SDEIS in addition to the No Action (Alt. 4) and Preferred Alternative 
(Alt. 1A). 


Analyze the potential for proposed infrastructure improvements (Runway 14/32 and 
taxiway improvements) and Peak Period Pricing to induce demand for Logan 
Airport. 


Compare current measured noise levels from monitors in residential neighborhoods 
to modeled results from the Integrated Noise Model (INM). 


Address the following specific issues for which clarification has been requested: 


11.1 Provide data and discussion on predicted change in activity by runway end, 
including daytime and nighttime distribution. 


11.2 Clarify discussion of proposed Centerfield Taxiway and its impact on the number 
of aircraft queuing on that taxiway and other taxiways waiting to depart. 


11.3. Respond to written questions submitted by SDEIS Panel member, Mary Ellen 
Welch 


Produce a school year/school day 65 dB contour for the Preferred Alternative for 
the 29M Low fleet. Research school day operating hours in relevant surrounding 
communities to determine the appropriate hours for the analysis. 
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SDEIS Panel Minutes 


Z. 


IT. 


Boston Logan International Airport 
Supplemental Draft EIS (SDETS) Panel 


Minutes 
December 4, 2000 


Participants: All Panelists were present. 


Discussion 


Opening Remarks 


The meeting opened at 4:08 PM. The facilitator noted that this was the final scheduled 
meeting for the Panel. 

Ms. Orenstein reviewed the agenda and asked for comments on the minutes for the 
November 13 and 28 meetings. The minutes were finalized and accepted for 
distribution and posting on the web site. The minutes for this final meeting will be 
distributed to panelists for comment, and will be finalized after any comments are 
received. 


Overview of Logan Airport's Role in Future Coordinated Regional Airport System 


Mr. Scarano introduced Virginia Buckingham, Executive Director and CEO of Massport, 
who discussed the vision for Logan Airport's future with the Panel. She noted that 
Logan's primary focus for the future will be on long-haul and international service. She 
noted measures Logan is implementing to prepare for that role, including: 

e Renovation of the international Terminal E; 

e Replacement of Terminal A: 

e New west parking garage and elevated walkways to all terminals; 

e Improved ground access, including greater use of HOVs, a fourth remote location 
for Logan Express in the north for the Rte.1/95/128 area, remote baggage check-in, 
HOV improvements to Cape Cod, a new Blue Line Station, and Logan Dart service to 
South Station, which expects to serve 60,000 riders this year. 

Ms. Buckingham discussed Logan's role in promoting a regional airport system, noting 

that Logan will serve only 30% of the new passengers in the future. She noted that 

Massport manages two other airports in the region, Worcester and Hanscom, and spoke 

about plans for improving the success at Worcester. Worcester has the capacity to 

serve 800,000 passengers. Its highest passenger year was 1989, when it served about 

380,000 passengers. In 1999, Worcester served around 50,000 passengers, but with 

improvements in service, this year it has already served 100,000 fliers. Regarding 

Hanscom, she noted that it would continue as the region's largest general aviation 

airport, with some niche commercial service. 

Ms. Buckingham noted that Massport hopes that the new Acela train service will be able 

to take 40% of Logan's New York shuttle traffic. 

Ms. Buckingham noted that the New England governors were addressing air 

transportation as part of the second transportation conference coming up next week. 

Lt. Governor Swift distributed invitations to the summit to all Panelists. 


e¢ Question: Mr. Tye asked what percent of Logan's traffic is considered short-haul. 
e Answer: About one-third. 


¢ Question: Lt. Governor Swift asked how Ms. Buckingham viewed Massport's role in 
achieving regional airport growth and multi-modalism. 

e Answer: Ms. Buckingham spoke about creating incentives for greater regional 
airport use and for promoting the growth of other airports in discussions with 
airlines. 


¢ Question: Lt. Governor Swift asked how Massport was addressing issues of 
reliability at Worcester Airport. 

e Answer: Cancellation levels for Worcester weather have been low. However, there 
is a perception that Worcester is not reliable, which needs to be corrected. 
Massport is considering whether technology improvements at Worcester will 
improve reliability. 


¢ Question: Mr. Tye asked why a new runway is needed if Logan wants to be an 
international, long-haul airport. 

e Answer: Delays in NW winds affect all passengers, and need to be eliminated. Also, 
Logan will always need smaller planes to feed connecting passengers to the long-haul 
flights. 


e Comment: Ms. Welch noted that a true regional approach should mean fewer small 
aircraft, and with Acela service and the number of days NW winds are a problem, 
the new runway is not needed. Ms. Welch noted that FAA and Massport are taking a 
giant step in working towards true regionalization, but suggested that demand 
management strategies should be tried and evaluated prior to building a runway. 


e Question: Rep. Rushing asked about other types of operations that could be 
reduced at Logan. 

e Answer: Massport is trying to move charter flights to other airports, but is being 
challenged on the grounds that it would be discriminatory. They are also looking at 
moving cargo operations, but since about 60% of cargo arrives in passenger planes, 
Logan will always need some cargo moving capability. Massport is also looking at 
changes in general aviation facilities that may decrease the desirability of flying 
into Logan for general aviation, and they are discussing changes in Fed Ex and UPS 
operations. 


e Comment: Ms. Welch asked if anything could be done to improve bottlenecks on 
Routes land 1A north. She also noted that a new truck route recently funded by 
state transportation officials would improve truck traffic. 


Ms. Buckingham thanked the Panelists for their work on the SDEIS and noted the need 
to get a resolution on the runway issue. Mr. Scarano and the Panelists thanked Ms. 
Buckingham for her presentation. 


Review of List of Potential Additional Analyses 
The Panel reviewed the revised list of Potential Additional Analyses and made the 


following suggestions. (*Denotes an item on which significant disagreement was 
expressed. +Denotes an item on which there was agreement among panelists.) 


Item Suggestion 


1 


10 


11 


-Include info re: New Haven where regional jets are requiring 7000 ft. RW 


-Add Amtrak, buslines, and highway improvements to second bullet 

-Incorporate forecasts and info from master plans for Manchester and T.F. 
Green 

+Update Brown Book Chapter 2 re: regionalization 


-Analyze 2010 modified 34 million passengers as part of A, bullet 2 

-Analyze 2010 fleet for 34 million passengers as part B, bullet 1 

+Add uniqueness of Cape Air and communities it serves to B, bullet 3 

+For section C, look at all known, comparable, demand management strategies in use 
or proposed at other airports 


No suggestions 


-Restore the deleted task of estimating the cost of total delays, not just Logan- 
caused delays 

-Determine and state Logan's relative rankings nationally among airports for delays 
if the runway is built. Assumptions, parameters, factors held constant to make this 
analysis feasible would need to be determined (e.g. assume other airports do not 
improve). Determine this for each alternative for one year, five years, and ten 
years out. 

-Discuss how delays at Logan affect the national air transportation system, and how 
delays in the national system affect Logan 


*Add: PRAS should not be factored into analysis until it is updated 
No suggestions 


*Analysis should consider feasibility and changes that would be required to 
implement change in first come-first serve. (Other view was to drop this item) 


No suggestions 
*Determine maximum growth capacity and limitations at Logan, including looking at 
current growth rate and determining and stating in document the capacity of the 


airport in operations per year 


-Change wording to “Compare current measured noise levels..." 


12 -In bullet one, consider eliminating the study of the operational capacity of a single 
runway configuration 


13 -Add to bullet 3: “queuing on that taxiway and other taxiways..." 
-Discuss whether FAA standards will be waived for the safety areas - bullet 1 


14 +Confirm that hours for school-day noise contour are from 7 AM to 4 PM 
Additional Item: Reconsider geographic component of EJ analysis. 


Mr. Rushing requested that the Panel be provided with the revised list of additional 
analyses. Ms. Orenstein noted that it would be provided. 


Schedule for Moving Forward 
e Mr. Egan asked that the schedule for moving forward with the SDEIS be outlined. The 
following schedule was projected. 


Studies Through mid-Februar 


PD Ac hee ee as ee a es 
SDEIS out to public and Panel First week in March 

a ren eS 
Public Comment Period Through April 15 

en ee ee ee ee 
MEPA Certificate April 22 (seven days after close of public comment) 

ce ee eee ee ee le ws 
FEIS May 30 


e The question of whether the Panel should meet at some point to review the draft 
SDEIS was not resolved. Some felt the disagreements would not be resolved, so it was 
not necessary to meet. Other felt that meeting might help to narrow some of the 
disagreements among Panel members. It was left that the Panel might be invited by the 
FAA to meet and review either the draft or the public comments on the draft, but that 
it was not certain that this would happen. 


Panel Input on Regional Air Study and Other Intermodal Planning Efforts 
e Mr. Scarano talked about the new Regional airport study, noting that it would take 12-18 


months to complete and would reflect a rapidly changing environment. 
e The Panel provided the following suggestions. 

e Recognize the need for on-going, always-making-progress effort. 

e Speculate about unconstrained possibilities, to be as comprehensive and forward 
thinking as possible. 

e Identify information from the previous plan (1995) that was most useful in 
predicting and reacting to growth, (e.g. route analysis) and place a priority on 
updating that information. 

e Consider ground access factors, including Routes 1 and 1A north near airport. 


e Include all New England airports, perhaps in two categories of closer in to Boston 
and a broader range of secondary airports, like Portland, Bradley, New Haven, etc. 
Pease Airport should definitely be part of the analysis. 

e Look at improving train routes throughout New England, not just New York to 
Boston. 

e Factor in how noise abatement projects for all airports and train routes could be 
used to reduce resistance from neighbors. 

e Look at and propose the level of leadership that will be required to do both air and 
intermodal coordination on an interstate level. 

e Look at barriers that will prevent coordination and how to address them. 


III. Public Comment 


Dan Wolf of Cape Air said that Cape Cod communities want environmental and 
roadway impacts looked at if air service to the Cape was going to be curtailed through the 
implementation of Peak Period Pricing. He also asked whether the road system to Logan 
could accommodate a move toward more high-occupancy aircraft. 


John Marcy of Winthrop addressed the Panel about air quality impacts from the 
airport. He noted that Chapter 6 of the SDEIS should reflect issues with particulate 
emissions, as noted in the preliminary Winthrop health effects survey. 


Anastasia Lyman, Co-chair of the CAC, asked if the noise contours in the SDEIS 
would be the same as in the Brown Book. The response was that SDEIS would include the 
1998 contour base case, with a new 2015 contour. Ms. Lyman also thanked the FAA for 
opening up the Panel process to the CAC and the public. 


IV. Closing Comments 


e Mr. Scarano thanked the Panel members for their hard work and said he believed that 
FAA's expectations were met. He noted that the Panel had accomplished all it was 
asked to do, and had been very understanding of the need for additional meetings and 
discussion. He said he was aware that some of the public's expectations may not have 
been met, but he noted that he was satisfied with the efforts to include the views of 
the CAC, the EPA, and experts from outside the Massport consultant pool. He noted 
FAA's response to some of the public comments in the hiring of Jim Muldoon as the 
independent technical expert, and in the opening of the meeting to observers and their 
comments. He thanked all involved for their cooperation and contributions. (The outline 
of Mr. Scarano’s comments is attached.) 

e Mr. Butler thanked Mr. Scarano and Ms. Orenstein for helping to achieve a balanced 
discussion process. 


V. The meeting adjourned at 6:50 PM. 


i: 


TE: 


Boston Logan International Airport 
Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Panel 


Minutes 
November 28, 2000 


Participants: All Panelists were present. 


Discussion 


Opening Remarks 


The meeting convene at 4:07 PM. 

Ms. Orenstein noted that this meeting was the second to the last in this Phase of the 
Panel's work. The final meeting for this Phase is Monday, December 4. 

The agenda for this meeting was reviewed, with the addition of a representative from 
Winthrop’s Health Action Committee to the section on Air Quality. 

Mr. Scarano apologized for the delay in circulating the minutes from November 13. He 
asked that Panelists review them prior to the next meeting. 


Presentation and Discussion of Air Quality Impacts from the Airside Improvements Pro ject 


Mike Kenney from URS, the consultant who conducted the air quality analysis for the 

Draft EIS, presented an overview of the AQ findings. 

e He explained that his study covered emission levels of criteria pollutants, dispersion 
modeling of the emissions, and comparisons with the allowable levels. The study 
found no expected violations and the lowest emission levels with Alternatives 1 and 
1A. One factor in the results is that as airport equipment and operations become 
more efficient, pollutant emissions will be reduced. 

Mr. Tye asked what pollution might one expect without the airside improvements. Mr. 

Kenney explained that the results would be the same. He further explained in response 

to a request for clarification from Ms. Welch that while the airport is a proportionally 

greater contributor of pollutants to those who live next to it, it is still small by 
comparison with other nearby sources of pollution such as roadways and toll booths. 

Ms. Welch stated that odor and soot are obvious problems for airport abutters, and it 

was hard to believe that the airport was not raising the levels of those pollutants for its 

neighbors and that that these pollutants would not increase with increasing operations 
at the airport. Mr. Kenney noted that for most studies around airports it has been 
impossible to separate out airport emissions from all other urban air pollution sources. 

When Ms. Welch asked about the soot study conducted at Logan several years ago, Mr. 

Kenney noted that it was unable to link soot to specific sources. 

Mr. Egan noted that the proposed improvements at Logan were designed to increase 

efficiency and that the fewest expected emissions were from Alternative 1/1A, which 

includes the runway. 

Mr. Brian Dumser, a member of Winthrop's Health Action Committee, presented the 

findings of a study of Winthrop residents in two Winthrop neighborhoods that varied in 

their proximity to the airport. The study showed that there were twice as many 


diagnosed cases of asthma and respiratory disease in the neighborhood closest to the 

airport. Mr. Dumser presented the results as the communities effort to begin to 

understand air quality impacts, noting that further, more rigorous study is needed and 
may be undertaken by the MA Dept. of Public Health. 

e Mr. Egan asked Mr. Dumser if he would welcome measures that would decrease 
pollution from the airport. Mr. Dumser said he would. 

e Mr. Nicosia-Rusin asked whether, if one accepts that there is an increased rate of 
respiratory disease resulting from higher airport emissions, would it be reasonable 
to expect the incidence of disease to decline as aircraft pollutants decrease. Mr. 
Dumser responded that it is unclear what elements of aircraft pollution are tied to 
disease, and specifically questioned the role of particulate emissions. 

e Ms. Meehan asked if Mr. Dumser would agree that if the preferred alternative 
reduced pollution and there was no induced demand increasing it, that the airside 
improvements could be desirable in terms of health concerns. Mr. Dumser did not 
feel that there was sufficient data about any of the projects to state any view 
conclusively. 

¢ Ms. Welch noted that a health study is needed, citing the proximity of the Court 
Road neighborhood to the sources of pollution. She noted that better data on the 
health impacts of the airport on surrounding neighborhoods are needed. Other 
panelists agreed that health effects data were needed, but some noted that health 
effects studies should not be tied to the airside improvements project, because it 
was an issue for the airport as a whole. 


Overview and Discussion of Mitigation Proposals in the DEIS 


e Deborah Meehan of S, H & E presented an overview of the mitigation proposed in the 
DEIS. She noted the following proposed elements of the mitigation package. 
e¢ Commitment to unidirectionality as a noise abatement factor, 
¢ Sound insulation of the impacted area, particularly in Chelsea, 

e Moving the upland sandpiper off-site, including habitat enhancement, 
e Increased PRAS monitoring and reporting, 

e A Peak Period pricing monitoring program, 

e Over-water nighttime preference as part of PRAS, 

e Voluntary reductions in the use of hush-kitted aircraft, and 

e Promotion of regional airports and alternative transportation modes. 

* Several Panelists asked questions about the soundproofing program. Mr. Silva explained 
that accomplishing the soundproofing as part of this project would result in quicker 
action for the affected homes than if they were part of Logan's on-going program. He 
also noted that FAA has agreed to bring homes up to code if necessary to accomplish 
the soundproofing, which is an unusual step. Mr. Egan asked what the average cost of 
soundproofing would be per house, and Mr. Silva noted it could be about $30,000 each. 
Mr. Egan noted that the total cost would be over $30 million. 

e Other mitigation ideas proposed by the panelists included: 

e Isa"harbor mouth" approach a potential mitigation for RW 14-32 traffic? Also for 
increased approaches on RW33? 


e Could a sharper left turn off RW 22, keeping track over water, help mitigate noise? 
Feasibility of this? [Mr. Butler noted this would put planes on directly intersecting 
paths. ] 

e What RW 14-32 impacts is unidirectionality mitigating? 

e Need to reassess PRAS with community. Need to add today’s airport procedures to 
system. 

e Are there any schools that should be added within the 65 school year, school day 
DNL? 

e Ms. Welch asked whether PRAS would be reevaluated as part of the Supplemental 

Analysis or as a mitigation measure. She accepted that this item was part of the 

mitigation effort. 


Outline of Mechanisms for Unidirectionality Commitments 
e Richard Littieri of Ropes and Gray described three levels of potential commitments to 


unidirectionality. 

° Operational commitments include the Hyatt Hotel as an obstruction, the striping and 
lighting of the runway for unidirectional use, the lack of a taxiway for bi-directional 
use, and establishment of ATC procedures for unidirectionality only. 

e Administrative or Regulatory commitments would result from the fact that the 
project would only be permitted for unidirectional use. 

¢ Contractual commitments could be accomplished by an enforceable contract with the 
communities or by a negotiated agreement that the current injunction would 
continue to be in force for all operations other than the unidirectional operations. 

e Ms. Welch asked how often Records of Decision have been overturned or violated. FAA 
responded that the EIS process would have to be repeated if the ROD were changed. 

e Mr. Egan asked if all Panelists were satisfied that unidirectionality could be guaranteed. 
Ms. Welch responded that she has seen other agreements unfulfilled, and was not yet 
convinced on this issue. 

e Lt. Governor Swift asked if commitments on all three levels would help make the 
communities more confident in the promise of unidirectionality. Ms. Welch noted that 
the communities would have to consider and discuss that. 

¢ Mr. Rushing asked what impacts are being mitigated by unidirectionality. He suggested 
that this question be addressed in the Supplemental Analysis. 


Review of Revised List of Additional Analysis Items for SDEIS 
The Panel reviewed the revised list of potential items for analysis in the SDEIS; this 


version incorporated the comments from the Panel's discussion at the last meeting. 

¢ Lt. Governor Swift suggested clarifying the section on PPP to incorporate special 
circumstances for unique communities and airlines. 

e Mr. Rushing asked that the list be left open for discussion and additions until the Dec. 4 
meeting, as had been previously agreed. Lt. Governor Swift asked for advance notice of 
any suggested additions so that Panelists could be prepared to address them, given that 
the Dec. 4 meeting was the last meeting. Panelists agreed to provide advance notice of 
any proposed items if at all possible. 


III. Public Comment 


Dan Wolf, President of Cape Air, said that a peak period pricing program would have 
the biggest impact on the user, Cape Air, with the least impact on delays. He mentioned 
that it could put 500 people out of work. He concluded that it was not a good technical 
solution, but that it may be discussed as a political solution for addressing runway opponents 
concerns. He asked that other avenues be sought for the political purpose. 


Blossom Hoag of the Sierra Club asked about how the RW14-32 operations would 
accommodate missed approaches, given the obstruction of the hotel. She also spoke in 
favor of improving rail links to the north, and noted her dissatisfaction with the fact that 
substantive Panel discussions were cut off prematurely. 


At the end of the public comment session, Ms. Welch responded that Cape Air is a 
special situation for the Peak Period Pricing option, and that the CAC feels that there 
should be exemptions for Cape Air in any PPP proposal. 


IV. Planning for Next Meeting 


Mr. Scarano suggested that the next meeting be devoted to doing a final review of 
the List of Items for Additional Analysis in the SDEIS, and also that he would appreciate 
Panelist input on the proposed Regional Air Study and other regional intermodal 
transportation initiatives. The Panelists agreed to this agenda. Mr. Scarano also 
distributed copies of an article from Boston Magazine about the Accela train service. 


Mr. Tye asked that as part of the discussion of regionalizing air transportation, 
Massport present its vision for Logan's future. Ms. Meehan noted that Chapter 2 of the 
Brown Book presents quite a bit of information about Logan's role in the regional system, 
but that she would like to hear how that Chapter could be improved. The Panel accepted 
the idea of a presentation from Massport. 


The next meeting will be on December 4, 4:00 to 7:00 PM, at the Volpe 
Transportation Center, 55 Broadway, Cambridge. 


The meeting adjourned at 7:00 PM. 


I. 


IT. 


Boston Logan International Airport 
Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Panel 


Minutes 
November 13, 2000 


Agenda (See attached) 


Participation: Mr. Tye was unable to attend. 


III. Discussion 


Opening Remarks and Review of Agenda and Minutes 


The Panel convened at 3:31 pm. 

Ms. Orenstein said that the major topic of the meeting would be a review of FAA's 
working draft of additional work for the SDEIS. 

Mr. Scarano noted that a letter from EPA, Ms. Welch's questions, and a letter from 
Cape Air were distributed to the Panel. He also noted that the Working Draft of areas 
of potential additional analysis, distributed to the Panel, represent FAA's thinking to 
date and that the additional analysis doesn't appear to change the schedule for 
publication of the SDEIS. 

The Panel introduced themselves for the benefit of the public. 

Ms. Orenstein asked for comments to the minutes of 10/10 and 10/12. There were none 
and the Panel accepted them with the understanding that they would be published on 
the web site. 


Introduction to List of Items for SDEIS Analysis 


Mr. Scarano referred to those additional analysis areas where work had already begun. 

e Mr. Muldoon, consultant to the Panel, updated the Panel on Item 1 of the List of 
Additional Analyses (analysis of regional jet use of RW 14-32), saying that turbo- 
prop forecasts were down and regional jet forecasts were up. 

e Mr. Egan clarified that 3 of the 4 Regional Jet aircraft could use the proposed 
5,000-foot runway. Mr. Muldoon added that actually all four could technically use it 
but the commitment was not as certain for the Challenger aircraft. 

e Mr. Hollander of SH&E stated that runway length vs. aircraft use would be 
assessed. He added that there were benefits even if three of the four aircraft 
could use the runway. Mr. Butler reiterated this. 

e Ms. Welch said that even if the aircraft were capable, some carriers might decide 
not to use the runway. She asked if a comparison would be made to other airports, 
including an analysis of the effect of the hotel as an obstacle. Mr. Butler responded 
that FAA would consider the appropriate missed approach altitude for Runway 32. 

e Mr. Scarano mentioned that analysis of the runway safety area would reflect Ms. 
Welch's concerns with landings on Runway 32. 

e Lt. Gov. Swift said that the analysis should look at the impact on safety from the 
proposed runway. 


Mr. Scarano addressed Item 2, "regionalization", particularly additional work ona 
separate study to look at other airports and transportation modes and their capability 
to reduce traffic at Logan. He said that a Scope of Work should be ready by early 
spring. Lt. Gov. Swift added that this effort needs to be undertaken within the context 
of regional study work already conducted. 

e Ms. Welch asked if telecommunications would be included. Mr. Scarano responded 
that it would. 

e Mr. Egan wanted assurance that this additional work would not delay the SDEIS. 
Mr. Scarano responded that since the regional study might take two years, there 
was no intent to hold up processing the SDEIS. 

e Lt. Gov. Swift said that the study would have value as a tool for the future. 

e Mr. Welch said it was important to get a regional plan in place prior to completing 
the SDEIS. 

e Lt. Gov. Swift said that there needs to be a commitment to regional planning as part 
of the EIS process. 

e Mr. Nicosia-Rusin said that the rationale for the runway is contained within the 
SDEIS and is not affected by the results of “regionalization”. 

e Rep. Rushing requested an analysis of why "regionalization" is not a substitute for 
the new runway. 

Mr. Hollander began a discussion of Item 3, demand profile. Lt. Gov. Swift suggested it 

be combined with Item 4, peak-period pricing. There was agreement to combine all 

demand management sections. 

e Mr. Hollander said that a broader peak-period pricing program over a greater 
number of hours would be assessed. 

e Ms. Welch wanted to know if LaGuardia and San Francisco proposals to deal with 
congestion would be addressed. Mr. Hollander responded that they would. 

e Mr. Hollander spoke about price elasticity with relation to demand. 

e Lt. Gov. Swift wanted to know how peak-period pricing would affect other major 
markets and would like to see a benefit-cost analysis of its impact on consumers. 

e Discussion continued over designing a peak-period price that would be feasible. 

Mr. Hollander continued with Item 5, an assessment of the 2015 Regional Jet fleet and 

its affect on delay reduction and environmental impact, and Item 6, a broader discussion 

of delays to include the interface of other airports. 

e Rep. Rushing asked what position Logan would place in delays after a Runway 14-32 
was constructed. Mr. Egan and Mr. Butler questioned the value of studying this, 
explaining that all airports could improve, thereby maintaining the same relative 
rankings. 

e Ms. Welch said that the cost of delays included all delays and not necessarily those 
associated with the runway. Mr. Hollander clarified that the delay data was only 
related to Logan delays, not delays from other airports. 

Regarding Item 7, potential restriction of the use of Runway 14-32, Ms. Welch asked if 

Runway 15L-33R could be encouraged more. 

e Mr. Hollander, Mr. Scarano, and Mr. Davies of the Tower spoke about the 
interrelationship of both of the 15-33 runways. 


Regarding Item 8, demand management at other airports, Mr. Hollander discussed 
LaGuardia and recent efforts for a temporary lottery followed by a more permanent 
pricing program. 

e Ms. Welch spoke about the need to consider peak-period pricing sequentially-- 
implement it first, then assess its effect. Discussion followed on the degree to 
which this was already included in the Brown Book. 

Mr. Scarano mentioned Item 9, a better graphics depiction of noise. 

Mr. Hollander went over Item 10, modifying first-come, first-serve air traffic control 

procedures to see what affect it would have. After some discussion among Panel 

members, Mr. Rushing argued that if it had a benefit, an explanation of what it would 
take to implement it should be included. 

e Mr. Scarano added that the measure might not have an effect in delay reduction. 

e Mr. Butler said that safety of the measure would preclude it and objected to 
including it in the List of Additional Analyses. 

e Mr. Egan felt it could be logically dismissed, once the effect was known, because of 
its impracticality. 

There was agreement on Item 11, the need to combine the original DETS with the 

SDEIS and produce one document. Mr. Silva mentioned that this would make processing 

simpler by avoiding the need to republish the original DEIS. 

Regarding Item 12, potential induced demand of the proposed improvements, Ms. Welch 

said it was important to know if the improvements would create new demand. 

e Rep. Rushing said that if additional demand were anticipated it would be important 
to know the extent that this would have on making a decision to go forward with the 
Runway now. ; 

e Mr. Scarano responded that the benefit of the runway in delay reduction would 
always be present. 

Mr. Hollander addressed Item 13, measured versus modeled noise, saying that recent 

information comparing the two would be included in the SDEIS. 

Regarding Item 14, the level of operations that would not produce delay benefits, Mr. 

Egan and others noted the impracticality of achieving this if it were studied. Lt. Gov. 

Swift recommended that, once a level of operations was determined, we look at when it 

occurred historically and other benchmarks of activity such as airline prices, etc. 

Regarding Item 15, which includes additional discussion of the centerfield taxiway, 

there was expression of the need to clarify the runway and centerfield taxiway layout. 

Mr. Rushing mentioned an additional area, the comparison of Environmental Justice 

populations. Mr. Scarano noted that this was a subject under discussion with EPA. Mr. 

Silva added that it might be precluded from additional analysis as a result of ongoing 

discussion. 


FAA Response to Questions Raised at the Panel Meeting of 10/12/00 Related to Reductions 
in Landing Minimums 


Following a 15-minute break, Mr. Davies addressed questions from the 10/12/00 meeting 
about reductions in minimums. He explained the descent profile to an airport, specific 
examples for Logan's runways, and the benefits of reduced minimums. The benefits 
include having the missed approach point closer to the runway and more distant from 
the community, fewer missed approaches, having runways other than 4R to conduct 


IV. 


VE. 


approaches in poor visibility, and better compliance with the Preferential Runway 
Advisory System. 

As part of discussion of Mr. Davies presentation, Mr. Silva explained the history of the 
FAA agreement with Massport to first do an EIS before reducing minimums. Mr. 
Nicosia-Rusin added that normally reductions in minimums would require only a 
Categorical Exclusion (from the need to provide an environmental assessment). 

Ms. Welch addressed community concern with safety as aircraft descend lower. 


Observer Comments 


Ms. Anastasia Lyman of the Community Advisory Committee referred to a recent EPA 
letter on the SDEIS process and discussed induced demand, the cost-of-delay data that 
needs to be compared with the cost of environmental impact, and a question about the 
degree of design that has occurred. Mr. Nicosia-Rusin explained that design has not 
progressed to any substantial detail. 

Mr. Dan Wolf of Cape Air spoke to peak-period pricing. He said that Cape Air does not 
have the option to go to larger aircraft because of the need to adjust to seasonal 
demand. He also doubted that peak-period pricing would be effective for very long. 
Finally, he said that Cape Air presently fills in the holes in runway availability, and is not 
a factor in Logan delays. 

Dave Kresge of Chelsea did not believe that FAA should be determining whom aircraft 
would be flying over. He also objected to the delay statistics and no representation on 
the Panel from Chelsea. 


Planning for Meeting of November 28, 2000 

Ms. Orenstein went over potential agenda items for the next meeting. 

Mr. Rushing asked if this evening's comments could be integrated into the List of 
Additional Analyses prior to the next meeting (11/27). 

There was a brief discussion of environmental mitigation. Rep. Rushing reiterated his 
concern about Environmental Justice and the population comparisons. 

Ms. Orenstein went over the agenda for the next meeting on 11/28/00: air quality, 
mitigation, unidirectional runway commitment, and a review of a revised list of additional 
work analysis. 


The meeting adjourned at 6:00 PM. 


I. 
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Boston Logan International Airport 
Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Panel 


Minutes 
October 10, 2000 


Agenda (See attached) 


Participants: Mr. Butler was unable to attend. 


III. Discussion 


Opening Remarks, Review of Minutes, Updates 


Ms. Orenstein opened the meeting at 3:08 p.m., going over the agenda: noise and 
environmental justice for this meeting and a continuation of Environmental Justice 
and Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) at the 10/12 meeting (In addition 
to a trip to the Tower to observe PRAS). 

Mr. Scarano said FAA has been looking into 3 issues: use of Runway 14-32 by the 
regional jet (RJ) fleet, impact of the RJ s on fleet mix, and the regional airport system. 
Lt. Gov. Swift suggested that FAA begin to revise the Brown Book without waiting 
for all Panel deliberations to be completed. 

Mr. Scarano said all additional work items, as determined by the FAA, will be 
presented at the 11/13 meeting. 

Mr. Egan asked how long the process would go after Nov. 13th. Mr. Scarano 
responded that the Brown Book would be revised in about 3 months, followed by a 
45-day comment period on the SDEIS, then at least 30 days before o FEIS and 
another 30 days to produce a record of decision. Lt. Gov. Swift again suggested that 
the initial 3-month analytic period might be shortened if FAA directs the consultant to 
begin some work now. 

Mr. Rushing said he was interested in the format for additional work. He added that 
he believed there might be agreement on many of the items for additional study. Mr. 
Scarano said he would make the list available for the Nov.13th meeting. 

In response to a question from Mr. Tye, Mr. Scarano explained that, in addition to the 
SDEIS, an additional regional systems study will be done. The SDEIS will rely on 
systems planning work already accomplished. Mr. Scarano also said the SDEIS 
would go further than the Brown Book in this area. 

Ms. Meehan suggested that we stop making presentations. She needs to know more 
of what the Panel thinks. Mr. Tye responded that the presentations are part of 
education. Ms. Orenstein said that additional emphasis would be placed on Panel 
discussion time. 

Comments on the minutes of the 9/27/00 meeting: Mr. Egan noted Mr. Odoni’s 
response to an observer comment. Mr. Odoni felt he was misquoted. 


Noise Questions 


Mr. Miller began a discussion of noise questions which came out of the previous 
meeting (see agenda and handout). He went over factors affecting average day-night 


sound levels (maximum sound level, duration, the number of events, and how many 
occur between 10pm and 7am). He went over additional metrics: maximum sound 
level, sound exposure level, equivalent sound level, and time above threshold sound 
levels. He said that they were used in the EIS. 

In response to what other airports have done to address impacts, Mr. Miller discussed 
flight corridors, preferential runway use, noise barriers and run-up enclosures, sound 
insulation of homes, noise abatement departure procedures, and voluntary and 
mandatory access restrictions. 

In response to the specific noise impacts of the centerfield taxiway, Mr. Miller 
explained that over-flight noise was dominant but that modest improvements in 
taxiway noise were achievable by relocating some taxiing aircraft further from the 
corners of the airport. Ms. Welch noted that Taxiway N would still be used. In 
response to a question from Lt. Gov. Swift, Mr. Miller explained a worst-propagation 
scenario that shows noise reduction with the centerfield taxiway. Ms. Welch argued 
against DNL by stating that averaging events does not relate to what the community 
experiences. Mr. Nicosia-Rusin explained that presently all aircraft taxiing to the 
ends of runway 22R and 22L use Taxiway N and approximately % of these would be 
able to use a centerfield taxiway further from the community. Ms Welch said this 
would enable greater taxiway capacity. Mr. Egan said this issue had already been 
addressed and that while Ms. Welch might not like the metric Mr. Miller was saying 
that noise would go down. Ms. Welch brought up that additional capacity would 
result in additional operations and noise. Mr. Silva explained that the availability of 
additional taxiway capacity would not likely cause additional operations. The airlines 
would not schedule additional operations because of the availability of the centerfield 
taxiway. Discussion continued among panel members on this point. 

Reference the question of simultaneous approaches to Runways 32 and 33, Mr. Miller 
said it can’t be done, but that the noise exposure would be the same regardless. Mr. 
Silva added that two simultaneous operations would have less exposure than 
sequential operations. 

Reference the question of specific elements of noise analysis for Runway 14-32, Mr. 
Miller explained that tracks over the south shore and additional operations from 
Runway 27 would not exceed FAA’s guidelines of significant noise levels. Ms. 
Welch suggested a different explanation by stating that a 3 dBA increase is a 
doubling of the sound energy. Mr. Miller agreed that was taken into account in the 
noise analysis. 

Ms. Welch asked about other studies on the relationship between noise and impact on 
people, mentioning a study about impact on fetuses. Mr. Miller responded that such 
health studies have been inconclusive. 

Mr. Miller concluded that at more distant sites such as Hull, none of the alternatives 
would produce significant noise levels (65 DNL or above). 


Observer Comments 


Ms. Lyman asked whether the centerfield taxiway would bring aircraft ground noise 
closer to Winthrop. Mr. Davis answered not necessarily. Ms. Lyman also asked 
about increases in noise from increased operations on Runway 33. 


e Mr. D’Amico said that the centerfield taxiway would bring aircraft ground noise 
closer to Winthrop. He also noted that at one time Massport decided not to go ahead 
with the centerfield taxiway north of Runway 33. 


The meeting concluded at 5:58 p.m. 
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Boston Logan International Airport 
Supplemental Draft EIS (SDETIS) Panel 


Draft Minutes 
September 27, 2000 


Agenda (See attached) 
Participants: All panelists were present. 


Discussion 


Opening Remarks, Review of Minutes, Updates 


The meeting opened with a review of the agenda. The facilitator noted that the focus 
of this meeting would be on concluding the discussions of delays at Logan, and beginning 
the discussion of environmental impacts. 

Mr. Scarano updated the Panel on several items. 

e He communicated Mr. Egan's questions about accelerating the Panel process to FAA 
Director, Jane Garvey, and received no indication from her of any need to 
accelerate the process. He also requested information for the panel about how the 
national summit on delay relates to the Panel's work, and is awaiting a briefing paper 
which he will distribute. 

e Mr. Scarano clarified that the summary of comments and responses to the DEIS 
sections on noise that were distributed to Panel members had not been updated 
since the Panel began meeting, and therefore should not be expected to include any 
ideas discussed in Panel meetings. 

e Mr. Scarano distributed copies of letters regarding Shuttle America’s proposal to 
serve Laguardia Airport from Hanscom. He noted that Mr. Rushing had requested 
copies of these letters, and that he was providing them to all panelists, as required 
by the groundrules. In the discussion of the topic of these letters, consultation 
with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), a question arose about the 
consultation with SHPO on the Airside Improvements Project. John Silva from FAA 
stated that section 106 coordination was completed as part of the Airside DEIS. 
Information was provided to the SHPO, including noise contours and identification 
of historic properties, and the SHPO had found no historic resources were unduly 
impacted. Mr.Rushing mentioned that Congressman Moakley had requested a review 
of this finding in a letter to the FAA. 

The minutes for Sept. 6 were reviewed. A typo was corrected, as was a statement of 

Mr. Scarano regarding a regional airport coordination meeting. Mr. Rushing asked a 

follow up question to an item in the minutes about Mr. Scarano’s attending the Sept. 18 

CAC meeting. He asked if there were minutes from that meeting. During Public 

Comment, Anastasia Lyman, Chair of the CAC, noted that there are minutes that could 

be made available to the Panel after they are finalized. 

Ms. Welch submitted a list of written questions and concerns from several community 

groups. She also noted that community members from the town of Winthrop have asked 


the Panel to delay finalizing the SDEIS until after completion of a study of health 
effects from the airport on citizens of several neighborhoods in Winthrop. Mr. Scarano 
noted that the information about the study could be submitted during the public 
comment process on the SDEIS. Mr. Egan spoke against the need for the Panel process 
to be delayed. Mr. Tye noted the need to have as much information as possible for the 
ROD, and Mr. Rushing noted that if the information would improve the SDEIS, it should 
be reviewed. The duration and completion date of the study are not known, but will be 
researched prior to the next meeting. 


Congestion at Logan Airport and Potential Remedies: Presentation by Professor Amedeo 
Odoni. 


Amedeo R. Odoni, T. Wilson Professor of Aeronautics and Astronautics at MIT, 
provided a briefing to the panelists based on his academic experience, nationally and 
internationally, evaluating delay and delay reduction at airports. He noted that there is 
no question that Logan is a seriously congested airport, with about 100,000 hours of 
delays per year. This level of delay represents about $150,000,000 in costs to airlines 
and $150,000,000 in costs to travelers. He outlined three potential solutions for the 
short term: Runway 14/32, peak-period pricing, and improvements in Air Traffic Control 
(ATC). He agreed with the delay reduction projections for the runway presented by 
other consultants, but noted that projected delay reduction benefits may be reduced by 
the switch from turboprops to regional jets. He further explained that for peak-period 
pricing, a small number of flights could result in a large decrease in delays. For example, 
a one per cent reduction in flights, could reduce delays by 7%. He noted that demand 
by non-jets at Logan has been reduced from 1993 to 1998, and that the 1998 demand is 
flatter over the day. He suggested analyzing the reasons for this change as part of the 
SDEIS analysis. Regarding ATC improvements, Dr. Odoni felt that their benefit at 
Logan is minimal - perhaps 5-10% - because of the complex geometry at the airport. He 
summarized his suggestions for further analysis as follows: 
e Determine if regional jets will use Runway 14/32 in sufficient numbers to 
achieve projected delay reductions. 
e Define and examine how 14/32 could be used in IFR, in addition to the VFR 
conditions. 
e Analyze why hourly demand changed between 1993 and 1998 to obtain 
information that may help design effective demand management. 
Professor Odoni noted that the medium and long-term solution for Logan airport is to 
develop a coordinated regional airport system because demand will eventually continue 
to exceed capacity, even with improvements. This will require Logan to make some tough 
decisions about its most appropriate role in the regional system. He reiterated that the 
outlook for Logan to improve in delays is bleak, and that the eventual capacity is 
probably limited to 550,000-580,000 operations. With current operations at 510,000, 
there is only room for 10% growth, which is much lower than the amount by which 
unconstrained demand might increase over the next 10-20 years. 
Lt. Governor Swift asked Professor Odoni what he saw as the major constraints to the 
development of a regional system. He responded that institutional constraints are the 
most obvious, and that the airports need to feel they have stakes in each others’ 


success. He further noted that the process of making choices about Logan's specific 
role in the regional system would also be difficult. 

e Mr. Rushing asked what the definition of capacity is at Logan. Mr. Odoni said it is the 
number of operations per hour that can be accommodated without violating ATC 
constraints. For Logan this is 120 operations per hour in VFR. 

e Mr. Tye asked how many hours of the 100,000 hours of delay are perceived by the 
consumer. Professor Odoni noted that Logan is perceived as a very unreliable airport by 
consumers, whether or not they perceive the hours of delay with each flight. 

e Mr. Scarano asked whether and to what extent federal and state laws impede 
collaborative planning among airports. Professor Odoni said they play a large role. For 
example, recent federal legislation that says only planes with under 71 passenger can be 
added to Laguardia makes little sense and goes in the opposite direction to what should 
be happening there. 

e Mr. Scarano asked if there are examples of integrated airport systems elsewhere. The 
response was that London's three airports are operated in a coordinated manner, and 
that Amsterdam and Brussels are coordinated. The mechanisms for encouraging 
coordination do not necessarily have to be regulations; price incentives on gates and 
fees for passenger use of terminals can also be used to create appropriate incentives. 

e Mr. Tye asked if Runway 14/32 would restrain the growth of delays at Logan. Professor 
Odoni said it would under NW wind VFR conditions, and possibly in IFR conditions. The 
delay reduction will be temporary, because additional demand will fill in, but that 
increase in demand would occur anyway and would create worse problems without Runway 
14/32. 

e Ms. Welch asked about the suggestion to use runways 32 and 33 in parallel in IFR 
conditions. She suggested that the simultaneous approaches would create more noise, 
especially when planes approach over land rather than the required over-water 
approach. Professor Odoni noted that the least environmental impacts are from 
approaches on runways 33 and 32, if the flights adhere to the flight paths. 

e Ms. Welch asked why the changes in the fleet mix to include regional jets might reduce 
delay reduction benefits from the runway, asking if the difference between what the 
aircraft manufacturers say is sufficient runway length and what pilots feel is sufficient 
isa factor. Professor Odoni agreed with this reasoning, noting that pilots may reject 
the 5000 foot runway, as they have objected to Land and Hold Short procedures. 


Overview of Noise Impacts from Airside Improvement Project - Bob Miller, HMMH 


e Bob Miller of HMMH presented an overview of the analysis conducted for the DEIS of 
noise impacts from the Airside Improvement Project. He explained the DNL metric and 
the use of 65 DNL as an FAA guideline of residential land use compatibility. He 
described current and past noise rules at Logan, and the soundproofing insulation 
program. He reviewed the noise contours in the DEIS, noting that fewer people will be 
exposed to the highest level of noise - 75 and 70 DNL - and that there would be a slight 
increase in noise within the 65 and 60 DNL. He outlined mitigation measures to address 
these impacts, including noiseproofing and PRAS monitoring to improve the distribution 
of the noise across neighborhoods. 


IV. 


e Ms. Welch noted that even at levels lower than 65 DNL, the aircraft noise is 
irritating and distracting. Mr. Miller noted that 65 DNL is the cut-off for federally 
funded soundproofing, but it does not mean that those at 64 DNL have no impacts. 
He further mentioned that EPA has identified 55dB as being of concern, and that 
studies have found that in 55dB areas, 17% of the population experience annoyance. 

e Mr. Tye asked at what dB level conversation would need to stop. The response was 
around 60-65. 

e Ms. Welch noted that assumptions about how often planes fly over water are not 
borne out in practice. She also noted that if 14/32 is built, flights off of runway 
27 will triple, and that needs to be factored into the impact assessment. 

e Mr. Rushing asked why there are increases projected in exposed populations. Mr. 
Miller responded that take-offs and landings will be in different geographic areas 
with the new runway. 

e Lt. Governor Swift noted that it would be useful to provide the Panel with a handout 
explaining what is included in the metric of DNL. She further noted that delays are 
irritating, just as airplane noise is, and asked if there was information available 
about the extent of annoyance caused to consumers by delays. 


Public Comment 


John Marcy, from Winthrop and a member of Winthrop's AIR Environment-Health 
Committee, presented the panelists with a copy of a letter to Jane Garvey explaining 
the upcoming study of health effects from the airport and requesting that the Panel not 
be concluded prior to the completion of the study. 

Anastasia Lyman, Chair of the CAC, noted the need for community involvement in the 
Panel's work, offered copies of the minutes of the recent CAC meeting to panelists, and 
asked that the Panel and public be provided with a copy of the recent Chicago O'Hare 
air quality study. She further noted that there is a need for new noise rules at Logan. 
Blossom Hoag asked that Ms. Welch's questions be placed on the web site, and that 
there be more outreach to the public. She further commented that she is surprised at 
the limited amount of discussion among the Panelists, and that the process seems to 
consist mostly of lectures by advocates for the runway. 

Steve Lathrop from Hull reminded the Panel that the south shore is affected by airport 
operations, and that over-the-water flights often affect Hull. He noted that some 
flights pass over Hull High School at 1500 feet. 

Mr. Pepper-Eisenberg, of Save Our Heritage, spoke in favor of peak-period pricing as an 
important part of the solution. He referenced Mr. Odoni's support for it, and also noted 
Mr. Odoni's statements that the runway is a temporary fix. He questioned why the 
runway is needed if it will be a short-lived solution. (Professor Odoni responded to this 
question after the meeting. See his note, attached.) 

Gerry Falbo from Winthrop noted that cumulative effects of additional operations did 
not correspond to the cumulative noise exposure described by Mr. Miller. 


Scheduling and Planning for Next Meeting 


VI. 


The Panel agreed to continue the discussion of noise and environmental justice at the 
next meeting, which was rescheduled to October 10. 
The Panel scheduled several additional meetings to accommodate its workplan. They 
are: 

October 10, from 3 to 5 PM 

November 13 from 3:30 to 6:00 PM 

December 4, from 4:00 to 7:00 PM 
The October 12 meeting previously scheduled will be held as a reserve date in case the 
discussion of October 10 is not completed, and would be held with only four panelists 
present if it did go forward. 
The December 4 meeting will be focussed on Panel review of a proposed outline for the 
draft SDETIS, and will be the final meeting before the SDETS is developed. 


The meeting adjourned at 7:05 PM. 


Ls 


IT. 


Boston Logan International Airport 
Supplemental Draft EIS (SDETS) Panel 


Minutes 
August 22, 2000 


Agenda (See attached) 
The Panel convened at 11:15 AM 


Discussion 


Opening Remarks, Review of Minutes, Updates 


Suzanne Orenstein, facilitator, opened the meeting with a review of the agenda, noting 
that the focus for this meeting was on sources of delays and demand management 
strategies. 

Minutes: The final minutes for the July 13 meeting were distributed. The minutes for 
the July 26 meeting were revised after Mr. Egan commented that Mr. Davies responses 
to several questions were more emphatic than noted in the draft minutes. His 
suggested revisions were accepted by the Panelists. 

Regional Airport Visits. It was noted that the Panel had completed visits to Providence 
and Worcester airports, and was scheduled to visit Hanscom and Manchester on August 
28. Handouts from the visits were distributed to those Panelists who did not 
participate. Mr. Scarano mentioned that Pease airport, a large converted military 
facility, might be another airport for the Panelists to visit, and offered to arrange a 
tour on request. 

National Air Traffic Delay Summit. Several Panelists noted the national news about 
airport delays. Mr. Egan distributed articles from The Boston Globe and U.S.A. Today. 
He also noted reports of the summit on airport delays convened by Secretary of 
Transportation, Rodney Slater, on August 21. He particularly noted the identification at 
the summit of seven choke points in the airport system, one of which is Logan Airport. 
He asked the FAA to inquire whether national actions on delay would necessitate or 
benefit from an acceleration of the Panel process. Mr. Tye asked the Chair to ask 
Administrator Garvey for information from the summit that could help the Panel in its 
deliberations, particularly whether there is a national plan to deal with the delays, 
including those in Boston. In response to Mr. Egan's suggestion of a need to accelerate 
the Panel process, Ms. Welch asked that the Chair also request of the FAA a 
moratorium on expansion at all New England airports until a regional inter-modal 
transportation plan, with citizen input, was developed. 

Independent Technical Consultant. Mr. Scarano introduced Jim Muldoon, who has been 
hired as FAA's technical consultant to the Panel. Mr. Scarano noted that Jim had 
worked as General Manager of Aviation Technical Services for the Port Authority of 
New York and New Jersey. He also noted that Mr. Muldoon's bio and Scope of Services 
had been provided to the Panelists. The Scope of Services makes clear that while Mr. 
Muldoon works under FAA direction, he will be available for consultation with various 
interest groups and Panel members. 


e Mr. Egan questioned why eight Panel meetings were mentioned in Mr. Muldoon's 
Scope of Services. The facilitator noted that there are four meetings scheduled, 
including today's, and two additional meetings to be scheduled on the draft SDEIS. 
Mr. Scarano explained the need to build in some flexibility in the contract scope. 

e Panelists requested contact information for Mr. Muldoon. He said he would provide 
it through Mr. Scarano. 

e Mr. Tye asked if Mr. Muldoon could help the Panel consider whether peak period 
pricing and other demand management strategies could offset the need fora 
runway. Mr. Muldoon responded that he could do so. 

e Mr. Rushing asked that all Panelists be apprised of all questions posed by Panelists 
to Mr. Muldoon. Mr. Muldoon suggested that he forward an e-mail of all questions 
presented to him to Mr. Scarano, who could then forward the list of questions, and 
answers when available, to all Panelists. 


Presentation on Sources of Delay 


Beverly Jones, of S,H & E, presented an overview of the sources of delays at Logan 
Airport. She reviewed the various delay tracking systems, including FAA's OPSNET, 
DOT's Air Travel Consumer Report, and FAA's CODAS system. She highlighted that all 
of the existing delay tracking systems have serious limitations, in that they do not count 
several types of delays, like those under 15 minutes, or those resulting from mechanical 
problems or otherwise under the airlines control. As a result of the limitations on the 
existing data collection, it is necessary to develop simulation models to estimate delay 
reduction impacts. Ms. Jones reviewed Logan's national ranking on delays. In 1999, 
Logan was 4 most delayed in the DOT Consumer Report, and 8" most delayed in the 
OPSNET data. In 1998, Logan ranked 2" in the DOT Report, and 7" in the OPSNET. 
Logan ranks 8" in total passengers and 14" in operations nationwide. Based upon 
simulation of the 1998 flight schedule and the actual hourly weather observations from 
that year, Ms. Jones presented estimates of the various sources of delay at Logan. Of 
the total delay, 43% occurred in VFR (clear weather) conditions. Northwest wind 
conditions occurred in 37% of VFR conditions. However, 70% of clear-weather delays 
occurred during northwest wind conditions. The new runway would have eliminated 68% 
of the VFR delays in 1998 and 32% of the total delay. 

e Inresponse to a question from Mr. Rushing about when a delay is considered 
“significant ," Mr. Nicosia-Rusin from FAA noted that a traditional benchmark of 
significant airport delay is 20,000 hours annually. Logan's annual hours of delay have 
been 120,000. 

¢ Ms. Welch asked whether efforts are underway to improve the delay tracking 
systems to include all the delays that are missing from the current data. She also 
asked how airline overscheduling and its impact on delays is factored in to the 
current models. 

¢ Mr. Tye noted that there is a question where to put the regional aircraft if they are 
a sizeable contribution to total delay. He asked if other regional airports could 
handle some of these flights, and achieve the same delay reduction as the runway. 
Mr. Tye requested data on how much regional airlines contribute to the delay. 

e Mr. Rushing asked about how Logan would rank if hours of delay were reduced. Ms. 
Meehan, President of S, H &E, noted that it is difficult to calculate this without 


modeling activities at all other airports. Mr. Nicosia-Rusin offered that although 
not accurate enough to publish, a sense of the impact on Logan's ranking could be 
determined by considering that total simulated delays were reduced by about 32%. 
You could say then that this might represent a 25% reduction in the flight delays 
recorded in OPSNET, and make your own judgement on how that would affect the 
rankings. Mr. Rushing asked if it is possible to find out where the delayed flights 
are coming from or going to. Ms. Meehan noted that this is possible to produce. 


Presentation on Peak Period Pricing 


David Hollander of S, H & E, gave an overview of the Peak Period Pricing (PPP) proposal 
evaluated in the draft EIS. He described a previous Massport PPP initiative, the PACE 
program, which was developed and implemented in the late 80's, but overturned ina 
lawsuit. He described how the $100 to $150 peak period fee proposed in the DEIS was 
developed, and the anticipated delay reduction results. He showed that current 
operations at Logan are within the 120 operations per hour capacity, and therefore PPP 
invoked at 110 operations per hour would not have much delay reduction effect. 
However, if operations go above 120 per hour, as is predicted for the future, then PPP 
would have significant delay reduction results. That was the rationale for including a 
monitoring program and trigger for PPP in the DEIS mitigation plan. He further outlined 
a proposed exemption program for situations in which PPP would reduce flights to 
communities that need the current number of flights, specifying that these communities 
would be allowed two flights in peak periods that would be exempted from the peak 
period fee. 

e Ms. Welch noted that letting the delays escalate to the trigger point before 
invoking the PPP did not make sense. She asked whether the PPP could be developed 
from the beginning, setting a trigger that could start as soon as it was reached, 
thereby advancing the several months of rulemaking that would be needed to 
implement the program. Richard Litteri, a Massport attorney, commented that the 
rulemaking process is a state DOT process, which might take six months to conduct. 
Ms. Welch suggested that Logan become a national model and implement PPP prior to 
the construction of a new runway. 

e Mr. Hollander was asked if PPP is in place anywhere in the U.S. He responded that it 
is not. 


Presentation on PPP and Other Demand Management Strategies 


Fred Salvucci, Former MA Secretary of Transportation and Professor at MIT, gave a 
presentation on PPP and other demand management strategies. He began with a 
statement that he was not representing the views of any other groups in his remarks, 
but was speaking from his own viewpoint. In his presentation, he proposed that the 
airport needs to find a way to increase load factors, make other airports and 
transportation modes more attractive, and conduct sensitivity analysis of various 
capacity levels at the airport to determine a reasonable level of operations. He noted 
the need to work with LaGuardia Airport to prevent gridlock on the Boston/New York 
routes. He further noted that many prior mitigation projects for Logan activities have 
not been implemented, creating credibility problems for new mitigation proposals. He 


IIT. 


suggested that the existing injunction could be used to create enforceable commitments 
to address RW 14-32 impacts. 
Mr. Salvucci outlined several demand management options, in addition to PPP: 
e Terminal/gate regulation (set number of movements per hour) 
e Asking airlines to consolidate flights voluntarily ("jawboning") 
e Flat landing fees with off-peak discounts 
e Expanded use of Logan Express buses to TF Green, Worcester, Manchester, 
South Station, and Rte. 128 rail station 
e Expanded high speed rail to Worcester and Springfield via an inland route 
e Upgrade Logar’s rail connection, including South Station 
e Pilot test a change in the FAA's first-come/first-serve policy for certain, small 
aircraft types 
Lt. Governor Swift and Mr. Litteri discussed how demand management strategies could 
be designed to avoid the legal problems that the PACE program faced, and there was 
general agreement that a PPP program could be designed to avoid those problems. 
Ms. Welch advocated that a regional intermodal solution and PPP be implemented prior 
to any runway construction. She further noted that the affected communities do not 
agree with Mr. Salvucci when he suggests the possibility that a new runway be 
constructed with restrictions of use only in NW wind conditions. 
Mr. Butler pointed out problems with some of Mr. Salvucci’s suggestions, including 
e the impossibility of changing the first come/first serve policy, 
e the move to eliminate, not create, slots at most airports, 
e the lack of connection between ground access and RW14-32, 
¢ the fact that demand management could be viewed as interfering with interstate 
commerce, especially if the number of flights that would trigger PPP was artificially 
lowered, 
e take-offs are not a problem at Logan, and 
e the United Airline changes in San Francisco were not induced by demand 
management approaches, but by United's pilot strike. 


When the Panel was asked for views about the improvements in the SDEIS on the issues 
of PPP, Ms. Welch responded that she would like to see PPP included in the Preferred 
Alternative from the beginning. Others suggested that any PPP program be designed to 
withstand legal challenges. 


Public Comment 


Marty Pepper Aisenberg, from Save Our Heritage, asked whether it was within the 
jurisdiction of the panel to implement demand management or in their jurisdiction to 
recommend to FAA certain demand management strategies. Mr. Scarano responded 
that is was more likely the latter. 

Dan Wolf, President of Cape Air, talked about the impact of PPP on airlines like his, with 
small aircraft, but who do not contribute to the delays nor compete with larger aircraft 
for runway space, since they use the 2500 foot RW33R-15L. He also said the regional 
jet fleets are being purchased by airlines for over $10 million per plane, and that a $150 


PPP fee might not make much of a difference to those airlines. He thought other forms 
of demand management might be more effective. 

e Bob D'Amico from the City of Boston, questioned a statistic used in the discussion, 
asking whether it included arrivals and departures, or just arrivals. It was clarified 
that in bad weather, arrivals are reduced to 45 per hour, not all operations. 

e Blossom Hoag from CARE and the Sierra Club asked for clarification about whether 
flights leaving the gate on time, but delayed awaiting take off, were considered on-time 
flight departures. Panelist John Butler responded that the flight could be considered 
delayed if it took off late. 

e Anaide to Representative Robert DeLeo noted that the Representative had been 
present for a portion of the Panel meeting, but regretted not being present to make 
public comment due to a conflicting appointment. He may submit comments to the Panel 
in writing. 


IV. Planning for Next Meeting 

The Panel reviewed and revised the draft meeting agenda for September 6. The 
Panel agreed to meet beyond 7:00 PM if necessary for that meeting, but, given Ms. Welch's 
inability to stay beyond 7 PM, adjusted the schedule of presentations to fit most of the 
Panel deliberations in the 4:00 to 7:00 time slot. 


V. The meeting adjourned at 4:00 PM. 


I. 


Boston Logan International Airport 


Supplemental Draft EIS (SDETS) Panel 


Minutes 
July 26, 2000 


Agenda (See attached) 


e The Panel convened at 4:07 PM 


ITI. 


Attendees (See attached list) 


e Mr. Rushing was not present; the House of Representatives was in session. 


IIT. 


Discussion 


Presentation on Multi-Modal Transportation Planning by Kevin Sullivan, MA Secretary of 
Transportation 
e Secretary Kevin Sullivan provided the Panel with extensive information about efforts 


underway by Massachusetts, and neighboring states, to improve the coordination of all 
modes of transportation. He described the following initiatives: 


Road signage for all regional airports, including signs in RI and NH 

Expenditure of $154 million in highway funds "flexed" to transit and train projects 
Dialogue with RI that resulted in eight rail trips per day from MA to Providence 
which will also serve Warwick/TFGreen Airport when the station is completed 
The commitment of $385 million for the widening of Route 3 from 128 to the NH 
border 

Investigation of a partnership with NH to encourage rail service between Nashua 
and Lowell 

Massport efforts to increase flights at Worcester Airport from 9 to 19 per day 
Manchester Airport evaluation of the environmental impacts of a new access road 
Development of an intermodal facility in Wilmington, MA 

Rehabilitation of Worcester's Union Station 

Development of a business facility at Hanscom 

Promotion of the Accela train for a lower fare than the NY shuttle from Logan 
South station connector to Logan via the new Silver Line 

Expansion of MA commuter rail, which is now the 4™ largest in the country and the 
fastest growing 

Development of bus service in the Urban Ring 

MBTA Blue Line expansion 

Initial planning for the North Station/South Station rail link 

Development of smaller airports by MA Aeronautics Commission 


e Mr. Egan asked if there were other efforts involving more than one state in aviation 
planning. Mr. Scarano responded that this is a first effort of this scale, to his 
knowledge. 


Ms. Welch asked the Secretary about plans for improving the Blue Line, which have been 
put off several years. The Director of the MBTA responded that they are pursuing the 
capital program for this and the rail service from South Station to airport through the 
Ted Williams Tunnel. 

Mr. Tye asked about what numbers of passengers could be diverted from Logan. Mr. 
Sullivan responded that growth is at regional airports, not at Logan. Lt. Governor Swift 
noted that it is not easy to determine if regional airport growth is totally a diversion of 
Logan traffic. Ms. Meehan (S, H. & E) added that roughly 1/3 of new passengers are 
new travelers brought into the market by low fares, and another 1/3 are diverted from 
Logan. 

Mr. Scarano asked about the development of a rail line from Lawrence to Manchester, 
and Secretary Sullivan responded that the priority is on the line between Lowell and 
Nashua, where there are existing rights of way. 

Ms. Welch asked if bus service could be instituted from Woburn to Manchester, in 
addition to the Woburn-Logan service. The Secretary noted that he is trying to 
encourage this service. 

Ms. Welch asked how close to completion the North Station-South Station rail link is. 
Mr. Sullivan remarked that it is a $3-$6 billion project, and will not happen without 
considerable time and effort to identify and secure the funding. 

In response to a question about the Urban Ring, Mr. Sullivan clarified that a transit rail 
system was much more difficult to achieve than a bus service along the ring. The bus 
service is in the planning stage. The price for the transit service is several billion 
dollars, and this project is competing with the North Station-South Station rail 
connector for funding. 


Summary Comments on Regionalization and Forecasting 


Ms. Orenstein asked the Panel to comment on how the SDEIS should reflect their 
concerns about forecasting and regionalization. Mr. Scarano asked the Panelists to 
consider whether the forecasting covers a reasonable range of scenarios. In response, 
the Panelists made the following comments. 

e Ms. Welch asked if a different kind of forecast, one with a lower low passenger 
estimate and a lower high passenger estimate, could be developed and used to 
understand how much diversion to regional airports should occur. She also asked if 
this revised forecast could be used to evaluate airline overscheduling and aircraft 
mix. 

e Mr. Tye asked how to avoid a new runway for a problem (NW winds) that occurs only 
20% of the time. He asked if traffic could be prioritized and/or diverted, as 
happens in bad weather. 

e Ms. Welch noted that, while there are many pieces in place or in planning for multi- 
modal transportation, there is no integrated, coordinated planning process, and what 
does exist does not offer a vehicle for citizen input. Lt. Governor Swift noted that 
the New England Council of Governors has sponsored a New England Transportation 
Initiative, which is the vehicle for interstate planning and cooperation on multi- 
modal issues. 

¢ Lt. Governor Swift noted that a strength of both the regionalization analysis and 
the forecasting done for the EIS is that there is careful tracking of regional 


airport users. This helps create understanding of what is driving regional airport 
use. She recommended that this tracking continue. 


Panel Administrative Discussions 

e The minutes of the previous meeting on July 13 were finalized and accepted. 

e Ms. Orenstein noted that in an effort to increase public access to the panel 
operations, agendas and presentation slides (when in the compatible electronic 
format) will be posted on the FAA web site. 

e The Panel briefly discussed its upcoming visits to four regional airports on August 16 
and 28. Panelists had previously asked for passenger forecasts and market 
projection information for these airports, and Mr. Scarano noted that this 
information would be requested from the airport directors for presentation during 
the site visits. Lt. Governor Swift also noted that it would be helpful for the 
Panelists to receive information about the decision making structure and lines of 
authority between the states and the airports. 

e Mr. Scarano announced that the FAA had decided to hire an independent consultant 
for the Panel. He anticipated the consultant would be on board in mid-August. Mr. 
Egan asked whether this would delay the Panel process and the FAA decision on the 
SDEIS. Mr. Scarano said FAA remains committed to its goal of a final SDEIS by 
April, 2001, but that reaching the goal is dependent on Panel events and analysis 
that are difficult to predict. 

¢ The Panel set dates for interim meetings after the August and September meetings 
in case they will be needed. The new dates are September 6 and October 12, from 
4:00 to 7:00 PM. The list of meeting dates will be revised and posted on the 
website. 


’ 


Overview of Logan Airfield Operations, Joe Davies, FAA Tower Manager 


In preparation for understanding delays at Logan, and the potential impacts of the 
proposed project on those delays, Joe Davies presented an overview of how Logan 
airport operates. He explained the air traffic control system in general, and airspace 
around Logan, and the location of the runways, taxiways, and terminal areas. He then 
described the configurations of runways that the controllers use, their efficiency, noise 
and environmental restrictions, and operational needs in VFR and IFR. He concluded by 
saying that the taxiway, minimums, and runway 14/32 would improve the options 
available for air traffic control, and also would provide a greater ability to use the 
Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS). 

Ms. Welch asked how well the airport was complying with the PRAS system. Mr. Davies 
noted that recent data showed that some goals were met, while others were not. Mr. 
Egan asked if RW 14-32 would allow airport to better meet PRAS goals. Mr. Davies 
response was yes. 

Mr. Tye asked whether small planes could be diverted to other airports during NW wind 
delay periods. Mr. Davies responded that it would be illegal. Federal law requires 
aircraft to be accommodated ona first come-first serve basis. 


Observer Comment 


Susan Black, Marketing Director for the Worcester Airport, commended Massport for 
their efforts at developing the Worcester Airport, and noted that Worcester looks 
forward to the Panel's visit to the Worcester Airport. 

Peter Koff of AIR said he had sent a letter to Jane Garvey commenting that the Panel 
process has not spent enough time on issues which would need to be addressed in the 
SDEIS. He distributed copies of his letter to the panelists. 

Blossom Hoag of the Sierra Club and CARE commented that Mr. Sullivan's presentation 
did not have many numbers to back it up. She also commented about how undesirable it 
is to have the North Station-South Station connector pitted against development of the 
Urban Ring. 

Steve Lathrop, from Hull, commented on the inadequacy of passenger volume and 
operations analysis. He suggested the Panel ask what might cause more passengers on 
fewer aircraft. He suspects that operations forecasts are too high, but noted that 
forecasts are often optimistic and need to be tempered with realtime or very recent 
data. He also remarked that the Panel has spent too much time on what environmental 
improvements can be expected from a new runway, and not enough time at looking at 
alternatives to reduce delay. He asked the Panel to take a broader perspective. 


Panel Discussion of Public Outreach Issues 


Ms. Welch asked the FAA to hold community meetings, scheduled in the evenings to 
encourage attendance, about the Panel process. These meetings could be attended by 
Panelists if they desired, and might be sponsored by the Citizen Advisory Council (CAC) 
for the Airport. She proposed that a meeting with the CAC happen in September, and 
that three additional meeting happen in October to increase the outreach to several 
geographic regions. 

Mr. Butler and Mr. Egan objected to these outreach meetings, noting that a large 
number of community meetings have already been held on the runway issue. Mr. Butler 
noted that these meetings would not meet the Panel's objective of providing input to 
FAA. 

Mr. Tye suggested that the public's questions should be put in writing. He also 
suggested that a Panel meeting could be held in the evening to accommodate more public 
observers. 

Mr. Scarano noted that Mr. Rushing and Lt. Governor Swift (who had already left this 
meeting) needed to be consulted on this issue. Ms. Orenstein suggested the Panel 
return to this question at the next meeting. 


IV. The meeting adjourned at 7:15 PM. 


Zr. 


IT. 


Boston Logan International Airport 


Supplemental Draft EIS (SDETS) Panel 


Minutes 
July 13, 2000 


Agenda (See attached) 
The Panel convened at 2:35 PM 


Attendees (See attached list) 


III. Discussion 
Organizational Issues 


Mr. Scarano opened the meeting with a statement that it was his hope that the Panel 
would devote most of the meeting to substantive discussion of regional transportation 
issues. He noted the presence of Todd Burger, an expert on rail service forecasting, 
and mentioned the plan to have the MA Secretary of Transportation attend the next 
meeting to discuss regional multi-modal transportation planning. Facilitator Suzanne 
Orenstein reviewed the agenda, noting that in an effort to make up time after delays at 
the last meeting, the focus for this meeting would be on Panel discussions, and public 
comment would be taken only if time allowed. Ms. Welch asked that time be allotted for 
Panel discussion after each presentation, not solely after the first two presentations 
and at the end of the meeting. The Panel agreed to address questions during the 
presentations, in an effort to encourage Panel discussion. 

The minutes for the June 22 meeting were reviewed. No corrections were made. The 


June 22 minutes were finalized and will be placed on the web site. 


Forecasting Presentation (continued from past two meetings) 


Ralph Nicosia-Rusin, FAA Airport Capacity Program Manager, began this portion of his 
forecasting presentation with a review of his previous presentations regarding 
projections for numbers of passengers and numbers of flight operations at Logan. He 
continued the presentation with explanations of how the forecasts for passengers and 
operations used for the DEIS were consistent with those developed for other studies. 
He reviewed criticisms of the forecasts, addressing issues regarding confidence levels 
(he noted that by using a range of forecasts, confidence levels could be close to 100%), 
and whether the data used for the forecast was current. Ms. Welch asked whether the 
forecasts could be further updated to use 1999 and/or 2000 data, in addition to the 
update from 1993 to 1998 in the Brown Book. She noted this would have the advantage 
of incorporating equipment upgrades and producing more accurate noise information. 
Mr. Nicosia-Rusin responded that the data will always be behind the present because of 
the 6-8 months it takes to produce the model results. He further noted that 
comparisons of one year to another were not as significant as comparisons of the build 
and no-build alternatives. He ended by stating that when delay reduction benefits of 
the proposed Airside Improvement Project are evaluated using both the low and high 
ends of the forecast ranges, the results do not differ significantly, except for the 


increase in effect of Peak Period Pricing at the higher passenger estimates. This leads 

him to conclude that the forecasts are sufficient for the evaluation of the project. 

Discussion following Mr. Nicosia-Rusin's presentation included the following additional 

comments and questions. 

e Are there demand management techniques in use at other airports, other than Peak 
Period Pricing, that should be considered for Logan, and that could be evaluated 
using the forecast and other models? 

e Ms. Welch noted that an FAA web site presented data comparing delays at various 
airports that showed that delays at Logan were decreasing by 6%. Mr. Butler 
responded that delays at Logan are not down, and that airports are not directly 
comparable, because some have parallel runways that provide more flexibility for 
reducing delays. Logan's runways are intersecting, so managing delays at Logan is 
more complicated than at other airports. Mr. Nicosia-Rusin noted that delays at 
Logan are affected by incidence of weather conditions that are not consistent from 
year to year, so decreases might occur, but might not be consistent over time. 
After considerable discussion of the delay issues, the Panel asked for a break down 


of all causes of delay by source and frequency. Noting that some sources will be 


unknown, S, H, and E agreed to provide a breakdown of causes of delay for the 
discussions at the next meeting on airfield operations. 


e Mr. Tye commented that he was not comfortable with conclusions that the benefits 
of the runway were borne out by the forecasting process. He heard a lot about the 
benefits of a new runway but nothing was presented regarding the need for it. He 
views the Panel's role as examining the need for the Airside Improvements Project, 
and finds the conclusions premature. 


Presentation on Regional Alternatives 


Deb Meehan, President of S, H, & E, gave an overview presentation of how regional 
alternatives to Logan were factored into the Logan passenger and operations forecasts. 
She noted that the forecasted passenger numbers include an estimate of 7 million 
passengers diverted to regional airports, rail service, and video conferencing and how 
the estimates for those diversions were developed. She noted that regional carriers 
will continue to need to serve Logan because 59% of their passengers are connecting to 
non-stop flights that are not available from T.F. Green or Manchester, and that the 
remaining regional carrier passengers have Boston as their destination. In the 
discussion of regional alternatives, the following comments and questions arose. 

¢ Mr. Tye commented that he was interested in options for using regional airports to 
the maximum extent available as a way to reduce operations at Logan. Mr. Scarano 
and others responded that both Manchester and Providence were growing at 
unbelievable rates, but that their growth would be constrained by the physical and 
land availability, even after major improvements in access and facilities. 

e Ms. Welch asked if airport plans and projections for all regional airports could be 
researched and reported to the Panel. Ms. Meehan and FAA agreed to provide this 
information. Ms. Meehan also explained how some regional airports compete with 
others, which also might limit growth. For example, Bradley, Manchester, and 
Providence all serve part of the area that Worcester airport could serve. 


e Mr. Tye and Ms. Welch asked about whether Logan should de-emphasize the market 
for short-haul trips. They asked for information about the average aircraft size 
for short, medium and long haul trips, and how these factors affect Logan 
operations. Ms. Meehan agreed to provide this information. 

e Several panelists, and Mr. Burger, commented on the factors needed to promote 
growth at regional airports, including proximity to the traveling population, ease of 
access to the airport, and sufficient service to meet travelers needs for flexibility. 

e Ms. Welch requested that the FAA research how many airlines will use a 5000 foot 
runway and whether they will make a specific commitment to do so. Mr. Scarano 
noted that this would be addressed at the next meeting. 

e = Mr. Egan remarked that much has been accomplished in the regional airport 
development process and that it appears that all of the Panel Members support 
improvements in the regional transportation arena. When he asked whether the 
opponents of the Logan Airside Improvement Project also opposed the expanded use 
of Hanscom Field, Ms. Welch responded that the Mayor's representatives support 
increased use of Hanscom Field. 


Presentation on Potential Impacts of Rail Service on Logan Forecasts 


e After a short break for an executive session, Todd Burger, an independent 
transportation consultant formerly with Arthur D. Little, and project manager for the 
Strategic Assessment Review (SAR) in 1993, presented his view of the realities of 
diverting Logan passengers to high speed rail. He noted some factors that may reduce 
the desirability of the high speed rail alternative in the Northeast Corridor, including 
potential rail traffic delays. He noted that rail service between Boston and TFGreen 
airport might be more successful than anticipated, but that this might adversely impact 
passenger use of Worcester airport. Lt. Governor Swift noted that MBTA, not Amtrak, 
would be operating the TFGreen rail service. Mr. Burger noted that he thought the 
forecast estimates for Logan, which are quite consistent with the forecasts used in the 
SAR, are on-target in spite of slight changes in the rail diversion numbers. He also 
noted his conclusion that rail service will not be a substitute for runway 14/32. 


IV. Observer Comment 

Because State Representative McManus, from Worcester, asked to address the 
Panel, having traveled to the meeting from his vacation to do so, time was made available for 
some public comment. Representative McManus spoke appreciatively about Massport's 
efforts to increase air traffic at Worcester and noted Worcester's strong support for 
additional air service from Worcester airport. He stated that Worcester's central location 
and strong industry should create a market for additional service. He noted that he and 
others in Worcester are convinced that the access road to the airport can happen, 
especially if the market demand is there to support it. He noted that he did not see any 
conflict between Runway 14-32 and growth at Worcester, and that he thought both should 
occur. 


The meeting adjournment time of 6:00 PM was reached before public comment from 
Steve Lathrop, from Hull, and Mark Cestari from Shuttle America could be heard. They 
were asked to make their comments at the next meeting on July 26. 


V. Next Meeting 
The next meeting is on July 26, from 4:00 to 7:00 PM at the Volpe Center, 55 


Broadway, Cambridge, MA. The agenda will include the following items. 

e Synthesis discussion among the Panel about the status of the forecasting and 
regional issue discussions 

e Apresentation on efforts to integrate multi-modal regional transportation by 
the MA Secretary of Transportation 

¢ Initial discussion of the Logan airfield operations and delay factors 

e Discussion of whether and how Public Outreach about the Panel process should 
occur. 


The Panel agreed to extend the time of its August 22 meeting, which will now be 
11:15 AM to 4:00 PM, in order to allow more time for discussion of airport capacity and peak 
period pricing. The Panel also agreed to follow through on visits to the regional airports, 
tentatively scheduled for August 16. 


VI. The meeting adjourned at 6:03 PM. 


Information Requests from July 13 Logan SEIS Panel Meeting 


1. Examples of demand 
management techniques, other 

than Peak Period Pricing, used at 
other airports 


In background materials for 
August 22 meeting on PPP 


2. Details of all sources of delay 
at Logan, what proportion of 
delays are caused by what source, 
how frequently they occur, and 
what the trends have been 
historically. 


At July 26 meeting, send out 
before meeting, if possible. 


3. Information on passenger 
growth projections and plans 
from regional airports, including 
Portland, Pease, Manchester, & 
Bradle 


4. Information on what is being 
done to increase use and access 
for regional airports 


5. Specific data on average 
aircraft size by length of haul, & 
how average size affects Logan 


6. Information on how many At July 26 meeting, or prior to 
regional airlines will use and August 22 mtg. on airfield 

acknowledge commitment to use_ | capacity 
5000 foot runway. 


7. Potential for improvements at 
Manchester Airport to affect 
long-haul/short-haul mix. 


eee ee 
Outstanding requests from 

previous meeting 

A. Geographic illustration of Prior to July 26 meeting FAA - Ralph Nicosia-Rusin 
sensitivity of noise forecasts 


B. Geographic presentation of Prior to July 26 meeting FAA — Ralph Nicosia-Rusin 
impacts of forecasts on runway 
utilization 


Prior to July 26 meeting 


i. 


IT. 


Boston Logan International Airport 


Supplemental Draft EIS (SDETS) Panel 


Minutes for Meeting No. 2A 
June 22, 2000 


Agenda (See attached) 
The Panel convened at 4:00 PM 


Attendees (See attached list) 


III. Discussion 
Organizational Tasks 


In the review of the agenda, the facilitator stated that the goal for the 
meeting was to complete the presentations on forecasting and begin the 
discussion of regionalization as it relates to forecasting, if time allows. Mr. 
Rushing noted that he did not receive background information on regionalization 
and that it was his view that there should be no discussion of this topic at this 
meeting. Mr. Butler responded that background information was available in the 
Brown Book. Mr. Scarano noted that FAA agreed that it would direct panelists 
to relevant sections of the brown book. He proposed that we return to the 
question of whether to discuss regionalization when the forecasting discussion 
was completed, at which time it would be known if there was time available to 
begin that discussion. 

The minutes for the previous meeting were revised to correct a quote from Mr. 
Rushing, and to clarify a response from Mr. Scarano. The minutes were 
accepted as revised and are ready for posting on the web site. 

Mr. Scarano clarified that the meeting date for the next meeting was 
incorrectly stated in the FAA memo for this meeting. It is July 13, not July 26. 
Ms. Welch questioned the usefulness of conducting the Panel meeting on 
regionalization in Manchester. Community groups who attend the meetings as 
observors would not be able to be present if the meeting was not in the Boston 
area, and regionalization is a very important issue for these groups. The Panel 
agreed that visits to regional airports are important, but that the meeting on 
regionalization could be conducted in the Boston area. The location for the July 
13 meeting was changed to Cambridge, and the start time will remain 2:30 PM. 
New Procedural Guidelines provisions governing dissemination of information to 
panelists and contacts with the press and external decision makers were 
considered and finalized. In reviewing the guideline concerning notice to other 
panelists before contacts were made with external decision makers, the 
panelists acknowledged that this guideline would not affect contacts with the 
decision makers who appointed them, namely, the mayor and the governor. It 


would also not affect discussions with the FAA Administrator and others that 
arose coincidentally at meetings and in other non-Panel forums. The Panel added 
a specific guideline concerning contacts with the press, namely, that panelists 
would avoid characterizing the views of other panelists in press contacts. 

Ms. Welch raised the issue of the need for an independent technical consultant 
to assist the Panel members. Panelists discussed this issue for some time, with 
some panelists expressing the view that the consultants who developed the 
DEIS should be adequate, and others arguing for independent consultants. Two 
panelists expressed the view that the Panel should not go any further in its 
work program until a technical consultant was hired. The Panel identified 
several possible roles for the consultant, as follows. 

¢ Help answer “what if" questions from panelists; 

e Identify alternatives to views in the Brown Book 

e Provide independent evaluation of elements of the Preferred Alternative 
Options for obtaining technical consultation for the Panel also were identified: 
e UseS,H,&E 

e Use FAA experts 

e Look for an independent consultant 

¢ Do homework on own 

e All of the above 

Concerns about hiring a technical consultant included that it might slow down 
the process, where the funding would come from, and what would be the result 
of conflicts among the consultant views. 

Mr. Scarano noted that the federal procurement guidelines might be 
prohibitively time intensive, and that it was his preference that a consultant to 
the Panel be hired through MassPort. Mr. Tye noted he did not care where the 
funding came from, as long as the consultant worked for everyone on the Panel. 
The Panel decided to await FAA's decision about whether and how to provide 
technical consultation, given that the issue had already been presented to Jane 
Garvey. 


Forecasting Presentation (continued from previous meeting) 


Ralph Nicosia-Rusin, FAA Airport Capacity Program Manager, continued his 
presentation about the forecasts of passenger levels and operations projected 
for Logan Airport for the future. In addition to highlighting issues around fleet 
mix and historical passenger and market trends, Mr. Nicosia-Rusin showed how 
the forecasts and changes in the forecast would affect noise and delays. There 
were several questions and answers discussed during the presentation. 

e Ms. Welch asked whether anything could be done to put more people on 
larger aircraft, thereby decreasing the number of flight operations. Mr. 
Nicosia-Rusin showed how the low and high fleet scenarios built into the 
forecast took these possibilities into account. 


e Ms. Welch asked about the sensitivity of forecasts to errors. Again, the 
response was that by using a high and low scenario, any changes are within 
the extremes that have been studied. 

e Ms. Welch asked for additional information about the noise impacts, noting 
it was easier to see the impacts on a map than on agraph. Mr. Nicosia-Rusin 
agreed to develop a geographic illustration for the next meeting. Ms. Welch 
also asked that slides show land areas for changes in runway utilization, and 
Mr. Nicosia-Rusin agreed to provide that information also. 

e The presentation was stopped prior to the discussion of possible impacts 
from regional airports on the forecasts, for lack of time. Mr. Scarano noted 
the inadequacy of the time available for discussion and recommended that 
time be made available at the next meeting for additional questions on 
forecasting. 


Observor Comments 


IV. 


V. 


Gerry Falbo, of Winthrop, noted that he preferred to have community people 
respond to the issue of independent consultants, not those satisfied with the 
MassPort consultants. 

Steve Lathrop, from Hull, presented some research that showed airports with 
rapidly increasing emplanements also had increases in efficiency. He also 
expressed the view that the technical consultant needed to be either 
adversarial, with one for each view of the expansion, or a single consultant for 
the Panel as a whole. 

Anastasia Lyman, of the CAC, noted that the noise contours in the SDEIS are 
predicated on optimal use of PRAS. However, there is no assurance of optimal 
use, and the CAC is not in support of PRAS as currently used. 

Blossom Hoag, of the Sierra Club and CARE, noted that Massport's mailing to 
frequent flyers asking for their support of the runway was not constructive. 
She also asked if observors could have handouts used during the Panel meetings. 


Next Meeting 

The Panel identified the following topics for the next meeting. 

e Continue the forecasting presentation and discussion, including impacts of 
regionalization, geographic presentations of noise and runway utilization, and 
criticisms of forecasting components of the DEIS document. 

e Discuss regionalization, including an overview of the components, 
expectations for growth at regional airports, and impacts from increased 
use of rail due to high speed routes. 

e Whether and how the Panel should conduct meetings in locations proximate 
to affected communities. 


The meeting adjourned at 6:40 PM. 


Z. 


Boston Logan International Airport 


Supplemental Draft EIS (SDETS) Panel 


Minutes for Meeting No. 2 
June 7, 2000 


Agenda (See attached) 
The Panel convened at 3:00 PM 


Attendees (See attached list) 


III. Discussion 
Organizational Tasks 


Mr. Scarano updated the Panel concerning FAA follow-up to the previous 
meeting. He noted that a web site has been established and the “Brown Book" 
will be available on it; that the Brown Book was distributed to ARC members, 
and letters went to local legislators describing the availability of the report. 
The summary of the significant public comments on the DEIS, with responses, 
was also distributed to Panel members. 

Ms. Orenstein reviewed the agenda, noting the proposed public comment period. 
The Panel agreed with the proposal. 

The Panel reviewed the summary of the April 26 meeting, and suggested the 
date be added in the heading. The minutes were accepted and FAA agreed to 
post them on the web site. 


Scheduling for future meetings was completed. The dates agreed upon are: 
e June 22, as a supplement to the June 7 meeting 


e July 13, 2:30 to 5:30 PM, at Manchester Airport 

e July 26, 4:00 to 7:00 PM 

e August 22, 12:30 to 3:30 PM 

e¢ September 27, 4:00 to 7:00 PM 

The Panel reviewed the Procedural Guidelines, including Public Involvement 

Options. Mr. Rushing requested addition of several items previously discussed, 

including the agreement that materials would be provided to the panel at least 7 

days before meetings and earlier if possible, and that all Panelists will receive 

any information requested by any panelist at the same time as the requesting 
panelist. 

e Mr. Egan asked if the schedule outlined in the guidelines, for completion of 
the Panel process by April 1, 2001, called for a Record of Decision (ROD) by 
that date. Mr. Scarano responded that the Final EIS will be available on 
that date subject to the progress of the scheduled meetings, and the ROD 
would be issued some time after that but could not specify any specific time 
because considerable internal FAA coordination would be required. 


e Inresponse to questions from the governors representatives to the mayoral 
representatives about a meeting held with the mayor and Jane Garvey, Mr. 
Egan proposed that all Panelists agree to forego advocacy with political 
leaders, press, and the courts regardless of the outcome of the Panel 
process. His suggestion was not adopted. Mr. Rushing suggested that a 
groundrule be adopted specifying that if any panelists desired to meet with 
political decision makers or the press, they would notify the rest of the 
panelists first. The Panel did not object to this suggestion, and Ms. 
Orenstein agreed to draft this provision for Panel review. 

e Ms. Orenstein suggested, and the Panel agreed, to consider the Procedural 
Guidelines a working document that is open to revision as the Panel sees fit. 


The Panel agreed that the Procedural Guidelines were accepted and should 
be posted on the web site. 


Presentation on the Interim SDEIS - “The Brown Book" 

e John Silva, Manager of Environmental Programs for FAA New England, began 
the substantive presentations with an overview of the requirements for an EIS, 
and a description of the components of an EIS. 

e Inresponse to a question from Mr. Tye regarding what action would not 
require an EIS, Mr. Silva noted that construction of a runway at a small 
airport where there were no environmental impacts might be an example of a 
federal action with no significant impact. 

e Deborah Meehan, President of S,H &E, air transportation consultants, gave a 
detailed presentation describing the Draft EIS and the Interim Supplemental 
Draft EIS. She explained that the ISDEIS, or Brown Book, represents the 
effort to incorporate public comments that began prior to the inauguration of 
the panel. Ms. Meehan described the differences between the two documents, 
and noted that the Preface in the Brown Book was a good overview of the 
comparison and revisions in the Brown Book. 
e¢ Comments and questions on Ms. Meehan’'s presentation included: 

e Page 18 of the presentation, which outlines the geographic distribution 
of Logan passengers, is not in the Brown Book. Ms. Meehan noted that it 
would be added. 

e Service between Worcester Airport and Atlanta was not included in the 
description of the service provided there. It will be added. 

e Lt. Governor Swift noted that there are many acronyms used throughout 
the Brown Book, and that they should be explained. The presenters noted 
that the Generic Environmental Impact Review for Logan includes a 
glossary. Panelists can request a copy of the GEIR from FAA or 
Massport. 

e Mr. Tye asked if there is an opportunity to move some of the small 
aircraft operations to another airport, and what could be done to reduce 


the number of small aircraft carrying few passengers. He also requested 
data on all of the sources of delay, not just NW winds. These topics will 
be addressed in depth at the July and August meetings. 

e Ms. Welch noted that it was frustrating to have so much information 
presented without having the ability to question assumptions and give an 
alternative view. Mr. Scarano responded that as each component of the 
SDETS is taken up in depth in future meetings, her questions and 
comments will be addressed in detail. 


Presentation on Forecasting Methodology and Results 


IV. 


Ralph Nicosia-Rusin, FAA Airport Capacity Program Manager, began a 
presentation on forecasting of passenger use and resulting operations 
projections for Logan Airport. His presentation was only partially completed, 
and will be continued at the June 22 meeting. 

e Comments and questions raised by Mr. Nicosia-Rusin's presentation included: 

e Mr. Butler asked about noise associated with the forecast, as related to 
Stage 2 and 3 fleet components. 

e Ms. Welch asked how increased regionalization would affect the 
forecasts. In response, the range of variation between forecasts, from 
29 million passengers to 45 million passengers was described in more 
detail, to show that the current forecast range covers most likely 
scenarios. 

e Mr. Butler asked how consolidation of the airlines, such as the proposed 
merger between United and US Airways, was factored into the 
forecasting. 

e These questions were briefly considered as time allowed, and will be 
discussed in more detail on June 22. 


Observer Comments 
Steve Lathrop from the Hull Airport Committee, noted that overwater take- 
offs also go over Hull, sometimes at an altitude of 1500 feet. He also suggested 
that the preferred alternative be compared to current conditions, and that 
noise data in the DEIS is erroneous. He requested that the slide presentations 
be included on the web site. 
Ed Pignotti from the Boston Chamber of Commerce commented on the critical 
nature of the airport to the region's economy. He noted the need to solve the 
delay problems, and expressed support for significant improvements of regional 
airports. 
Blossom Hoag representing the Sierra Club and CARE noted the need for high 
speed rail improvement projects to include the link between North and South 
Stations, and noted that Chelsea is not the only area impacted adversely 
because the Harbor Islands also are subject to environmental and noise impacts. 


Bruce Thatcher asked when information will be on line on the web site, and was 
given the response that most is available now. He suggested that future Panel 
meeting dates be posted on the web site. He further noted that pilot non- 
compliance with Land and Hold Short Operations might increase delays. Asa 
Roxbury resident, he is interested in Roxbury’'s receiving some focus regarding 
Logan impacts although Roxbury may not be impacted directly. 

Bernice Maider from the CAC spoke about the cumulative impacts that 
communities are feeling from the Big Dig, bridge construction, the convention 
center development, and development in South Boston. If air travel demand 
increases as predicted, there will be a need for more jets, which will fill the 
time available from delay reduction activities. She asked if there will be a 
guarantee on unidirectionality, and distributed clippings showing press coverage 
of Logan delays seldom, if ever, mentions the NW wind problem. 

Rick Rodes from CARE and a resident of Winthrop noted his community's 
concern about the centerfield taxiway, and its health effects. He further 
asked if other airfield projects would be considered in the Panel discussion, and 
it was clarified that the Panel will address all components of the alternatives 
discussed in the DETS, not just runway 14/32. 


V. Action Items 

Task Whom 
Post final minutes for all meetings to date on web site FAA 

Post Procedural Guidelines on web site FAA 
Draft additions to procedural guidelines Facilitator 
Post meeting dates on web site FAA 

VI. Plans for Future Meetings 


The Panel agreed to meet on June 22 from 4:00 PM to 6:30 PM to 
continue the discussion of forecasting and begin the discussion of 
regionalization. Lt. Governor Swift noted that she would not be available 
for that meeting and encouraged the Panel to meet without her present. 
The meeting scheduled for July 13 will be held at the Manchester 
Airport, and will continue the discussion of regionalization. The Panel 
reviewed the regionalization issues outlined by FAA in the workprogram, 
and the issues raised by the mayoral appointees, and agreed that the 
meeting should include a focus on those items. The meeting will also 
include a tour of the Manchester airport and a briefing about its 
operations. This is all subject to coordination and approval of the Airport 
Authority. 

VIT. The meeting adjourned at 6:20 PM. 


Boston Logan International Airport 
Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Process 


Minutes for Panel Meeting No. 1A 
April 26, 2000 


I. Agenda (See attached) 
e The meeting convened at 4:00 PM 


IT. Attendees 

e John Butler was absent but he had previously noted he would not be able to attend. We 
had committed to date and in effort to avoid any further delay the meeting would be 
conducted in his absence. Because of his previous experience with the project this 
absence would not be significant to his understanding of this evenings activities. 

e Mr. Joe Davies, ATCT Manager for Boston Logan was in the audience and introduced by 
the Chair. 


III. Discussion 
Agenda Item 1 - Review and Acceptance of the Minutes for March 28". 
1. Introduction of the Facilitator 
e Mr. Scarano introduced Ms. Suzanne Orenstein who had been retained to facilitate 
the Panel proceedings. 
e Ms. Orenstein provided a brief resume of her previous experience. 
e She noted that she had attended the first Panel meeting. 
e She stated that she will strive to speak to Panel members between meetings to 
ensure that all their concerns are being properly understood and communicated. 
e She went over her role saying she would ensure that everyone is heard and the 
meeting is run efficiently. 
e All members had been previously provided a copy of her resume and the scope of 
her services on this project. 
e Ms. Welch asked for the difference between the Chair and Facilitator. Ms 
Orenstein responded that the Facilitator: 
- Ensures that the conversation is balanced and remains focused. 
- Works for the entire panel, including one-on-one meetings. 
- Is nota mediator in the process. 
- Keep ensures that the meeting stays on schedule and runs efficiently. 
Basically the Chair introduces the topic and the facilitator facilitates the 
discussion. The Chair would also be the position to make decisions on certain issues 
and Panel suggestions that arise during the discussions. 
e Mr. Scarano stated any reasonable suggestions to assist the facilitation would be 
reviewed and added to the scope. 


2. Review of Minutes 
e Mr. Tye questioned who prepared the Work Program and the schedule. He noted it 
appeared “capped”. Mr. Scarano clarified that the Work Program was prepared in 
response to Lt. Governor Swift's request for a schedule at the March 28™ meeting. 


The program summarized the activities ahead ina narrative format. The Panel prior 
to each meeting will develop each issue in more detail. 
Mr. Tye also asked for a copy for the DEIS “Response to Comments. The FAA 


acknowledged they would provide this information at the next meeting (noted as an 
LOU Item). 


At Lt. Governor Swift's suggestion the minutes will be amended to reflect that a 
FEIS will be ready in approximately 12 months. 

Ms. Welch added that should be a schedule we hope to attain but it is not a 
commitment. 

Mr. Egan brought the frequency of meetings and the need to move through the 
topics quicker than proposed in the Work Program. Mr. Scarano responded that the 
monthly frequency was necessary to prepare for each meeting. 


The Chair anticipates the Final EIS to be published in 12 months. 

Panel concurred to tentative schedule based upon reasonable accommodating any 
significant issues that arise and with the understanding that if a topic runs over the 
scheduled time a supplementary meeting will be scheduled rather than allowing 


unfinished business to push the work program out in time. 
The Lt. Governor asked what the Minutes would be used for - are they part of the 


official record? Mr. Scarano responded by saying that the Minutes would be used 
to capture the important points and decisions for FAA to use to prepare the best 
possible EIS. 

Lt. Governor then for a clarification on a statement about the Interim SDEIS at the 
end of the Minutes (Page 4): re: FAA was active part of in of the Report review? 

Mr. Tye wanted to know if FAA was endorsing the conclusions of the interim SDEIS 
report. 


Mr. Scarano said no but acknowledged that the FAA probably said at the March 28" 
meeting that the effort went well beyond what was typically required inan EIS. He 


also acknowledged that the statement at the end of the March 28" Minutes was an 
added after the meeting after he deliberated on the subject. 


There was agreement that the idea of adding notes after the meeting should be 
treated differently. 

Mr. Egan requested that the minutes be amended to reflect the fact that: The FAA 
stated that the report went well beyond that which is required that the FAA read 
the report and had no arguments with it. The FAA acknowledged to amend the 


minutes to reflect the position noted at the March 28" meeting (noted as an IOU 
Item). 

Mr. Egan requested that the Facilitator review the Minutes prior to distribution to 
the Panel. 


Agenda Item II - Public Process and Overview of the Issues 


1. Public Process 


Mr. Scarano introduced the topic and indicated the items noted on the agenda 
forwarded to the Panel were suggestions and by no means a requirement. He was 
open to all Panel suggestions. 

Ms. Welch stated the Panel needs to hear suggestions on topics and share 
information with the public. 


e Lt. Governor Swift said that the final product needs to have credibility - open and 
considerate of all views. 

e Mr. Egan said the document needs to reflect traveling public in general. 

e Mr. Tye said public input is what it's all about. 

e Ms. Welch noted that public meetings need to be accessible by public 
transportation. 


Discussion of public meetings topic by topic versus after several topics ensued. 

e Lt. Governor Swift said that public input at the end of the process would be helpful 
and that people have strong views that may be changed. 

e Mr. Egan felt that public meetings would not be helpful unless there were new things 
because the issues have already had a public forum. 

e Mr. Tye said he would invite public input and that he needs much more information. 
He asked that Ms. Orenstein decide how public involvement should be carried out. 
She noted the request (It is listed it as IOU item). 

e Rep. Cushing said that credibility was important and since not everyone has had the 
opportunity to provide input on issues that the Panel may frame, e.g., regionalization. 

e Lt. Governor Swift talked about a web site for public input. Rep. Rushing seconded 
the idea and said he also favored face to face meetings. 

e Mr. Tye and Ms. Welch agreed on asking the facilitator to work on the public 
process. 

e Lt. Governor Swift and Mr. Nicosia-Rusin spoke about the need to use public 
meetings to inform and educate, with the idea that FAA has to decide on the issues. 

e Ms. Orenstein summarized the thoughts on this subject of public process. 

- There was no unanimity on the need for public involvement. 
- Use the facilitator to work on a public process plan. 
- Public already well exposed. 

e Ms. Welch said that more public involvement is needed because Interim SDEIS is 
very different from previous Draft EIS. 

e Rep. Rushing said Interim SDEIS could be distributed to libraries, ARC and on the 
Net. 

e Ms. Welch said that politicians needed it. 

e Mr. Scarano expressed a concern that FAA would begin receiving comments from 
those who would obtain a copy of the report and would have to respond to those 
comments. This issue could be covered in a cover letter that could accompany the 
document. 


e There was agreement to offer the Interim SDEIS (Brown Report) to communities. 


Topic shifted to overview of the issues (view graph of prospectus issues was shown on 

screen). 

e Ms. Welch introduced a list of additional potential issues (The Panel was given a 
copy.) was developed in conjunction with Mr. Tye and Rep. Rushing that should be 
addressed in the SDEIS. (See note below on same subject.) 

e Re: Item I- Induced Demand , Capacity. Lt. Governor Swift said some items on the 
list might be covered by FAA's list. Need to work items into Work Program. 


Discussion of issues within existing agreements, e.g., Can additional traffic be 
handled in accordance with the parking freeze? 

Rep. Rushing would like to discuss “off line" EJ and DOT policy reference their E.J 
issue. 


Agenda Item III - Agenda for Panel Meeting No. 2 


1. Discussion of schedule. 


Agreement that schedule is tentative for production of FEIS in 12 months. 


The dates were agreed to for meetings through Meeting No. 4. They were: 
- May 31, 2000 at Volpe TSC 4:00PM - 6:30PM 


- June 22, 2000 at Volpe TSC 4:00PM - 7:00PM 
- July 26, 2000 at Volpe TSC 4:00PM - 7:00PM 
Dates for Meeting No. 5 and 6 would be revisited. 


Mr. Scarano said FAA would integrate the primary issues presented in Ms. Welch's 
supplemental paper into the Work Program where FAA thought they could best fit. 


In preparing the issue for the next meeting we would discuss the plausibility of 
actually assessing the individual topics as part of the Work Program. 

There was agreement to move aviation forecasting from meeting No. 3 into the next 
meeting, Meeting No.2 - Overview of the EIS. 

Ms. Welch requested that the presentation include the differences between the 
DEIS and the SDEIS. 

Mr.Nicosia-Rusin suggested that the next meeting include a description of how 
forecasts affect environmental impacts. He also suggested presentation of 
forecasted demand around a “sensitivity analysis" to determine how significant 
changes are as a result of those forecasts. 

Ms. Welch spoke to the desirability of having their consultant present at the net 
meeting. 

Mr. Tye expressed the need to have the most credible information. 

Mr. Egan objected to listening to the CAC's consultant. 

The CAC consultant may be making a presentation on forecasting at the next 
meeting. 

Ms Orenstein summarized the IOU's for the next meeting. 

- Reserved 

- Reserved 

- Reserved 
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Boston Logan International Airport 
Supplemental DETS Process 


Revised AGENDA 
Meeting No. 1! 


March 28, 2000 
5:15 PM - 8:00 PM 


Massachusetts Transportation Building 
Conference Room No. 1 on the 2" Floor 


1. Introductions 


2. Opening Statement 


3. Logistics for Future Meetings 
Frequency, Day and Time, Length of Meetings, Location, Guidelines, Facilitation 


4. Roles and Responsibilities of FAA, Panel, Massport, Public 


5. FAA Overview of Existing Planning and DEIS Process. 


NOTE: The following items were not discussed and deferred until the next meeting 
in approximately 2 weeks. 


6. General Review of the FAA Prospectus (Deferred to Meeting 1A) 
e Public Process: Providing Input and Disseminating Information 
e Issues: See Prospectus - Section V 


7. Agenda for Next Panel Meeting. (Deferred to Meeting 1A) 


HEKKKKKKKRAKRKEKKKKKKK 


1 Revised Agenda effective March 28, 2000 


Boston Logan International Airport 
Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) Process 


Minutes for Panel Meeting No. 1 


I. Agenda (See attached) 
e The meeting convened at 5:15 PM 


II. Attendees (See attached) 


ITI. Discussion 

Introductions: 

e Mr. Scarano introduced himself and acknowledged several others in the audience 
(Derosier and Leo, Massport, Higgins, EPA, D'Amico, City of Boston Transportation, 
Dusseault, Borgioli, ATCT, Flieger and Harris, FAA Air Traffic. 

¢ The Panel introductions were Lt. Gov. Jane Swift, Ray Tye, State Rep. Byron Rushing, 
Mary Ellen Welch, John Butler, and Dick Egan, Panel Members, as well as Ralph Nicosia- 
Rusin and John Silva, FAA Airports and Panel Technical Support staff 


Opening Statement 
e Mr. Scarano read his opening statement (See attached). 


e Rep. Rushing noted that Mr. Scarano's reference to Ms. Garvey’'s citation omitted a 
phrase. (The attached statement has been annotated to include the phrase 
inadvertently omitted.) 


Logistics for Future Meetings 
¢ Mr. Egan suggested the meetings be held every 2 weeks to expedite. 


¢ Lt. Gov. Swift also asked whether it would be possible to hold frequent meetings to 
expedite the process and what FAA anticipated as a time frame to complete the 
process. 
e Mr. Scarano highlighted: 
- It was expected that it would take 10 - 12 months and it would be difficult to 
schedule meetings with an interval less than 1 per month. 
- Preparation for meetings, especially when new material was required was a factor. 
- Healso highlighted that it would take at least 10 meetings. 
- The time frame also included specified time required (a) to comply with the NEPA 
process and (b) respond to comments provided during the public review process. 
The DEIS process took 2 months to respond to public comments. 
¢ Mr. Egan asked that the process and that all meetings be recorded. 


e It was accepted that minutes would be recorded and FAA would consider tape 
recordings for subsequent proceedings. 
e Mr. Scarano noted that FAA was going to provide a Facilitator and would be available 


for the next meeting. Rep. Rushing noted that no future meeting should be scheduled 
until the Facilitator is on board. We all concurred with this point. 
e Ensuing discussion about the Facilitator's role followed. It was agreed that FAA would 


provide the Panel with a position description. 


Acknowledging his limited awareness of many of the issues associated with this Boston 
Logan issue Mr. Tye asked that all information be provided in sufficient time to prepare 
for subsequent meetings. 

Mr. Scarano offered to meet with him or any Panel member separately and brief them 


on the subject. It was agreed that FAA would provide an agenda and any associated 


material in sufficient time to prepare for all meetings. 
Mr. Egan asked whether the Panel should establish a policy about speaking with the 


media. 

Mr. Scarano suggested that the Panel should consider this, but he was not adverse to 
media being present at meetings because it was a form of a public process. 

The panel reached a consensus that as a Panel, they would only issue statements with 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. Egan inquired as to the format of the meetings and the possibility of the Panel 
meeting in private to facilitate more expression of ideas. 

Mr. Tye commented that the dialogue held throughout this process would speak for 
itself. 

Rep. Rushing observed that this discussion reflected a concern about “trust" in the 
process and this was why a Facilitator was required. 

Mr. Scarano replied that he was uncertain about the legal requirements for a public 
meeting, but felt that the process would benefit more by keeping it open. 


Roles and Responsibilities 


Mr. Scarano requested that the Panel discuss their views of their “roles” and 
responsibilities. Rep. Rushing concurred that it would be good but requested that Panel 
have an opportunity to return to this topic after a facilitator has been brought on 
board. 

Lt. Gov. Swift felt that her role had already been well defined by Ms. Garvey’s letter to 
the Governor. Rep. Rushing concurred with the Lt. Gov. 

Mr. Egan spoke about regulations covering the adequacy of the document and whether 
the Panel's role should determine such, and perhaps regulations should determine the 
Panel's review and not the quality of the document. He also wished to know what other 
SDEIS had been completed elsewhere in the U.S., as well as when and how. 

Mr. Scarano replied that for the most part there were no specific regulations as to how 
this process should be conducted but that other airports had conducted supplemental 
studies and that each was unique to their specific needs. The FAA accepted his request 
as an IOU. 

Ms. Welch suggested that public meetings could be held at certain delegated points in 
the future, each using a community involvement consultant. Meetings should be held to 
cover more limited topics as the FAA develops the SDEIS. She stressed the point that 
there was a definite need to coordinate all information with the public. 

Mr. Scarano noted that these were items on “Public Input and Dissemination" and 
suggested the discussion be deferred until that topic was raised. Note: Because the 


Panel meeting was concluded before that agenda item was reached the topic was 
deferred to the next meeting. Ms. Welch's point warrants a full discussion at that time. 
All Panel members agreed to address the need for public involvement at the next 
meeting. 


The other item on the agenda not discussed this evening was the framing of the issues 
highlighted in the Prospectus attached to Ms. Garvey’'s letter to the Mayor and 
Governor. Moreover, Mr. Scarano asked whether the Panel concurred that those issues 
are generally the general concerns expressed by the public during the DEIS process. 
Mr. Scarano cited as an example of framing an issue for the next meeting the discussion 
of the new runway would have to include examining the adequacy of its length in light of 
the introduction of regional jet technology and growth. 

In response to questions as to whether these issues have already been resolved Mr. 
Silva added that information from the consultants would be given to the Panel. We view 
this as a starting point but anticipate the need to clarify and in some cases expand the 
analysis. 

Ms. Welch reiterated that independent consultant rather than one consultant might be 
more beneficial to the panel and FAA should consider her request. This topic was 
discussed at some length with others noting that the Panel had to be the best source of 
values and judgement. 

Ms. Welch also asked for a commitment that experts would be available to the Panel. 
Mr. Scarano responded that his opening statement contained a commitment that if the 
Panel felt additional analytical work was necessary the FAA would consider it. He also 
noted that FAA would rely on Massport to provide the resources to conduct additional 
work. 

Lt. Gov. Swift made the point about Massport credibility. She made the 
recommendation that the Panel not require resources to be spent on providing additional 
information if the Panel would not commit to accepting the credibility of the source of 
the data prior to reviewing the results. 


FAA Overview of Existing Planning and DEIS Process 


This was a slide presentation by Mr. Scarano generally highlighting: 

- The planning since 1991 leading up to the decision by Massport to pursue the 
environmental process for a new runway. 

- How that environmental process (NEPA and MEPA) proceeded to date. 

- Where we are at the start of this SDEIS and what will occur from this point to 
conclude with an EIS and Record of Decision (ROD). 

- It also noted the Panel's role in that process and where it concluded. 

- The panel will help guide our response to the comments received during the formal 
public process on the SDEIS and before we prepare the Final EIS. 

- The point that this was strictly a Federal process. 

The Panel requested and received a copy of the slide presentation. 

There was also a specific request for a copy of the “New England Service Study” that 

was referred to in the Planning slide presentation. FAA accepted this as an IOU. 


General Review of the FAA Prospectus - Public Process and Issues 
Agenda for Next Panel Meeting 


To conclude the meeting at the 8:00 PM scheduled time all agreed to reconvene in about 
2 weeks to complete discussion of both these items. The Panel agreed to send 
schedules to FAA for identification of a mutually convenient time and date. 


e Lt. Gov. Swift asked that the FAA develop and furnish the Panel with a Work Plan for all 
subsequent meetings. FAA accepted this as an LOU. 


* Toconclude the meeting FAA provided each member with the Interim SDEIS, reminding 


each member to refer to the FAA opening statement regarding the FAA position on this 
document. 


¢ In deliberating the issue of the report after the meeting the FAA is incorporating an 
additional statement for the record. 


The FAA was an active participant in reviewing the report and was 
instrumental in commenting and suggesting changes to its content. 
Notwithstanding that fact, the Panel should not assume from its content 
that the FAA has adopted, either in part, or as a whole document the final 
conclusions. In preparing the Final EIS the document will be subject to 
changes based on the SDEIS deliberations with the Panel and the responses 


received during the final public comment process. 


IV. IOU's 
e The following is the status of the IOU's developed at this meeting. 


pw | tem | Remarks 
|__| TOU's Meeting #1 ese eel 
Copy Attached 


1 
Work in Progress 


Copy of NE Air Service Stud 
Provided at Meeting 
Planning Studies and NEPA process. 
‘opy of original SDETS. 


ae 
Other Examples where a FAA Work in Progress 
“supplemental process" utilized 
Where, When, How? 
cae 
rovide Scheduling Information to eat 


Copy of Slide Presentation on 


7 


a 


‘opy of PD for Facilitator. 


VIA 


Work in Progress 
|8. | 
aE 
10. Schedule Meeting No. 1A to 


Information Pending 
Work in Progress 
Complete Agenda 
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Minutes prepared by FAA April 3, 2000* 


mn 


The meeting concluded at 8:00 PM. 


* The minutes will be reviewed, discussed and accepted as part of the Agenda for Meeting 1A. 


Subject: Boston International Airport Supplemental DEIS Process - Meeting No.1 March 28, 2000. 
Opening Statement by Vincent Scarano, FAA, Airports Division, New England Region 

1. COMMITMENT 

When the administrator asked me to serve as the Chair for this Panel it was a matter of great personal and professional 
pride. I am asking you to trust me and to seek out the answers to your questions during this process from my office. In 
serving in her behalf I am committed to: 


Guiding the panel and ensuring that we stay focused on our purpose. 

Making this an objective process. 

Understanding all viewpoints. 

Making no decisions about the environmental process until we have completed the process. 


N 


PURPOSE 

The Panel is asked to confront this controversial R/W project by engaging in a fair and open process with the hope of: 

Helping FAA understand all viewpoints. 

Sharing your insights. 

Discussing, evaluating, understanding and perhaps even reconciling divergent views. 

Suggesting alternative approaches. 

Providing information to the public. 

And finally counseling and guiding the decision-makers to find the right solution. 

In some respects this process is more then influencing a decision on whether or not to build Runway 14-32. 

e Either choice will influence decision-makers on transportation policies for Boston, the region and even the national 
airport system. 

e Equally important is the fact that either way you create environmental choices that impacts the communities and 
region positively and negatively. 

e Finally, decisions about Logan Airport also impact the economic development of Boston and the region. 

Therefore in progressing through this process you need to think broadly about the airport issues and impacts and not just 

about building or not building a runway. 


3. THE PROCESS 
This process is about the panel working with FAA. 


¢ — The starting point for our discussion is the interim report that will be provided to the members tonight. Whether you 
agree or disagree with its content, it is a data source from which to develop an understanding of the information to 
date. Please do not get hung up on what it is called. 

The existence of this report does not mean that: 

e — The process will be limited to the existing information. 

Limited to analyses and evaluations that have been completed. 

Issues or options that warrant additional assessment or review will certainly be a consideration. 

FAA will call upon the panel's viewpoint before making a decision about performing new work. 

If there is evidence that another consultant should conduct the analytical work FAA will also take that under 

consideration. 

This is a FAA environmental process and we are following the National Environmental Policy Act process and therefore: 

e — Ultimately we will prepare a supplemental DEIS that will be made available for public comment. 

e — The process will conclude with FAA issuing a final EIS and ROD. 


4. TRUST 

The lack of it has continually plagued the relationship between the community and aviation interests. Therefore, in my 
role as Chair I am adding one more commitment and that is: 

e To ensure that trust and credibility will not become an issue jeopardizing the validity of this process. 

e¢ There may be differences of views but it will be based on honest opinions on how a fact is viewed. 

e — Creating an open process will be one the first subjects of tonight's meeting. 

¢ How we provide information to the public will be a first step in creating a positive attitude on trust. 


5. IN CLOSING: 
For this process to be objective it is also critical that there be a balance in our thinking. It is best expressed by referring 
to Jane Garvey's personal statement to the Governor and Mayor on February 10". 
“For this process to succeed, those who believe that r/w 14-32 can play a positive role in 
improving Logan must be prepared to help identify the other parts of a reasonable 
solution’, to consider mitigation that can eliminate any negative impact and be prepared 
to consider that there may be alternate solutions that do not include a runway. Those who 
have opposed the runway need to clearly identify concerns and be prepared to consider 
that there may be an acceptable package of actions that includes the runway.” 
The challenge therefore is for all of us to move the process forward in the spirit of commitment and compromise. 


1 Refer to the Minutes Mtg No.1 (page 4) - an additional comment concerning the FAA position on the Report is noted. 
? The section in bold print was inadvertently omitted during the reading of the statement to the Panel on March 28" 


SDEIS Panel Questions 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Questions Submitted by Mary Ellen Welch, Logan SDEIS Panel Member 
| # | Comment Response Cid 


1. May this panel have the T.F. Green Appendix B of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR presents 
forecasts? In fact, may we have the all available planning forecasts and a summary of 
marketing forecast and analysis from the predicted environmental impacts for the regional airports 
Manchester, Worcester, Green, Pease, that surround Logan — T.F. Green, Manchester, Hanscom 
Portland, and Bradley airports and have a and Worcester. Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/ 
FAA presentation to compare with the FEIR describes Massport’s marketing forecast for the 
Logan forecasting of market issues? Worcester Airport. 
Could we have an explanation of the Appendix C of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR describes 
differences between the M.P.A. delay model | measures used by the FAA and US DOT to assess delays 
and the FAA delay model? The delay at airports, the limitations of those measures, and the use 
numbers are different. Why? of simulation models for estimating delays. Chapter 1 of 
this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares delay 
simulation estimates produced by the FAA’s delay 
model to estimates produced by the DELAYSIM model 
used for the Airside Project analysis. Chapter 4 of this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a discussion of the 
models used by the Airside analysis to estimate delays. 
The Logan Airside modeling includes only those delays 
produced by conditions at Logan, and it tallies all delays 
experienced by Logan traffic. 
This Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides forecasts for a 
range of future, long-term activity levels. The projected 
number of flight operations by runway end and project 
alternative are presented in Appendix E. While the Draft 
EIS/EIR attributed these forecasts to 2010, the impact of 
the regionalization suggests that Logan will not reach 
these levels until 2015. A new 2015 scenario which 
contains a higher number of regional jets is fully 
analyzed in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR presented detailed 
results for all project alternatives for all forecast fleets. 
This Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains detailed results 
for a range of fleets comparing the Preferred Alternative 
to the No Action Alternative. The comparison is limited 
in this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR in order to focus 
attention on the relevant analysis. In this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR the results of all Alternatives, including 
Alternative 2, are summarized in the Appendices: 
Appendix C contains operational results, Appendix E 
contains noise results, and Appendix F contains Air 
Quality results. 


What will be the projected number of all 
flight operations off of all runways in 2010? 
Could we have them listed by runway ina 

scenario with 14/32 in place? 


Alternative 2 (no 14/32) is left out of the 
SDEIS as a feasible and prudent alternative. 
Why? 


Appendix A 1 
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Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


| # |Comments Response sd 
: Reinstate alternative 2 for a comparison See response to Question 4. The new analysis of the high 
study so the public can understand, and the regional jet fleet in the Supplemental DEIS includes 
impacts of 14/32. Without the comparison Alternatives 1 and 2, as well as the No Action and 
there is no demonstration of those Preferred Alternatives. 
populations that would receive increased 
impacts if 14/32 is built. 
PRAS is used in ISDEIS to plan for a shared 
noise model. PRAS has not been used by 
the tower most of the time. 


Chapter 4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
evaluation of PRAS performance using existing 
measures for monitoring PRAS and demonstrates that 
the FAA has improved its performance relative to the 
PRAS goals. The analysis also shows that Runway 
14/32 will substantially enhance the FAA Tower’s 
ability to increase PRAS performance with respect to 
both annual and short-term goals. The Preferred 
Alternative (Alternative 1A) mitigation program 
includes additional reporting requirements recommended 
to enhance the monitoring efforts. 
The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, 
increase the airport’s efficiency and improve airfield 
safety in an environmentally responsible manner. In 
addition to reducing delays and improving efficiency, 
Runway 14/32 would also give the FAA air traffic 
controllers considerably more flexibility, which would 
allow them to improve achievement of PRAS goals and 
redirect many flights over water and away from close-in 
communities. The addition of Runway 14/32 would be 
the single most important mechanism for achieving a 
more equitable geographic distribution of aircraft 
operations. While more people are added to the more 
distant contours (60 and 65 DNL), the close-in 
populations achieve substantial relief (70 and 75 DNL). 
Without the proposed runway, demand at Logan will 
increase the airport’s reliance on Runways 4 and 22, 
disproportionately impacting communities north and 
south of the airport. 
Depending on wind, weather and demand, delays at 
Logan will vary from year to year. Regardless of the 
annual variation in the number of delayed flights 
reported by the FAA, Logan remains one of the most 
delayed airports in the country. Logan is more severely 
delayed than either Detroit or Denver. For the year cited, 
1999, Logan was the 7 most delayed airport, while 
Detroit ranked 10" and Denver was 29". Further, Logan 
experiences significantly more delays per aircraft 
operation than Detroit or Denver. In 1999, there were 30 
delayed flights at Logan for every 1000 operations, 
compared to 21 for Detroit and only 3 for Denver. 
Analysis in Chapter 4 demonstrates that if Runway 
14/32 were available in 1998, Logan delays would have 
declined by 32 percent. 


Contours should be re-done reflecting the 
use of PRAS to reflect reality. PRAS needs 
to be re-worked with an approved 
minimizing overall noise before sharing 
noise in a system model. May we have 
information, analysis demonstration, and 
presentation of this? 


In 98 — 99, operations are down. Delays are 
down by 6%. Other airports, Detroit & 
Denver, both with 5 runways, have increased 
delays. 118% — Detroit Both have 500,000 
plus operations, 43% — Denver 


Appendix A 2 
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Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 


In the discussion on fleet mix, it was stated 
that 45% of the fleet are 9-18 seat turbo prop 
airplanes. This 45% of the fleet serves 10% 
of the total passengers. Where is the 
analysis of a plan to minimize the 45% mix? 
Generic EIR, ’98; Passengers increased 
3.8%; Aircraft increased 5.2% 


May we see demand management techniques 
from other airports as an approach to curb 
this unbalanced growth? And could it be 
done before a new runway is decided on to 
test it? 


98 comparison for a base seems unfair; 87% 
of the fleet was Stage 3. Reduction would 
be 3db if it had been fully compliant. Would 
this be or make a difference in comparing 
’98 contours to a future with all stage 3s? 
Could you program the INM to produce a 
contour using ’98 fleet without stage 2s? 
This would seem to be fairer for future 
contour projections for E.J. 


Appendix A 


E:\07466\docs\reports\leafthrough version\Appendices\Appendix A Panel Questions.doc 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Response 


Refer to Question 8. 


The most recent growth trends at Logan show declines in 
operations with increases in passenger traffic. In 2000, 
total operations fell by 3.2% while passengers grew by 
1.3%. The average seat size of regional/commuter 
turboprops (with 9-50 seats) has steadily increased. 
Moreover, the number of non-jets has begun to sharply 
decline; in 1999, the non-jets comprised only 39% of 
Logan operations. In the Supplemental DEIS/ FEIR, a 
new “High Regional Jet” fleet is analyzed for 2015. In 
this fleet, turboprops account for only 11% of the fleet 
while regional jets account for 32%. 

Section 3.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS includes a 
summary of demand management techniques that have 
been proposed or implemented at Logan and other 
airports. Due to the increased congestion that developed 
at New York’s LaGuardia Airport after the AIR-21 
legislation last year, the FAA is developing a new 
demand management policy that will be implemented at 
LGA in September 2001, and which will provide 
guidance for other US airports such as Logan. 


It is important to recognize that demand management 
(e.g. Peak Period Pricing) and proposed Runway 14/32 
address very different delay problems at Logan. 
Unidirectional 14/32 is designed to reduce delays due to 
Northwest Winds. It does not represent an increase in 
Logan’s total capacity; rather, it helps Logan maintain 
capacity when the winds are from the Northwest. On the 
other hand, Peak Period Pricing is a demand 
management technique that addresses the problem of 
airline overscheduling. Massport is committed to 
implementing a monitoring program, and, if demand 
conditions warrant, a Peak Period Pricing Program. 
Other demand management techniques, such as slots or 
operational caps, are not within the purview of Massport 
and therefore do not represent realistic alternatives. 
Throughout the Airside documents, the relevant 
comparison for environmental and delay results is 
Action to No Action within the same fleet. Comparisons 
across years can be informative, but are not useful for 
deciding which project alternatives are appropriate for 
achieving delay reduction benefits, nor what their 
relative environmental impacts are. 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


| # | Comment Response 


13. How will the new terminal developments These modest changes are expected to increase operating 
affect airspace capacity, new gates, increase | efficiency and level of service somewhat, but to have no 
of traffic impacts? Will they affect fleet mix | impact on passenger levels, ground traffic, fleet mix or 
and operations? number of operations. The terminal developments 
envision a few additional gates, but a reduction in 
aircraft parking positions. 
Major ground access improvements from Boston to an 
alternative airport or to a major air market, such as New 
York, are the types of ground access improvements that 
could impact Logan passenger levels. The Airside 
analysis takes into account improved access to 
Providence Airport via rail and high-speed rail access to 
New York (Amtrak’s Acela service). Both of these 
ground access improvements have a dampening effect on 
the projected growth in Logan demand. Other ground 
access improvements have an impact on mode choice to 
and from the airport, but not impact the decision to use 
Logan. 
With the improvements of the Preferred Alternative, 
52,000 additional jet operations occur over water 
compared to the No Action Alternative. 
See response to Question 15. 


How will ground access improvements affect 
future passenger levels, e.g. Big Dig, South 
Boston Waterfront. 


Pg. 4-1, 4" bullet. Why did 1999 29M low 
fleet mix change regarding % of jet 
operations that would utilize 14/32? 
The DEIS stated: “75,000 operations 
(52,000 jet ops.).” The ISDEIS states that 
out of the 75,000 ops there will be “32,000 
jet operations” using 14/32. What changed 
and why? 

Alternative 2 seems to offer an additional 
45,000 hours of delay reduction compared to 
Alternative 1A in the DEIS, Table 4, pg. 6-3, 
High Fleet Scenario. Why? How does the 
forecasting address this? There is a need for 
additional analysis and presentation. 


In high fleets, both Peak Period Pricing and the runway 
result in significant reductions in delay. In low fleets, 
Peak Period Pricing has almost no effect on delays 
because airline over-scheduling is not a primary cause of 
delay in these scenarios. Massport is committed to Peak 
Period Pricing, along with the runway and taxiway 
improvements, if Logan begins to suffer from over- 
scheduling. 
The proposed Airside Improvements address those 
delays that Massport can expect to reduce at Logan. 
Figure 4.6-3 of the Supplemental DEIS compares the 
breakdown of delays during VFR and IFR weather 
conditions. It also demonstrates the effectiveness of the 
Preferred Alternative in reducing VFR delays. Reduced 
Minimums also provide a small reduction in IFR delays, 
but in general there is little that can be done at Logan to 
reduce these delays. Figure 4.6-1 shows the VFR delays 
for 1998 by wind direction, and the dramatic benefit that 
Runway 14/32 would have on northwest wind delays. 
Similar data for the new 37.5M High Regional Jet Fleet 
is presented in Figures 4.7-4 and 4.7-5. Delays due to 
airline over-scheduling can be estimated by comparing 
Alternatives 2 and 4 in Table 4.5-3 of the Draft EIS/EIR, 
and in Table 4.7-2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Air 


When you do forecasting what % of the 
delays are due to: longer aircraft separation; 
schedule demand / over-scheduling; air 
traffic control procedures; noise abatement 
rules; other restrictions, e.g. weather. 
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Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Comment Response 


traffic control separations and procedures were 
developed by the FAA to maintain safe aircraft 
operations, and cannot be modified by Massport. 


19. How do these compare to NW wind Refer to response to Question 18. 
situation? 


20. What % of the “wake turbulence separation” | In August 1996, the FAA changed the aircraft weight 
restriction decreased capacity and increased | categories used to determine wake vortex separations, 
delays? and increased the separation between B757s and Small 

(mostly turboprop) aircraft. With Logan’s fleet mix at 
operations from the Large category to the Small 


So 


the time, this resulted in a shift of 12% of Logan’s 
category. This increased the approach separations of 
these aircraft by 1 to 1.5 miles behind Large or B757 
aircraft. When Logan is able to use three runways, the 
Small aircraft are normally assigned to a different 
landing runway than the jets, so the effect was most 
important during northwest winds and under IFR 
conditions. Since 1995/96, the number of Small aircraft 
at Logan has declined as airlines have replaced them 
with larger and heavier equipment. 


21. (From Feb. 1999, Draft EIS/EIR, pg. 4-33) Refer to response to Question 17. 
(45,000 less hours of delay with Alt. 2) 


winds vs. other weather delays vs. over- 
scheduling vs. other airport delays causing 
Logan delays? 
Analysis of all existing and potential delay- 
reducing FAA air traffic demand 
management and flight procedures. 


22 Could we have a graphic showing the kinds__| Refer to response to Question 18. 
of delays compared to each other, e.g., NW 


23 The FAA is always studying new procedures to reduce 
delays. However, there is no technique or management 
tool that replaces the need for Runway 14/32. The 
proposed runway is designed to reduce delays in 
Northwest wind conditions when Logan drops from a 
three-runway configuration to a two-runway 
configuration, and occasionally, in severe winds, to a 
one-runway configuration. A summary of ongoing FAA 
measures to reduce delays nationwide is presented in 
Chapter 1 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


24. Comparison analysis of same-size airports Chapter 1 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares 
with similar wind and weather delay-creating | reported delays at Logan to delays at other similarly 
factors. sized airports, including northeast airports subject to 

similar weather conditions. 

25. Comprehensive analysis on runway length Research by the FAA consultant indicates that the 
and acknowledged intent to use 5000’ proposed 5,000-foot runway is adequate for all turbo- 
runway from all airlines using Logan. prop, most general aviation, and most regional jet types 

forecast to operate at Logan. The report of the FAA 
consultant is contained in Appendix C of this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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Comment Response 


When you’re doing the forecasting, how To account for the uncertainty associated with any 
much regionalization do you include? forecasting effort, the Airside analysis considered a 
range of future passenger and aircraft operation levels. 
One of the factors that cause this variation is the success 
of regionalization. In this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
Massport extended its forecast of 37 million passengers 
from 2010 to 2015 to reflect the observed impact of 
regionalization on Logan’s growth trend. Chapter 2 of 
this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR describes the impacts of 
regionalization on Logan’s future demand levels. 
To account for the uncertainty associated with forecasts, 
the Airside analysis considered a range of future 
passenger levels from 29 million (expected to be reached 
in 2003) to 37.5 million (expected to be reached in 
2015), and 45 million (expected to be reached around 
2024). Furthermore, the results of the Airside analysis 
indicate that the delay reduction benefits of the Preferred 
Alternative are not dependent upon the forecast 
passenger levels. On the contrary, if the elements of the 
Preferred Alternative had been available to Logan users 
in 1998, annual delays hours would have been reduced 
by 32 percent (Refer to Chapter 4 of this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR). 


What are your methods for dealing with 
uncertainties, e.g. In Chapter 4 delays, MPA 
and FAA admit their forecasts are inflated 
(pages 4-7 and 4-8) as much as 10% above 
actual ’99 operations and off by 2.5 of 
passengers forecasted for 2010. These 
forecasts are the same ones used to compare 
the alternatives and push 14/32. 


28. Please explain, on pg. 4-8, 1“ paragraph: “In | The shape of Logan’s demand profile (hourly arrivals 
terms of the hourly demand profile, the 1998 | and departures) has an impact on delays. Higher and 
profile has significantly less peaking than the | longer peak periods of aircraft demand result in more 
29M forecasted fleets. The late afternoon delays. Chapter 4 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
peak period in ’98 has fewer operations and__| provides a detailed description of the changes in Logan’s 
is shorter than the peaks in the near term demand profile. 
forecasts. The ’98 demand is “flatter” and 
produces fewer delays than the 29M high 
and low profiles. 

29. Pg. 4-11: During ’99 Logan had moderate In 1999, Logan passengers increased by 2% over the 


20% growth in passengers despite a 2.5% 
decline in operations. Pg. 18, 2" paragraph: 
“In ’99 there was a 1.9% increase in 
passengers.” Why is this? Why the 
difference? 


1998 passenger level (Note that the 20% reported in the 
comment and 1.9% on page 4-18 of the Interim 
Supplemental DEIS distributed to the Panel are 
typographic errors). Changes in passenger demand are 
largely a function of changes in economic conditions. 
As economic conditions improve, passenger demand 
increases. Changes in the number of aircraft operations 
can be caused by competitive factors and carrier fleet 
decisions, as well as other factors. It is generally true in 
the air transportation industry that the growth in 
passenger demand outpaces the growth in operations. 
This is because growth in passenger demand is 
accommodated through higher load factors or larger 
aircraft. 


Appendix A 6 


E:\07466\docs\reports\leafthrough version\Appendices\Appendix A Panel Questions.doc 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


bi tee 


If operation levels are rising minimally and The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the 
passenger levels are declining, thereby most delay-prone airports in the United States. The 
impacting forecasts, why the rush fora new | proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 is designed to 
runway? reduce delays caused by Northwest winds. Runway 
14/32 has no impact on delays that result from increases 
or decreases in airline schedules. Despite the reduction 
in aircraft operations in 1999 and 2000, Logan was the 
7" most delayed US airport in both years. Please refer to 
Chapter 1 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of delays caused by Northwest winds. 
The ESPR, which Massport files annually with MEPA, 
confirms Logan’s ability to accommodate increases in 
passenger demand for the foreseeable future. The ESPR 
describes on going and proposed improvements at Logan 
in terms of terminals, parking, ground access, etc. The 
Airside Project utilized a wide range of activity levels, 
including current and future levels. The Preferred 
Alternative provides significant delay reduction benefits 
at current and all future activity levels. See Chapter 4 of 
this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
There are a number of factors that cause delay, including 
wind, weather, fleet mix and demand. Please refer to 
Chapter 1 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of the specific causes of delay at Logan and 
the proposed improvements for addressing various 
sources of delay. 


How do you factor into the air passenger 
predictions for Logan the fact that it is full? 
Terminals are full, curbs are full, and it’s 
hard to park or get a cab. How do you 
determine capacity with passenger 
forecasting? 


2. Logan is 11" in operations, 17" in 
passengers, 18" in cargo. Is this why the 


delay--too many small planes? 


33. With regional airports, high-speed rail, and Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/ 
videoconferences: “It is possible that Logan | FEIR for a discussion of the impact of regionalization on 
would not realize the 37.5M passenger level | demand for Logan. This Chapter describes how the 
until some time beyond 2010. In fact, if regional airports and high speed rail dampen the rate of 
Logan continues on its current growth path, growth for Logan, delaying until 2015 and 2024 when 
it is likely to achieve close to 34M Logan is expected to reach 37.5 million and 45 million 
passengers in 2010.” passengers, respectively. The 37.5M and 45M passenger 

forecasts still remain valid long-term planning 
So, why does MPA continue to use 37.5M projections for Logan. Furthermore, a projected 2010 
and 45M passenger levels as representing passenger level of 34 million is bounded by the Airside 
“reasonable long-term planning levels for Planning forecasts of 29M, 37.5M and 45M. Also, the 
use in evaluating the relative merits of delay analysis clearly demonstrates that the Preferred 
alternative airside improvements at Logan”? | Alternative would have provided significant delay 
reduction benefits in 1998 if Runway 14/32 were in 
place (see Chapter 4). 

34. Pg. 6-20: The contours on 29M Low Fleet The percentage of non-jet aircraft in the 29M Low Fleet, 
forecasts assume a “low level of commuter 41.8%, is very similar to current conditions at Logan. In 
operations in the mix.” But Logan has 45% | 1999, non-jets accounted for 39% of all Logan aircraft 
of its fleet as commuters. How do you operations. 
explain this? 
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Chapter 6 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR explains 
differences between Logan’s actual 1998 activity and 
fleet mix and the forecast 29M Low scenario. The 
differences do not imply that the 29M Low scenario is 
unrepresentative of a future scenario at Logan, nor does 
it imply that it is not instructive for analyzing proposed 
improvement projects. 
Refer to Chapter 6 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for 
a detailed discussion of the Environmental Justice 
analysis. Low income and minority populations were 
defined in accordance with Federal Executive Order 
12898, the Final U.S. Department of Transportation 
Order, and environmental justice guidelines from the 
Council on Environmental Quality. In addition, the 
analysis of low-income populations was expanded to 
include households at 150 percent of the poverty level. 
Even at this expanded poverty threshold the Preferred 
Alternative does not result in any high and adverse 
disproportionate impacts to low-income and minority 
pulations. 
All jet aircraft departing from Runway 14 will follow 
noise abatement departure tracks and will be above 
6,000 ft when passing over Hull and other South Shore 
communities. Aircraft on straight-in arrival tracks to the 
Runway 32 end fly over water longer before overflying 
communities than aircraft arriving to any other runway 
end, except Runway 33. 


How do you explain discrepancies they 
found in forecasts and assumptions discussed 
on pg. 6-30? 


It is necessary to have a full air quality 
analysis on income and minority 

communities as a basis for projecting future 
impacts if 14/32 is built? 


How do you justify 14/32 as an over-the- 
water runway when Figure 6.2, pg. 1-4 
shows Runway 14/32 actual flight tracks 
over southwest Boston and south-shore 
communities after a short stretch of harbor? 
Flying over Quincy, Dorchester, Mattapan, 
Hull, Hingham, and Milton are not all over 
the water. 
There needs to be a section about land use 
and social impacts to the Fan Pier and South 
Boston waterfront development by increased 
use of Runway 27 if Runway 14/32 is built. 
60-65DNL encompasses that area and the 
65-70 DNL contour extends into Southie if 
14/32 happens. 
How can it be stated (pg. 6-1) that “No one 
residing in the area exposed to noise above 
65 DNL is projected to experience an 
increase in levels in excess of 1.5dB due to 
the preferred alternative”? On the same page 
it states that for 29M. The forecasts show 
380 more people will be included in the new 
65 DNL contour with the preferred 
alternative over the “no action” and in the 
37.5M High forecast 508 more people will 
be in the 65 DNL contour (Figure 6.2-5, pg. 
6-20, pg. 6-29.) 


The 60-65 DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative for 
the 29M Low scenario, which produces the largest 
Airside contours, falls within the 1999 actual 60-65 DNL 
contour over South Boston. Therefore Runway 14/32 
and any increased use of Runway 27 do not cause any 
additional land use or social impacts beyond those that 
exist today. 
The reference to the bullet on page 6-1 of the Interim 
Supplemental Draft EIS (“Brown Book”) that was 
distributed to the Panel refers to the 29M Low fleet. For 
the 29M Low fleet, the noise increase experienced by 
these populations as a result of the Preferred Alternative 
is less than 1.5 dB. This Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
clarifies that this point refers to the 29M Low fleet. 
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43. 


44, 


Table 6.2-9 shows increased “newly 
included” populations impacted by an 
increase of 1.5 dB inside the 65-70 DNL 
contour. That equals 3,905. Explain this 
please. 

There is no discussion of new terminal 
developments and how they will impact 
airspace capacity. Will there be new gates 
added? Will there be an increase of traffic? 
What are the impacts? 


Pg. 3-1: What does the FAA plan to do about 
its agreement with the City of Boston not to 
reduce the minimums. 


As Green, Manchester, Portland, and 
Worcester mature, can’t those passengers be 
better served with direct flights without 
coming to Logan? 

Isn’t San Francisco proposing a ban of 
aircraft smaller than 30 seats (to reduce 
airside congestion), working with United to 
use larger planes, and moving commuters to 
surrounding regional airports? Can’t we do 
that too? 


What are the factors that lead to a “high” or 
“low” fleet scenario? How can we get a 
“very low” scenario? 


Appendix A 


E:\07466\docs\reports\leafthrough version\Appendices\Appendix A Panel Questions.doc 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Comment Response 


See response to Question 39. 


The delay and environmental impacts of current and 
future aircraft operations levels are fully reflected in the 
Airside Project. The 1999 ESPR discusses all landside 
projects, including terminals and ground access, and 
Massport’s planning forecasts, which are consistent with 
the forecasts analyzed in the Airside Project. 

The FAA did not enter into an agreement with the City 
of Boston. The agreement between the FAA and 
Massport stipulates that any modification of the existing 
approach minimums requires completion of an EIS, even 
though the setting of minimums is otherwise 
categorically excluded from the EIS process. 
Incorporating the analysis of reducing the minimums 
honors the FAA’s agreement with the Massport. 
Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses in 
detail the passengers that the regional airports can be 
expected to “recapture” from Logan. 


San Francisco withdrew this proposal. Logan serves as a 
gateway to the national and international air 
transportation systems for small, remote New England 
communities that do not generate enough demand to 
support direct flights to other destinations. Passengers 
traveling between these communities and Logan on 
commuter airlines rely on connecting services at Logan 
to reach their final destination. The regional airports are 
not a good substitute for Logan in this regard because 
they lack the demand to support the breadth of services 
available at Logan. 

The number of operations and size of aircraft are what 
separate the high and low fleets. For a forecast 
passenger level, a “High” scenario assumes a high 
proportion of small aircraft in the Logan fleet. By 
comparison, the “Low” scenario for the same passenger 
level assumes a smaller proportion of small aircraft and 
thus fewer operations. Through market forces Logan’s 
current fleet is similar to a “Low” scenario. In fact, in 
1999 and 2000, Logan’s annual aircraft operations had 
declined due to reductions in regional carrier turboprop 
flights. If Logan should move towards a high fleet, the 
proposed Peak Period Pricing Monitoring System will 
identify that and the necessary action to deter delays due 
to the over scheduling of a high fleet. 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


| # 


What is the trade-off between reliability and | Logan’s highest capacity is 120 movements per hour. 
number of aircraft movements per hour? The objective of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is to 
What proportion of time can Logan handle maintain this capacity in all operating directions, thereby 
120 movements per hour? 100? 80? 60? improving the reliability of the airport. Artificially 

45? constraining airport capacity is not a project goal. 
What is the private sector mechanism that A mechanism for managing over-scheduling is Peak 
regulates over-scheduling? Just what is the Period Pricing. The pricing necessary to convince an 
level that convinces airlines to increase the airline to increase aircraft size or reduce frequency 
size of aircraft and reduce the frequency? varies with a number of factors including the mix of 
How do European airports handle this issue? | business and leisure passengers, the number of 

Other US airports? Why can’t FAA and passengers, existing aircraft size, and the opportunity 
MPA aggressively work with the airlines to cost of doing something else with the aircraft. Some 
reduce over scheduling and increase the European airports have a form of Peak Period Pricing, 
number of large planes used at Logan? while others have some form of hourly or daily caps. 
Massport is committed to implementing Peak Period 
Pricing if over-scheduling becomes a contributor to 
delay and has designed a monitoring system to detect 
over-scheduling. 
The regionalization of aviation in New England is 
currently underway. As a result of capital investment, 
service expansion at regional airports and coordinated 
efforts between Massport and other Federal, state and 
local agencies, eight out of ten new passengers in New 
England have used regional airports since 1996. Refer 
to Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/ FEIR for a 
discussion of a new study effort by the New England 
Region of the FAA and Massport that will identify new 
efforts to further regionalization. 


48. What are the possible actions to divert 


passengers from Logan? 


49. What is the maximum number of passengers | The maximum number of passengers that Logan can 
Logan can handle? Both of the above (47 handle is an indeterminate number. As a service facility, 
and 48) must have thorough analysis. the key measure is the level of service (e.g. queue length 

and delays) that is experienced by aircraft, passengers 
and vehicles flowing through the airport complex. These 
depend on many factors that are constantly changing, 
such as weather, types of users, etc. Massport’s Airside 
and Landside improvements are aimed at providing a 
higher level of service for all users, in an 
environmentally responsible manner. 

50. There is a need to analyze a reasonable fleet | This Supplemental DEIS/FEIR analyzes a new fleet that 
mix, which would get the % of the includes a significant number of 30-70 seat regional jets 
passengers using 15% or 20% of the airside | and a small proportion of turbo-prop aircraft. See 
capacity using small regional jets of 30, 50 Chapters 4 and 6 for a discussion of the delays and 
or 70 passengers. How do we get a more environmental impacts associated with this new High RJ 
reasonable fleet mix? Fleet. Also see response to question 47. 

51. There should be an analysis of a low Refer to Question 50. The broad range of fleets 
reasonable fleet with only 15% of the analyzed in the Airside Project clearly indicates that as 
operations in small aircraft and regional jets | operation levels increase, delays also increase. The 
and a high reasonable fleet of 22% in order analysis shows the delay associated with Action and No 
to show the impact that a different fleet mix | Action for 14 different aircraft operations levels. These 
might have. Back to a previous question, are: 1993 historic operations; 1998 actual operations; 
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this hopefully would show how reliable the Alternatives 1A and 4 for 29M Low, 29 High, 37M Low, 
different levels of movement are, e.g. 120 37M High, 37M RJ, and 45M High; and Alternatives 1, 
movements an hour; 110, 100, 90, 80 or 70 2 and 3 for 29M Low, 29M High, 37M Low, 37M High, 
per hour. We could see what delay happens | 37M RJ and 45M High. Note that alternatives with Peak 
at what movement rate. Period Pricing (Alts. 1,2,3) result in a lower number of 
operations than alternatives without Peak Period Pricing 
(1A and 4) due to scheduled flight cancellations. 
Please refer to responses to Questions 50 and 51. 
The Massport forecasts represent reasonable near and 
long-term projections of passenger growth and are 
consistent with the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecasts. The 
future “High” and “Low” fleet scenarios are based on 
real information regarding the aircraft orders and options 
of airlines, and assumptions, based on historic and 
current conditions, of how many regional airlines will 
operate at Logan. This approach has produced a broad 
range of future aircraft operation levels for 
accommodating the projected levels of Logan passenger 
demand. The future scenarios assume that the rate of 
increase in aircraft operations is lower than the rate of 
passenger growth. This is consistent with recent trends 
and assumes that passenger load factors increase over 
time. The long-term fleet scenarios assume operations 
increase by 0.8% to 1.6% average annual growth over 
Logan’s CY 2000 operations. These forecast growth 
rates are significantly lower than Logan’s historic long- 
term operations growth, which is 2.4% average annual 
growth between 1980 and 2000. 


There needs to be a different set of figures to 
be developed as an alternative to the one the 
MPA uses to illustrate “High Fleet” and 
“Low Fleet.” Their “High” is unreasonable. 
Their low is still excessive. There has to be 
a description of the relationship of schedule 
and fleet mix to reliability. The MPA 
definition of over-scheduling is too high. 
Information about how the runways are used 
and how it affects delay would be more 
helpful. The definition of over-scheduling 
could then be relaxed to real information. 


The threshold used to define overscheduling was 110 
operations per hour, which is below Logan’s normal 
operating capacity and is reasonable. 


For information on how the runways are used and how 
delays at Logan accrue, refer to Chapter 1 of this 

Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Please refer to responses to Questions 26, 27, 33, 50,51, 
and 54. 


The MPA approach analyzes two 
alternatives, with and without a new runway, 
using their definition of “high” and “low” 
fleets. Both show delay returning and 
exceeding present delay with or without the 
runway. We need to have different analysis 
to show how regionalization would answer 
this issue in a better way using different 
descriptions of “high” and “low” as 
described in a previous question as 
“reasonable” high or low. 
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If the goal is to achieve a more reliable The Airside Project analyzes the runway’s benefit at 14 


regional transportation system, the analysis aircraft operation levels, including the level achieved in 


is not “clear weather” or “low wind” but all 1998. Regardless of the demand level, the runway 

delay. If the reasonable high/low provides significant delay reduction because it fixes an 
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alternatives with and without an added inadequate runway system—the lack of a third runway 
runway are analyzed, the effectiveness of a in northwest wind conditions (See Chapter 1 of this 
new runway could change. The runway Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). 
would have fewer numbers of planes and the 
issue of regional jets not willing to use a 
5000’ runway (as in Atlanta and 
Philadelphia) would be a part of the study. 
This analysis is necessary. 


By serving the largest concentration of population in 
New England, Logan Airport plays a critical role in the 
region’s air transportation network. The purpose of the 
Airside Improvements Project is to reduce delays at 
Logan that can be alleviated by improving the efficiency 
and reliability of the airfield. These include delays due 
to northwest winds, and, when it is a problem, delays 
caused by airline overscheduling. Reducing these 
sources of delay at Logan improves Logan’s reliability 
and improves the region’s airport system (See Chapter 2 
of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). 


The FAA conducted a review of the utility of a 5,000-ft 
runway at Logan and concluded that the proposed 
runway could accommodate all turboprops and most of 
the regional jet types expected to use Logan Airport 
(See Appendix C of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR.) 
It is correct that delays often push aircraft into the night 
when aircraft noise is more annoying to people in 
surrounding communities. By reducing delays that 
occur during northwest winds, the proposed runway will 
keep daytime flights from being delayed into the night 
during these operating conditions. A new fleet using a 
higher proportion of regional jets, the 37.5M High RJ 
fleet, was analyzed in the Supplemental DEIS/ FEIR. 
See Chapter 4 for the operational impacts of the new 
High RJ fleet and Chapter 6 for the environmental 
impacts of the new fleet. 
A comparison of the delay reduction results for the High 
and the Low fleets, shows that the proposed runway is 
effective even with the lower numbers of 19-seat aircraft 
operations in the Low fleet scenarios. The FAA’s review 
of the length of the 5,000-ft runway concludes that the 
proposed runway would be able to accommodate 
regional jets. (See Appendix C of this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.) Further, the analysis of the new 37.5M 
High RJ fleet, which reflects the FAA’s RJ utilization 
assumptions, indicates that the runway is effective even 
if airlines reduce the number of 19-seat aircraft and 
replace them with larger, 30- to 50-seat regional jets. 
(See Chapter 4 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR.) The 
Centerfield Taxiway will serve all types of aircraft 


Analysis should be done to show how a new 
“reasonable” fleet mix would affect total 
delay and how presumably it would cause a 
significant reduction in total noise exposure. 
When there are delays planes are put off to 
the extent that more fly at night where the 
noise is louder. 


If the number of 19-seat aircraft is reduced 
(which would be necessary if Logan 
accommodates more passengers), the 
effectiveness of both 14/32 and the 
centerfield taxiway changes. This needs to 
be analyzed. 
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Comment Response 


operating at Logan, to reduce taxiing delays and thereby 
environmental impacts. 


Again to the centerfield taxiway-how much _ | The Airside Project examined a broad range of impacts 
delay would exist if Logan had 100 associated with 14 different levels of aircraft operations, 
movements per hour? There should be some | including two historic levels (1993 and 1998). The 
analysis of the sensitivity of delay to the objective of the analysis was to determine 

number of operations, and the relationship of | operational/delay benefits and associated environmental 
the number of operations to aircraft size. effects for the spectrum of likely future demand 
conditions at Logan. Demand levels associated with 
artificial caps on hourly operation levels that are well 
below the airport’s VFR capacity were not examined. 


bes 
57. 


The centerfield taxiway provides safety and efficiency 
benefits at all operation levels. The analysis of taxiway 
delays in the Draft EIS/EIR shows that the centerfield 
taxiway and the other taxiway improvements provide 
15,000 to 22,000 hours of taxiway delay across the range 
of future operations forecasts. 
Practically all major airports with parallel runways, like 
Runways 4 and 22 at Logan Airport, also have parallel 
taxiways. Runway markings, air traffic control 
procedures, and electronic approach guidance during 
poor visibility make mistaking a runway for a taxiway 
highly improbable. The Centerfield Taxiway will satisfy 
all applicable FAA safety regulations regarding its 
design, construction, lighting, marking, signage, and use. 
The Centerfield Taxiway is intended to reduce queues 
and taxiway delays. It will prevent aircraft queues in the 
northern sector of the airfield waiting to cross runway 
4L/22R, and will reduce delays on Taxiway November 
by allowing aircraft that require Runway 22L for takeoff 
to bypass the queue for 22R. It will also provide an 
alternate taxipath when pushbacks interfere with 
operations on Taxiways Alpha & Kilo. 
The Airside Project has performed a comprehensive 
analysis of Peak Period Pricing. The analysis presented 
in Chapter 4 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR addresses 
the issues raised in this comment. To deter over- 
scheduling without a pre-emptive Peak Period Pricing 
Program, Massport has designed a schedule monitoring 
program which is also described in Chapter 4 of this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR . 


The safety risks of the centerfield taxiway 
need to be considered. The taxiway could be 
mistaken for a runway and the turns could be 
potential hazards. These issues need 

analysis. 


The queue issue needs to be evaluated as 
well. If a change in management pushback 
happened, only a limited number of aircraft 
could be in a line at one time. There has 
been a question about queue before as it 
applies to existing conditions and how this 
would relate to a new taxiway. 


Holding peak pricing in abeyance until over- 
scheduling occurs needs to be reevaluated. 
This would allow a counter-productive 
pattern to occur and grow before it is 
addressed by starting peak pricing. There 
needs to be an evaluation of the over- 
scheduling today and how peak price would 
address it and include exemptions and/or 
discounts for airlines who need it or just 
adjust their schedules. 
In a recent article, two Virginia Tech 
engineers working under the auspices of the 
FAA devised a new approach in which air 
traffic controllers could alleviate time delays 
in a big way. With the involvement of U. of 
VA, U. of CA, U. of MD, and MIT, they 


Comment noted. There are many excellent and 
interesting delay related studies and analyses underway. 
Massport’s delay reduction program addresses specific 
delays at Logan that are caused by the lack of a third 
available runway in northwest winds. This source of 
delay at Logan cannot be remedied by a national 
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developed aviation related computer models | program focused on the Airspace System. Therefore 
to improve airport capacity and reduce discussion of the referenced analysis would not be 
delays. Their paper, “Integration of germane to Logan Airside Program. 
Simulator Models to Evaluate the National 
Airspace System”, describes the bottleneck 
in the air traffic control system and how to 
solve it. They developed 3-computer 
software models that help controllers 
sequence arrivals and departures in a better 
way, which reduce time connected with 
taxiway operations. Please present this 
approach and how it would address the delay 
issues. 
Writing in the N.Y. Times on August 13”, 
Joe Sharkey used a quote from Dante to 
describe the air traffic gridlock: “Abandon 
hope all ye who enter here.” There were 
44,401 delays in July 2000, about the same 
as July 1999. But July 1998 had 25,672. 
And these don’t count cancelled flights. The 
thesis of the article is that airlines enjoy 
record revenues now with fuller planes and 
have no incentive to do more than pay lip 
service to complaints. And Congress, under 
pressure from industry lobbying, didn’t act 
to resolve the issue. Please discuss ways to 
address this gridlock and over scheduling by 
airlines. 
An air traffic controller from Foster City, 
| CA, recently wrote that “trying to cram more 
planes into a specific Airspace won’t solve 
delays, it will make them worse.” He says 
bigger planes, especially the huge new 
aircraft, will make it even worse. He also 
blames the industry for basing their 
scheduling on profit motives. He says 
building more runways at SFO, OAK and 
SJC will not manufacture more airspace. 
Please explain this issue and show how it 
relates to the issue at Logan. 


This specific comment was addressed by the FAA 
during the August 22, 2000 SDEIS Panel meeting. 
Please refer to the SDEIS Panel meeting minutes in 
Appendix A of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Massport’s Airside Delay Reduction Program is 
designed to alleviate delays that are specific to Logan, 
causing Logan passengers to suffer unnecessarily. It 
does so by offering a full complement of remedies 
designed to reduce delays associated with an inefficient 
taxiway system, artificially high landing minimums, 
northwest winds and over-scheduling. 


The Logan Airside improvements are not intended to 
solve the nation’s delay problem. Likewise, national 
delay reduction measures that improve airspace flow will 
not have any impact on delays specific to Logan, such as 
northwest wind delays. Massport is proposing 
improvements at Logan that will alleviate delays caused 
by inefficiencies in the airport’s runway and taxiway 
system, and by overscheduling if this becomes a 
problem. The Airside analysis presented in Chapter 4 of 
the Draft EIS/EIR and Chapter 4 of this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR demonstrates that the proposed runway will 
virtually eliminate VFR delays that occur because the 
airport lacks a third available runway in northwest wind 
conditions. 
There are certain delays that Massport can not solve (i.e., 
aircraft mechanical problems, snow storms, etc.) or are 
outside Massport’s purview (i.e., delays at other airports, 
airspace delays, etc.). Massport supports efforts to solve 
these delays but is forced by circumstances to accept 
them. The delays that are “unacceptable” to Massport 
are delays that Massport can do something about, such 
as delays caused by Northwest Winds, airline over- 


Since delay is a “given” at all major airports. 
How much delay is “acceptable” to the 
MPA? 
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scheduling, an inefficient taxiway system, and 
artificially high approach minimums. The Airside Delay 
Reduction Program is designed to alleviate these delays 
in an environmentally beneficial manner. See Chapter 4 
How much delay reduction does 14/32 give 
in non-NW wind conditions and describe 
how it would work? 


and Appendix C of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for the 
amount of delays at Logan that Massport can eliminate 
with Airside improvements. 
Even without northwest winds, unidirectional 14/32 does 
provide modest delay reduction benefits. In certain other 
wind conditions, Runway 14/32 can provide a more 
efficient configuration than those otherwise available. As 
shown in Figure 4.6-1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
for 1998, Runway 14/32 would have reduced northwest 
wind VFR delays by 31,200 hours (87%) from 35,900 
hours to 4,700; for the other directions combined, it 
would have reduced VFR delays by 4,600 hours from 
16,200 to 11,600 hours. 
The FAA does not control decisions made by individual 
pilots on whether or not to accept a runway. Every 
landing is unique, in terms of wind, weather, 
temperature, aircraft loading, pilot experience, and other 
factors. A study done by the FAA following the SDEIS 
Panel process suggests that the majority of regional jets 
will utilize Runway 14/32. See Appendix C of this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Runway 14/32 is oriented at an angle of 8.5 degrees 
toward Runway 15R/33L, so the extended centerlines 
intersect about 5 nm from the runway thresholds. 
Aircraft approaches to Runway 32 will be conducted 
along a path parallel to Runway 33L until the aircraft is 
about %4 nm from the threshold, where the pilot would 
make a slight left turn to line up with the runway 
centerline. Thus the two final approach courses are 
parallel and separated by about 4,000 feet. 
Such a procedure is theoretically possible, and could be 
better developed using Long Island, or without any 
additional navaids for aircraft equipped with RNAV (e.g. 
GPS) and FMS (Flight Management Systems). However, 
it would involve a sharp right turn (about 45 degrees) at 
a low altitude approximately two miles from Runway 
33L.This would be a very unsettling and unsafe 
maneuver for large passenger jets, and would be 
disapproved by the FAA and refused by airline pilots. 
Commercial turbojets require a stabilized straight 
approach during the final 5 miles for normal operations. 
The runway combinations using Runway 14/32 are 
presented in Appendix H of the Draft EIS/EIR. The 
flight tracks for arrivals to and departures from Runway 
14/32 are shown in Chapter 5 of the Supplemental DEIS. 
Most Runway 32 approaches would be conducted in 


Can the FAA produce written confirmation 
to the panel that all airlines flying regional 
jets will use 14/32 for arrivals and 

departures? 


From the impacted communities on the 
South Shore is this concern: They project 
that the extended axis of 14/32 would 
intersect with the axis of 15/33. Please detail 
any plan to manage this conflict. Where will 
the traffic be routed? Until this is done, one 
cannot determine the environmental impacts, 
other than by conjecture 


Please evaluate an alternative VFR approach 
to 33L. It would involve placing a glide 
slope beacon on Thompson Island, the 
arrivals coming in over the harbor mouth 
then guided by the new beacon, making a 
right turn into the final approach to 33. This 
would be a true “over the water” approach. 


Please provide and explain all the runway 
combinations that would be used if 14/32 is 
put in place. Along with this please show a 
traffic management plan showing what pilots 
and controllers will do for approaches, 
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Comment Response 


missed approaches and departures out to at VER conditions, but simultaneous dependent approaches 
least 15 DME for each runway combination. | to 32 and 33L are anticipated. The FAA will have to 
develop the missed approach procedure for Runway 32, 
but it will likely be a turn to the south similar to that for 
Runway 22L. The missed approach point would be over 
the harbor at an altitude of 400 feet or higher. 
Appendix E of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
included detailed operations data by runway end for each 
fleet and each alternative. Data was listed separately for 
arrivals and departures, and separately for jet aircraft and 
non-jet aircraft. Appendix C of this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR contains the same detailed operations data 
for the new 2015 High RJ fleet. 


Please present a Community (sic) in 1999 
(2000 would be better!) and in 2010 for each 
planning alternative. These should be 
presented both graphically and in the form of 
statistical tables. Arrivals and departures 
should be detailed separately. All affected 
towns within Rt. 128 should (sic) as well as 
S. Shore towns down to Scituate and 
Norwell. If towns are affected differently in 
their different parts, with one getting 
departures for instance, the parts should be 
broken out separately on the tables, which 
compare alternative future scenarios. 


Please show data which would have 
approaches and departures in “over the 
water” designs and have planes no closer 
than 1.25 miles to mainland areas out to a 
distance of 10 DME. If claims are made that 
fewer people will be affected by noise, such 
claims should be specific and quantified. 
Please show data that clearly demonstrates 
what factors have correlated with increases 
in operations efficiency (more passengers 
per op.) at other airports in the past. With 
this data, present Logan in relation to 
whatever key indicators are found and then 
revise the operations forecasts to reflect the 
new understanding. 
Request that the EIS and ROD include 
language that makes a commitment not to 
fan out departures from any runway as a 
means of increasing capacity. Commit to not 
reduce departure intervals below those now 
in use. 


Please see the response to question 58. Chapter 6 of the 
SDEIS presents noise-exposed population details by 
town or neighborhood for the 29M Low, 37.5M High 
and 37.5M High Regional Jet Fleets. 


See Chapter 3 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of demand management programs at other US 
and international airports. 


The Logan Airside Improvements do not propose any 
changes to existing ATC procedures or flight tracks 
other than Reduced Minimums and Unidirectional 
Runway 14/32. 
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The EIS should contain a side-by-side 
comparison of actual measured noise data 
and modeled data for each MPA noise 
monitoring station for each planning 
alternative. If under estimation of modeled 
vs. actual measured, we request a new noise 
modeling study which increases operational 
parameters until they show only non- 
systemic variation from measured data. 
Contours resulting from new data should be 
compared to previous contours. 


It is not possible to have actual measured noise data for 
future scenarios and planning alternatives. However, 
Chapter 6 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR does contain 
data and a discussion of measured versus modeled noise 
for 1999 Logan operations. Massport has reported 
differences between measured and modeled sound levels 
in Logan Airport’s various GEIRs and Annual Updates 
(now called the ESPR) for a number of years. Differences 
at close-in locations were significantly reduced in 1996 
through modification of source levels to better account for 
over-water sound propagation and apparent use of higher 
engine power settings than are normally assumed in the 
noise model’s database (Refer to Appendix F of the 
Logan Airport 1996 Annual Update). In 1998, differences 
between measured and modeled noise became even less 
when Massport upgraded its monitoring system and began 
to report noise caused only by aircraft -- a metric directly 
comparable to the DNL exposure levels predicted by the 
noise model. At sites having exposure levels of 60 dB or 
more, this improvement to the monitoring system brought 
measured and modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of 
each other (Refer to Chapter 5 of the Logan Airport 1998 
Annual Update). Massport continues to investigate 
possible causes for remaining differences and continues to 
pursue FAA approval of noise model adjustments that 
would permit expansion of its sound insulation program 
to include the effects of terrain. Massport also expects to 
extend eligibility lines to include boundaries that follow 
local streets rather than strict noise contour lines. 
Nevertheless, Massport continues to believe that the 
FAA’s INM noise model used in the Airside Project noise 
analyses accurately represents expected noise exposure. 
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The EIS should contain a map showing all 
sub-paths used to do noise modeling for jets 
for each arrival and departure. The map 
should show these paths in relation to 
geographic and political boundaries. 
Explain methods of selecting sub-paths and 
how they are validated. There should be a 
complete listing of modeled aircraft for each 
planning alternative and how choices were 
made. There should be also an explanation 
of what tests were used to validate the 
assumption that in noise modeling noise 
from over the water approaches should be 
boosted for operations below 1,000 feet but 
not for those over water at higher altitudes. 


Explain the geographic scope of the EIS. 
How was the study area determined? Was 
noise modeling used to determine it? If so, 
there should be a discussion of alternative 
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The darker lines in Figures 5.2-1 and 5.2-2 indicate the 
actual flight tracks used to model the operations for all 
scenarios involving the existing runway configuration. 
The darker lines in Figures 6.2-1 through 6.2-4 indicate 
the actual modeled tracks used to model all scenarios, 
which include the proposed new unidirectional Runway 
14/32. In each case, tracks flown by jets are shown in 
yellow, turboprops are shown in purple. Arrivals are 
separated from departures. Political jurisdictions for all 
communities within approximately 20 miles of Logan 
Airport are outlined on the basemaps in these figures. 
The lists of aircraft modeled on these tracks and their 
frequency of occurrence are included in multiple tables 
in various appendices to the study documents. The 
aircraft types modeled for 1993 and for all the original 
29M, 37.5M, and 45M High and Low scenarios were 
shown in Volume III, Appendix E, Table 11 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS (the “Blue Book”). The table lists annual 
operations by individual aircraft type; the noise model 
used these numbers of operations divided by 365 to get 
average daily operations. The frequency of occurrence 
for all of these flights were shown in Appendix H of the 
same document in the table labeled “Aircraft Operations 
by Fleet, Alternative, Runway End and Operation 
[arrival or departure].” The aircraft types modeled for all 
of the 1998 and 2015 High Regional Jet Scenarios are 
shown in Volume Two, Appendix C. In these cases, the 
operations are shown as average daily operations. Their 
frequency of occurrence by runway end is also shown 
Appendix C. 

Justification for the over-water sound propagation 
adjustments are included in a letter from Mr. Kenneth 
Eldred to Mr. John Gulding at the FAA’s Office of 
Environment and Energy requesting approval to modify 
the INM database so as to improve the differences 
between measured and modeled noise exposure levels. 
The letter along with FAA’s response is included in its 
entirety in Appendix C of the Interim Supplemental 
DEIS (the “Brown Book”). The changes are applicable 
to aircraft at low altitudes because over-water sound 
propagation differs from normal over-ground sound 
propagation only when an aircraft is low to the horizon 
and the noise emanating from it reflects off the 
acoustically “hard” surface of the water as opposed to 
being partially attenuated (lessened) as it passes over 
softer ground. 

Chapter 5 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discuss in detail the 
geographic scope of the Logan Airside project. As 
described, the study area for each category of impact 
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| # |Comment Response —C—‘“‘CS*S™SCSCsdY 

methods for determining the study area not varies. For example, noise impacts are examined in a 

based on noise modeling. number of ways including Day Night Sound Level 
(DNL) contours beginning with areas closest to the 
airport, the 7SDNL out to the FAA’s threshold of 
incompatibility at the 65DNL. In addition to this, and in 
response to the May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate, 
Massport presented analysis out to the 60 DNL contour. 
Please refer to Chapter 5 for definition of the various 
study areas. 

75 Request that an appendix to the Brown Comment Noted. Please refer to Appendix A of this 
Book, in which all tables, slides, and other Supplemental DEIS/FEIR , which contains meeting 
graphics shown to the Garvey Panel, but not | minutes for all the SDEIS Panel meetings. These 
included in Brown Book, be published and meeting minutes reflect the substance of all presentations 
distributed to the public. made to the Panel as well as questions and answers that 

followed each presentation. 

76. Request that a study of steeper approach Comment noted. The FAA requires that all new or 
paths as a method of mitigating arrival relocated glideslopes be commissioned with the standard 
impacts be done. It should include other 3 degree slope. Steeper approaches can only be approved 
airports in the US and abroad using such by Washington under exceptional circumstances. 
steeper paths. Foreign practices are not applicable in the US. 

77. The EIS should include an evaluation of the | Comment noted. Evaluation of the Airport Noise & 
Airport Noise & Capacity Act of 1990, Capacity Act is not part of this Supplemental 
including a discussion from a qualified DEIS/FEIR. 
attorney about what alternatives will be 
available to future MPA management teams 
if they wish to modify or undo effects 
produced by the construction of 14/32, or if 
they wish to remove 14/32 from service. 

78. The EIS should include a study identifying The Draft EIS/EIR contains analysis of all communities 
communities affected by jet operations from | within the 65 DNL, the FAA’s threshold of 
more than one runway. incompatibility. In fact, at MEPA’s request, the analysis 

extends to the 60 DNL. These contours contain all 
communities affected by one or more runways. 

79. Compare the experience they can expect Refer to Chapters 4 and 6 of the Airside Project Draft 
with 14/32 in operation to the PRAS goals EIS/EIR and this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
established for communities near the airport. | comparison of PRAS achievement for the Preferred 

Alternative and the No Action alternative. 

Request that a study be done to show, in NW | Comment noted. Appendix D of this Supplemental 

winds, what other delays (en route, over- DEIS/FEIR contains a case study of northwest wind 

scheduling, and mechanical problems) are delays. There are no data on all of the other delays that 
happening at that time? What is the %? may randomly take place in northwest conditions. 

This should be in the EIS. However, all of the delays identified in the Draft 
EIS/EIR as occurring in northwest winds are due to 
northwest winds, and not to other causes. 

81. Recommend that the “first come, first served | Discussions with the FAA Headquarters in Washington 
process” be studied with respect to the determined that this concept would require study on a 
possibility of changing it as a demand national basis. 
management techniq 
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Response 


See response to question 62. 


Since delay is a given at all airports, the 
CAC asks the FAA to determine, within the 
SDEIS process, “acceptable” delay at Logan. 
The CAC, through the Panel, requests that 
the FAA quantify and qualitatively present 
the complete, cumulative environmental 
impacts, as well as the total cumulative 
construction environmental impacts of the 
following: the proposed Runway 14/32, the 
proposed centerfield taxiway, the forecasted 
increase of ground transportation to and 
from Logan within a four mile radius of 
Logan, and the Central Artery project. 

The CAC requests that the FAA rule that the 
impact of the proposed dramatic increase in | environmental justice. 
air traffic that would be generated by 
Runway 14/32 over densely populated inner 
city, low income and minority communities 
is too significant to warrant FAA approval to 

construct this new runway. 
The CAC requests that the FAA engage 
“outside the box” professional transportation 

planners to bring alternative proposals to 

Runway 14/32 to the Panel table for 


Comment noted. 
consideration. 


Has the direction of 14/32 changed? If so, The direction has not changed. 
how did it change and why? 


87. Request from the Town of Hull Jet Noise Comment noted. A Part 161 analysis is not part of the 
Task Force that the FAA/MPA do a Part 161 | scope for this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

study to obtain all the additional data it 
would produce. 
Request from the Bayswater neighborhood 
in East Boston that Panel support in the 
study of a higher blast fence and make it 
collapsible as well. 


Chapter 7 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the 
cumulative environmental and construction impacts of 
the Preferred Alternative, which includes Runway 14/32 
and all the proposed taxiway improvements, and all 
concurrent construction projects. The impacts of ground 
transportation traffic associated with each forecast 
passenger level are discussed in the Logan Airport 1996, 
1997, and 1998 Annual Updates, and the Logan Airport 
1999 Environmental Status and Planning Report. 


Comment noted. Please refer to Question 36 for 


In December 2000, Massport filed an ENF to remove the 
blast fence because of aircraft safety concerns. 
Massport’s analysis showed that the benefits of the blast 
fence to the Bayswater community are very minimal and 
better results could be achieved through mitigation. 
Massport provided funds to the Bayswater Blast Fence 
Committee (BFC) to hire an independent consultant to 
study Massport’s proposal. 
Massport will consider adding a permanent noise 
monitor in the vicinity of Jamaica Plain. If it is added, 
the data collected by the monitor will include metrics 
such as the annual average DNL represented by the noise 
contours of this study. However, as is the case with all 
of the permanent measurement sites, the measured levels 
are not incorporated directly into the INM; rather, the 
results are compared to modeled levels to check for 
potential inconsistencies and to improve INM inputs 
when it is determined that the measurements highlight a 
problem with the noise modeling. In the past, such 


The prediction of a threefold increase in 
flights departing Runway 27 brings a request 
from the Roslindale/Jamaica Plain 
neighborhoods that a noise monitor be 
placed in their area to record present noise 
impacts. They also request that an analysis 
of the readings from this microphone be 
analyzed and compared to the predictions for 
this runway if 14/32 is built. In addition this 
neighborhood wants to know how the 
information from this microphone would be 
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Comment 
incorporated into the INM and what the 
difference, if any, in the description of the 
neighborhood noise would be. 


Response 


inconsistencies have led Massport to modify its noise 
model to account for over-water sound propagation and, 
more recently, to include the effects of terrain in Orient 
Heights. 
Comment noted. All of the forecasts used in the Draft 
EIS/EIR reflect an increase in average aircraft size over 
time. 


From the City of Cambridge comes the 
request to research the implications of the 
statement: “Increase the aircraft size, 
decrease the frequency.” 

In Charlestown a question about the 
reliability of the predictions that 37-45 
million passengers would be handled at 
Logan in the future. How reliable is this 
information? On what do you base this 
information? 


To accommodate uncertainty, a wide range of future 
passenger and activity forecasts have been studied in the 
Logan Airside Project. This includes Logan’s actual 
activity levels achieved in of 1993 and 1998, as well as 
12 different levels in the future (with and without Peak 
Period Pricing). The forecasts are discussed in Chapter 
4 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and in Appendix E of 
the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The uncertainty is not 
so much the future level of passengers, but when that 
volume will occur, 
The proposed Unidirectional Runway 14/32 provides 
controllers with the ability to redirect more aircraft over 
water and away from people. Regardless of the noise 
policy, arrivals and departures over water would be 
desired. Runway 14/32 provides the tower with the 
ability to better achieve the PRAS goals by providing a 
third runway in the NW direction. If the tower can 
maintain capacity in all directions, they will be more 
likely to change runway configurations more frequently, 
which is the very foundation of PRAS. Section 4.3 of the 
Supplemental DEIS contains a detailed discussion of 
PRAS development and improvements, and of the 
FAA’s increased conformance with the PRAS goals. 
The INM essentially utilizes flight tracks and the aircraft 
operations on them to compute noise at points on the 
ground. Existing flight tracks are generated directly 
from plots of radar data obtained from the FAA’s air 
traffic control tower that are compiled by Massport’s 
permanent noise and operations monitoring system. The 
specific aircraft types and the frequency with which they 
occur on the tracks are also determined from radar 
records generated by the monitoring system. Details of 
this data collection effort are summarized each year in 
Massport’s Environmental Planning and Status Report 
(formerly known as a Generic Environmental Impact 
Report) for Logan Airport. 


From Braintree comes a request that the 
PRAS system be reevaluated before the 
expansion proposal proceeds. The feeling is 
that the PRAS has not achieved the goals all 
these years. The feeling is that the FAA 
didn’t use the PRAS system whenever 
possible all these years. So, on what basis is 
the public in impacted communities to 
believe that the PRAS system will ever be 
used in future? 


A question on the INM input from the Town 
of Hingham: How is the data put into the 
INM and how is it verified? The question 
comes because there are noted differences 
between the on-site microphones and the 
Integrated Noise Model read-outs in Hull, 
East Boston, and Chelsea. Please research 
and respond to this in the DEIS. 


Those annual documents have also addressed differences 
between measured and modeled DNL levels at the 
measurement sites around the airport. Though 
differences should always be expected to occur to some 
degree (due to factors such as pilot technique in flying 
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Response 


an aircraft, or non-standard atmospheric conditions), 
significant improvement in the differences between 
measured and modeled noise exposure was achieved 
when Massport upgraded its system in 1997 to report 
aircraft-only DNL as opposed to total DNL which 
includes the additional effects of non-aircraft noise. For 
example, in 1998 the difference between measured and 
modeled DNL due to aircraft was only 1.1 dB at site 26 
in Hull, was 2.2 dB at site 15 in Chelsea, and ranged 
from -0.3 to 1.3 dB to 2.9 dB at the Jeffries Point Yacht 
Club, East Boston High School, and Bayswater Street at 
Annavoy in East Boston. 
See responses to question 72 and 93. 


In Chelsea there is an observation and a 
request. They believe that the “flaws” in the 
noise monitoring system are not researched 
and resolved in an adequate fashion in the 
document. But on issues of delays there are 
loads of statistics and analysis. They 
therefore believe that there are huge gaps on 
existing documents. And there will be unfair 
and inexact conclusions if the analysis 
information gap continues into the new 
document. Please address and resolve these 
gaps. 

From Chelsea again a response to this 
statement is sought: “All growth must be 
accommodated.” Please address this 
philosophy. 


This comment is not attributable to the Airside 
Improvements Project or any Airside environmental 
documents. The Preferred Alternative provides delay 
reduction benefits at current operation levels and does 
not add capacity to the airport. Runway 14/32, which is 
part of the preferred alternative, allows Logan to 
maintain a 3-runway configuration in Northwest winds. 
See the analysis in Chapter 4 of this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR that quantifies 1998 delays at Logan and the 
delay reduction that would have been achieved if 
Runway 14/32 was available in 1998. 
A noise monitor is located in Everett on Tremont and 
Prescott Street that provides adequate noise monitoring 
data. 


In the City of Everett, the Council and 
several citizens requested an additional noise 
monitor to establish present noise impacts. 
So far this request has not been granted by 
the MPA. Their concern to the Garvey Panel 
is that present noise is being 
underrepresented from a threefold increase 
from Runway 33 departures and will be 
under-counted as well. Please analyze and 
respond to this issue. 
People in Revere and the Orient Heights 
neighborhood of East Boston, and in 
Winthrop as well, want a presentation on the 
impacts of the Centerfield Taxiway and the 
changes on the landing minimums. They are 


Revere, East Boston, and Winthrop all have 
representatives on the CAC. The CAC has been fully 

briefed on all aspects of the Airside Project. In addition, 
two public hearings on the Draft EIS/EIR were held, as 
well as meetings in each community to review the 
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Runway 14/32 has a landing distance of 5,000 feet with 
a Runway Safety Area of 1,000 feet on either end, and 
no displaced threshold. The FAA requires that all new 
glideslopes be set to 3 degrees. The IFR decision height 
is anticipated to be 400 feet, with a visibility minimum 
of %4 mile. 


very concerned that the true impacts of these 
proposals are not being disclosed and fully 
evaluated from a neighborhood perspective. 
Please respond. Please respond by having a 
meeting in the affected neighborhood. 
The Somerville Airport Expansion Group 
asks that at the October meeting a 
presentation be made about the design of the 
runway surface and runway safety areas at 
each end of the proposed Runway 14/32. 
They want to know about displaced 
thresholds and landing distance available. 
They want to know what the glide slope and 
minimums will be. They want to know at 
what point missed approaches abort 14/32 


Why does the SDEIS show a waiver of FAA 
standards on safety on the proposed 14/32? 
The Cohasset Airport Study Silence (sic) 
believes that the FAA safety standards will 
be waived by the cutting off a corner of the 
runway safety area on the 14 end. How can 
they allow this when safety standards are 
FAA’s stated top priority? Why not shorten 
the runway safety area? Should an accident 
happen within that officially truncated safety 
area wouldn’t the FAA be responsible? 
From South Boston comes the request that 
the FAA include in the SDEIS the impacts 
the building heights planned for South 
Boston waterfront projects would have on 
Runway 27 departure usage. How would 
that negate any delay reduction benefits of 
Runway 14/32? 


Chapter 3 of the Supplemental DEIS describes the 
proposed layout of Runway 14/32 and the associated 
Runway Safety Areas. The RSA on the approach end of 
Runway 32 will be a full 1,000 feet in length, but will 
have the corners trimmed slightly to avoid filling the 
harbor. A preliminary analysis by the FAA confirms that 
the RSA will provide an acceptable level of safety. 


No known development plans in South Boston will 
require an increased climb gradient for Runway 27 
departures. Any new development plans will be subject 
to a FAR Part 77 airspace evaluation by the FAA, which 
will not approve any additional restrictions on Logan 
operations. Nearly all aircraft operating at Logan exceed 
the current Runway 27 climb gradient by a wide margin. 
Moreover, this restriction applies only under IFR 
conditions, and Runway 27 and 32 will only be used 
together under VFR conditions. 
The A-weighted sound levels utilized by the INM 
include noise within the frequency range normally 
considered low frequency (25 to 80 Hz) but those 
frequencies are de-emphasized by the A-weighting 
because our ears are less sensitive to acoustic energy in 
those bands; there has been no special treatment of low- 
frequency noise metrics in these analyses. 


102. | Does the INM depict the noise, which occurs | Yes. 
directly behind the aircraft? 


103. | Does the INM take into account bad weather | No. The INM only addresses average local temperature 
conditions that cause noise impacts to be and airfield elevation to the extent that those parameters 
worse than on a standard day? Do any affect sound propagation. The model has no provision 

weather conditions get reflected in the INM? | for accommodating bad weather days, strong winds, 


Does the INM take into account low 
frequency noise impact? 
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| # | Comment 
= temperature inversions, or similar non-standard 
conditions. 

104. | Does the INM measure sideline noise as the | Yes. 

aircraft rolls down the runway? 
105. | Has there been an in-depth federal study to No, although there have been Federally sponsored 
show how noise impacts affect the health of | reviews of literature on the health effects of noise and a 
people who live near airports? If so, where | number of international conferences on the subject. To 
and what are the results? date, there has been no conclusive evidence from this 
body of work to indicate a link between noise exposure 
levels in the community and related health effects. 
Nevertheless, to the extent that high exposure levels 
have any detrimental effects on people, the Preferred 
Alternative does more to reduce these high levels than 
any other alternative considered in this analysis. 
Yes. Among the earliest of such studies is the EPA’s 
report on “Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to 
Protect the Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate 
Margin of Safety”. The report addresses factors such as 
speech and sleep interference and considers public 
welfare to include such issues pertaining to quality of 
life. That document identified a DNL level of 60 dB as 
requisite to protect public health and welfare and a DNL 
level of 55 dB to include the margin of safety. However, 
the document was also careful to point out that EPA was 
not identifying a standard nor was it taking into account 
the technological or economic feasibility of achieving 
the identified levels. 
Section 6.3.3 of the Interim Supplemental DEIS was 
incorrect in stating that there are no increases in 
exposure over the Boston Harbor Islands under the 
Preferred Alternative. There are small increases 
estimated to be on the order of 1 to 3 dB depending on 
location within the Harbor. This Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR is corrected to reflect this observation. 
The Preferred Alternative causes an overall reduction in 
noise exposure by reducing aircraft delays and the 
number of daytime flights that are delayed into the night. 
In calculating total noise exposure nighttime jet 
operations (occurring between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM) 
have a 10 times penalty to reflect the fact that nighttime 
noise is more disruptive. 
Aircraft on straight-in arrival tracks to the Runway 32 
and 33 ends fly over water longer before overflying 
communities in the South Shore than aircraft arriving to 
any other runway end. Please refer to the Flight Tracks 
presented in Chapter 6 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
The tracks have been expanded to cover a broader 
geographic area and include altitudes. 


The PRAS goals were established by the PRAS 


Has there been a study that reflects how an 
airport affects a neighborhood’s overall 
quality of life? Little things like talking on 
the phone, watching television or just trying 
to hold a conversation can at times be very 
difficult when you live close to an airport. 


Although the document says there won’t be 
any noise increase over the Boston Harbor 

Islands with the possibility of simultaneous 
arrivals on 33 and 32, how is this possible? 


The document includes less sleep 
disturbance in the preferred alternative. 
How can that be if triple the amount of 
operations fly off of 27 and triple the current 
amount of departures off of 33? 


“Over the water” is a term most disputed in 
the South Shore. Their interpretation of the 
printed flight tracks combined with their 
experiential knowledge of observing the 
flight tracks has them conclude that planes 
are not flying “over the water” and will not 
fly “over the water” in the future. Please 
respond. 


There needs to be an environmental review 
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111. 


Comment Response 


done on the PRAS so that all new Advisory Committee, which consisted of representatives 
information is shared with the public. from Massport, the FAA, the airlines, and 12 
neighboring communities. Massport’s Preferred 
Alternative (Alternative 1A) mitigation program 
includes additional PRAS reporting requirements 
recommended to enhance the monitoring efforts. (See 
Chapter 4 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR.) 
See response to question 108. 


It is necessary to have presented in terms lay 
people might understand the theory that the 
noise impacts generated by a threefold 
increase in departures on 27 and 33 are not 
significant or are even less than present use. 
Describe the reasoning behind the theory and 
how it is computed in recording the noise 
and drawing the contours and the impacts on 
the communities. 
Across from the Bayswater Street 
neighborhood there is a blast fence. This 
helps to reduce some impact from operations 
on the 22’s. Will the Port Authority/FAA try 
again to remove the blast fence? What 
impact does the blast fence have on the 
proposal to reduce the landing minimum on 
22 arrivals? 


In December 2000, Massport filed an ENF to remove the 
blast fence because of aircraft safety concerns. 
Massport’s analysis showed that the benefits of the blast 
fence to the Bayswater community are very minimal and 
better results could be achieved through mitigation. 
Massport provided funds to the Bayswater Blast Fence 
Committee (BFC) to hire an independent consultant to 
study Massport’s proposal. MEPA held a public hearing 
in January 2000 and the public comment period was 
extended through February 9, 2001. Massport received a 
MEPA Certificate on February 23, 2001 stating that no 
additional environmental analysis was required. 
Section 3.3.1 of the Supplemental DEIS describes the 
operational benefits of the Centerfield Taxiway. It will 
reduce taxiing delays for arriving and departing flights, 
and will reduce the number of aircraft queued up in the 
northern sector of the airfield. The Centerfield Taxiway 
will be an active operations area of the airfield and 
therefore not available to use as an overflow parking 
area as suggested by the question. It will have no 
influence on airline schedules, which are limited by the 
gates available at Logan terminals. 


It is necessary to have more information 
about the Centerfield Taxiway and its 
relationship to gateholds and capacity. From 
a community perspective it seems that the 
airlines and airport would move passengers 
from the terminal onto planes, then have the 
planes move onto the much longer taxiway 
to park and wait for take-off openings. This 
gives the impression that delays are being 
addressed but it puts more aircraft in 
between two communities for longer times. 
Noise and pollution impacts on East Boston 
and Winthrop need to be re-evaluated and 
reviewed by people in these close-in 
neighborhoods and by the FAA and 
Massport. 
On the South Shore there is an issue with the 
noise as recorded on the microphone at the 
high school. What is a sample of the 
recorded noise there over a period of time? 
How does the actual recording of the noise 
jibe with the INM model? How many times 


Since the late-1997 upgrade to Massport’s permanent 
noise monitoring system, aircraft-only DNL sound levels 
have been measured continuously 24 hours a day, 7 days 
a week, 365 days a year at Hull High School and other 
sites surrounding Logan Airport. The data are presented 
as annual average values and have been reported in the 
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115. 


Comment Response 


is the noise measured at over 60 dB? How 1998 Annual Update to the Logan Airport Generic 

does the noise measurement correlate with Environmental Impact Report (GEIR) and the 1999 

the flight track usage? Environmental Planning and Status Report (ESPR). At 
Hull High School, in particular, the difference between 
these measured values and the INM-generated noise 
contours that are also produced in conjunction with these 
documents were 1.1 decibels in 1998 and 0.6 decibels in 
1999. In each case, the measured levels were slightly 
higher than the modeled contours; however, these 
differences are considered small and represent extremely 
good correlation between measured and modeled noise 
exposure. Measurement data have not been examined 
further to identify how many times the sound level has 
exceeded 60 dBA. 
Aircraft on straight-in arrival tracks to the Runway 32 
and 33 ends fly over water longer before overflying 
communities than aircraft arriving to any other runway 
end. Please refer to the Flight Tracks presented in 
Chapter 6 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The tracks 
have been expanded to cover a broader geographic area 
and include altitudes. 


From the South Shore is a request to 
describe the so called “over the water” track. 
Exactly when and how does the plane fly 
over water? How low and how often does 
the track take the planes over populated 
areas? Please show moving computer 
graphics to demonstrate the flight tracks over 
the South Shore. 
From Winthrop comes the question about 
Sunday morning heavy odor and constant 
revving sound. Why does this happen? 


The temporal data indicate less jet and turboprop aircraft 
activity on Sunday mornings than weekday mornings 
and, in most cases, Saturday mornings. However, it is 
possible that on Sundays, residents of Winthrop are more 
likely to be out-of-doors working around the house, 
playing, or reading the newspaper. Mornings are also 
the worst time for atmospheric inversions. The 
combination of these two latter factors could result in 
these neighbors noticing the odors and noise more on 
Sunday mornings than on others. The source of the 
“constant revving sound” on Sunday mornings is 
unknown. 
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Amtrak Memorandum Regarding Ridership Projections 
for Acela Service 


HARRIS 


MEMORANDUM 
TO: Beverly Jones, SH&E DATE: January 8, 2001 
FROM: Joanne Haracz RE: Amtrak Ridership Projections 


This memo documents my January 8, 2001 phone conversation with Russ Hall of Amtrak regarding the 
current status of ridership projections for Acela service on the Northeast Corridor. Mr. Hall informed me 
that new ridership projections were underdevelopment, but were not publicly available at the current time. 


National Railroad Passenger Corporation, 30th and Market Streets, Philadelphia, PA 19104 


October 14, 1999 


Joanne Haracz, AICP 
Planning Department Manager 
Frederic R. Harris, Inc. 

66 Long Wharf 

Boston, MA 02110 


Dear Ms. Haracz: 


Thank you for you recent letter inquiring about the availability of ridership projections for 
Amtrak's Acela Express and Acela Regional service. Specifically, you requested information 
about projected station boardings and alightings, estimated ridership between New York and 
Boston, fare structure and details of the operating plan for Acela service. 


You may be aware that the manufacturers of the high-speed trainset recently informed Amtrak 
of a delay in the delivery of the new trainsets for the Acela Express service. For that reason, 
the operating plans for Acela Express and Acela Regional service are still being refined. The 
operating plan is an integral component in preparing projections of ridership, and any 
projections based on interim plans would be unreliable for planning purposes. 


| regret that we cannot provide you with specific information you have requested. | encourage 
you to contact me in the coming months when we may be better able to provide some of data 
you requested. You can reach me at (215) 349-3324. 

Sincerely, 


Nicole Seitz 
Government Affairs Officer 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF INCREASED TRAFFIC AT REGIONAL 
AIRPORTS 


INTRODUCTION 


The Secretary of the Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA) and 
the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) have expressed the need to 
understand the environmental impacts of increased growth at the regional airports. However, the 
Secretary also acknowledged the difficulties of presenting cumulative impacts for physically 
unrelated projects located in different states and in different stages of the planning and 
environmental review processes. In light of these difficulties, the Secretary specifically directed 
Massport to summarize the environmental impacts of the regional airports, as they have been 
described in existing environmental documents and reports. 


DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 


Massport collected and reviewed the latest available documents for the principal regional 
airports surrounding Logan, i.e., Manchester, T.F. Green, Worcester and Hanscom Field. The 
available environmental studies done for Manchester and T.F. Green were completed prior to the 
entry of Southwest Airlines and other low-fare carriers at those airports. Nevertheless, the 
reported impacts give an indication of the degree of environmental exposure that results from 
growth at these airports. 
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Table 1 - Available Environmental Documents for the Regional Airports 


Lead 
Airport Agency 


Providence | Rhode Island 
Airport 
Corporation 


- 


Ch OO OmMHM D- —-—————-—-——-rrOOrloeoe—————————— CO 


Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, 
Manchester Airport 
Master Plan Update, June 
1997 


Final Master Plan 
Update, T.F. Green State 
Airport March 1999 


Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report, 
Worcester Airport — 5 
Year Plan of 


Improvements, December 


1995 


Hanscom Field 1995 


GEIR Update, April 1997 


Principal Proposed 
Actions 


e Reconstruct and 
Lengthen Runways 
Expand Terminal 
Building (+23 aircraft 
parking positions) 
Improve Ground 
Access 
Build New Parking 
Garage 
Construct new parallel 
taxiways for Rwys 5R- 
23L 
Construct Runway 34 
Holding Apron 
Regrade RSA beyond 
34 end of Runway 
16-34 
Pavement 
rehabilitation for Rwy 
16-34 
Rwy 16 threshold 
displacement 
Relocate Taxiway K 
Removal of Hangar 1 
Construct parallel 
taxiway for Rwy 
11-29 
Reconstruct Rwy 
15-33 and RSA’s for 
15-33 
Realign taxiways 
Reconstruct terminal 


No Physical 
Improvements Studied 


The HGEIR analyzed 
various scenarios of 
future growth including a 
3% AAG with Regional 
Commuter Service 
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Base Year 
Activity 


Operations: 
85,257 


Passengers: 
902,000 


Operations: 
122,588 


Passengers: 
2,373,000 


Operations: 
73,195 


Passengers: 
191,472 


Operations: 
190,282 


Passengers: 
5,228 


Analysis 
Year 


2015 


2015 


1998 


2010 
“3% 
Growth 
Scenario 
with 
Regional 
Commuter 
Service” 


Analysis 
Year 
Activit 


Operations: 
155,500 


Passengers: 
3,380,000 


Operations: 
137,115 


Passengers: 


5,367,150 


Operations: 
78,147 


Passengers: 
232,736 


Operations: 
296,500 


Passengers: 
216,906 
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SUMMARY OF DOCUMENTED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 


Manchester Airport 


Table 2 —- Summary of Environmental Impacts of Preferred Alternative for Manchester Airport Final 
Environmental Impact Statement 


Impact Catego ee (eee 


e Projected area within the DNL 65dB contour for the Proposed Action is 2.97 square 


miles compared to 4.58 square miles in 1995. 
Social Impacts 


e Noise exposed population is projected to decline from 6,575 in 1995 to 2,270 in 
Air Quality 


2015. After 34 homes are purchased, the noise exposure for 2015 is 1,044 people. 
Water Quality 


The acquisition of several properties is necessary for the construction of proposed 
access road improvements and Runway 6/24 reconstruction. Total acquisition of 
117 properties: 97 residences; 2 commercial properties; 18 vacant parcels and a 
church, school and day care center. 
Locally, CO, VOC and NO, increase under the preferred alternative. Projected 
emissions are within the de minimis levels of EPA’s General Conformity 
regulations. 
e Regionally, there is an air quality benefit since greater use of Manchester translates 
into fewer passengers driving to Logan Airport and hence fewer vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT’s) in the region. In 2015, regional emissions would be reduced as 
follows: CO —17.8%; VOCs —16.7%; and NO, -12.3%. 
Preferred Alternative may potentially affect both groundwater and surface water 
quality. 
e Impacts to groundwater resources may occur due to a reduction in recharge caused 
by an increase in impervious surfaces. 
e Increased amounts of glycol-based deicing fluids may result in high BOD 
discharges to Little Cohas Brook. 
e No substantial changes in the quantity of stormwater run-off due to reconstruction 
and upgrading of stormwater drainage system. 


Section 4(f) and 6(f) None 
Parklands 


Historic and The Preferred Alternative would impact 4 of 5 historic archaeological properties 

Archaeological identified as eligible for the National Register of Historic Properties and 7 of 9 sites 

Resources considered sensitive for prehistoric archaeological resources. 

Ecosystems 13.02 acres of wetlands would be affected by fill and stream relocation associated 
with the Preferred Action. 11.52 of these acres are associated with the extension of 
Runway 17/35 and the relocation of Little Cohas Brook. . 

e Impacts to the Little Cohas Brook habitat include relocating the stream and filling 
existing wetland habitat. Direct impacts are expected to occur to the resident 
species and less mobile species, while the indirect impact would be limiting 
wildlife access to the stream. 

e No significant impacts to the bald eagle, a federally-protected species. 

e Minor impacts to the state-listed endangered species, the upland sandpiper, will be 
mitigated. 

e Two state-protected flora species of special concern, the single mountain laurel 

plant and a few clusters of trailing arbutus in the vicinity of Little Cohas Brook, 

would be affected. However, these occur on airport property and therefore 

mitigation is not required. 
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T.F. Green/Providence Airport 


The last Environmental Impact Statement (a State document) for the T.F. Green Airport was 
for the Terminal Area Plan and was completed in 1990. A more recent planning document, the 
Final Master Plan Update, was completed in March 1999. The Final Master Plan Update 
provides an environmental overview that identifies potential significant environmental impacts 
of planned development projects at T.F. Green Airport. Those potential impacts are summarized 
below. 


Noise 


The proposed improvements in the 1999 Master Plan Update are not expected to 
significantly change noise patterns or the number of affected areas since no new runway 
development is proposed. The most recent Noise Exposure Maps for T.F. Green, which were 
prepared for 1993 actual and 1998 projected operational activity were approved by the FAA in 
April 1995. A Part 150 Noise Study was recently completed. 


Table 3 - T.F. Green Baseline 1993 and Forecast 1998 Noise Impacts of DNL 65 dB and Greater 


po 993 998 Change 


Source: Wyle Research report WR 94-19m revised Noise Exposure Maps for T.F. Green State Airport, April 1995. 
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Table 4 - Overview of Potential Environmental Impacts of 1999 T.F. Green Airport Master Plan 
Improvements 


Impact Category | Impacts 


Compatible Land Use e Master Plan improvements are not expected to significantly change the 


Air Quality 


Water Quality 


e The T.F. Green Airport lies within the Metropolitan Providence Interstate Air 
Quality Control Region (AQCR). This AQCR, as well as the entire state of Rhode 
Island, has attainment status for all of the primary pollutants, except ozone (QO; ). 
The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management (RIDEM) currently 
inventories emissions in the area for hydrocarbons (HC), nitrogen oxides (NO,), 
and carbon monoxide (CO), and has found these pollutant levels to be within 
attainment standards. 

e There appear to be no improvements resulting from the Master Plan Update that 
would significantly affect the air quality in the Airport vicinity. 


e It is anticipated that the future Taxiway K relocation and the planned grading of the 
RSA at the approach end of Runway 34 will require a Water Quality Certification 
because these planned improvements may impact Federal or State jurisdictional 
wetland areas. 


Section 4(f) and 6(f) None 
Parklands 


Historic and The planned grading of the RSA at the approach end of Runway 34 will require an 

Archaeological archaeological assessment since the project is located near the Warwick Pond area. 

Resources According to the Rhode Island Historical Preservation and Heritage Commission 

the Warwick Pond area may contain areas of archaeological significance. 

Biotic Communities The grading of the RSA at the approach end of Runway 34 and the relocation of 
Taxiway K would most likely impact biotic communities, primarily vegetated 
wetlands and other natural vegetated areas. The effects on biotic communities will 
be addressed during the preparation of an Environmental Assessment. 


It is anticipated that the planned grading of the RSA at the approach end of Runway 
34 and the relocation of Taxiway K will impact state and/or federal wetlands and/ 


Wetlands 
or buffers. Potential impacts may require mitigation. 


Floodplains It is anticipated that the planned grading of the RSA at the approach end of Runway 
34 and the relocation of Taxiway K will impact land area in the 100-year floodplain 
as designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). : 
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Worcester Airport 


Table 5- Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Report — Worcester Airport 5 Year 
Plan of Improvements 


Impact Catego D 
e None of the proposed projects in the 5 Year Plan affect airport noise contours. 


Water Quality e Projects are have an overall long-term beneficial impact on the quality of water 
draining from the airport. 


Air Quality 
Wildlife Habitat 


A grassland management program was developed for the airport in cooperation 
with the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife. It was implemented in 
1995 to enhance wildlife habitat for grassland species of birds. 


Traffic A traffic analysis of several intersections in the vicinity of the airport indicated no 


adverse impacts as a result of the 5 Year Plan improvements. 


Section 4(f) Properties, | None Cid 


Historic and None 
Archaeological 
Resources 


Biotic Communities None 


Wetlands Construction of the parallel taxiway to Runway 11-29 will require the unavoidable 
filling of 4.2 acres of wetland resources. Wetland replication on a greater than one- 
Floodplains 


to-one basis was proposed for mitigation. 
Noise 


Construction of the parallel taxiway to Runway 11-29 will require the filling of 
approximately 2 acres of floodplain. 


The City of Worcester conducted a Part 150 Noise Study of the Worcester Airport from 
1989 to 1991. A summary of the noise impacts from the Noise Exposure Map is presented 
below. 


Table 6 - Summary of Worcester Noise Exposure Map Impacts 


37 
ae ee a a 
a ea a a 
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Hanscom Field 


As directed by the EOERA Secretary, the 1995 Hanscom Field GEIR Update provided 
detailed 1995 baseline conditions at and around Hanscom and identified hypothetical future 
operations and land use scenarios and associated environmental impacts for forecast 2000 and 
2010 operations. The environmental impacts of aircraft operations for the 2010/3% Growth 
scenario, which assumed robust growth in scheduled regional commercial services, are 
summarized below. 


Table 7 - Summary of Environmental Impacts of Aircraft Operations for the Hanscom Field 
2010/3% Growth Scenario 


Impact Catego a ee 


Noise e Significant increase in noise exposure due to predicted increased military 


operations. 
Air Quality 


than 65dB. 

e Total noise exposure from departures is predicted to increase from 114.0 in 1995 to 

115.6 in 2010/3% Growth Scenario. 

Predicted aircraft and motor vehicle emissions are higher than in the 1995 Baseline 

due to (1) a shift in the fleet mix from single-engine piston aircraft to turboprops, 
jets and helicopters; (2) the increase in total operations; and (3) additional predicted 
roadway traffic. 

e Total emissions increase from 4.0% to 9.1% per year, depending on the pollutant. 
However, total Hanscom Field emissions remain small compared to total emissions 
for Middlesex County. 

e Hanscom is predicted to remain in full compliance with the National and 

Massachusetts Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and the MA DEP 1-hour 

NO, Policy Guideline. 


e 31 homes are predicted to be exposed to Day-Night Average Sound Levels greater 
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New England Governors’ Conference Resolution Furthering the 
Regional Transportation System 


Executive Gftce. of ; Sransporltelion avd Construction 
Ion Gut Ros, Boston MA, 08976-3969 


Argeo Paul Cellucci 


Govemor 


Jane Swift 
Lieutenant Governor 


February 9, 2001 — &O- 544-5000 


Kevin |. Sullivan 
Secretary and MBTA Chairman 


Commissioner James Sullivan 
Department of Transportation 
2800 Berlin Turnpike, — 
Office of the Commissioner — 
Newington, CT 06131-7546 


Dear Commissioner Sullivan, 


On behalf of Governor Cellucci and Lt. Governor Swift, we are pleased to invite you to 
join New England’s transportation leaders for the first quarterly meeting of the New England 
Regional Transportation Coordinating Council on February 16, 2001 at 1:00 at Worcester Union 
Station Worcester, Massachusetts. 


At the most recent New England Governors Regional Transportation Summit, the 
Governors agreed to establish the Council to oversee, guide, and implement regional policies and 
initiatives. Our cooperative efforts will help create an even more efficient regional intermodal 
system that continues to support New England’s participation in the global economy. A copy of 
the resolution is attached. . 

We expect the Council meetings will be held once every quarter, as is contemplated in 
the resolution, and this first meeting will be an organizational meeting to establish the goals of 
the Council and a timeline for achieving our objectives. 


We look forward to seeing you on February 16'", Please let Siobhan Perenick, at 
617-973-7013, know who will be attending the meeting with you. 


Regards, 
Keviil J. Sullivan Virginia uckingham 
Secretary . - Executive Director & CEO 
Executive Office of Transportation and Construction Massachusetts Port Authority 
Telephone (617) 973-7000 TDD (617) 973-7306 Telefax (617) 973-8445 


a 


NEW 76 Summer Stree 


ENGLAND Boston, Massachusetts 02110-122: 
GOVERNORS’ 617-423-6900 =» FAX 617-423-732 
CONFERENCE, INC. e-mail: negc@tizc.ne 
Internet: http://www-.negc.on 


NEW ENGLAND GOVERNORS’ CONFERENCE, INC. 
RESOLUTION NUMBER 154 


A Resolution of the New England Governars’ Conference, Inc. Furthering the 
Regional Transportation System 


WHEREAS, New England’s Governors recognize that an integrated regional 
transportation system is fundamental to the economic, social, and environmental well-being 
of the New England States: and 


WHEREAS, New England is a unique region fully participating in the global 
economy and sharing a highly skilled workforce that is more mobile than ever: and 


WHEREAS, the development of an efficient intermodal regional transportation 
system that maximizes options, increases connections and continues to promote economic 
growth is a priority of the New England Governors’ Conference, Inc.; and 


WHEREAS, New England has been engaged in regional transportation planning for 
the past decade and there is now emerging a New England Regional Transportation System; 
and 


WHEREAS, the New England states can build on this transportation network to 
create an even more efficient regional intermodal system that continues to support New 
England’s participation in the global economy. 


NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the New England Governors” 
Conference, Inc. will 


Re-establish the New England Governors’ Conference, Inc. Regional Transportation 
Coordinating Council, with two members appointed by each Governor. This body will meet 
quarterly to oversee, guide and implement regionalization policy and initiatives; 


Petition Congress to provide dedicated funding to support New England's regional 
\ransportation planning efforts and invite the federal transportation agencies to participate as 
members of the New England Governors’ Conference, Inc. Regional Transportation 
Coordinating Council; and 


Governor Governor Governor Coverup Governor Governur 
JOHN G. ROWLAND LINCOLN C.ALMOND ANGUS S. KING. JR ARGEO PAUL CELLUCCI JEANNE SHAHEEN HOWARD DBAN, MD. 
Cunnecticur Rhode Itlond Malas Mnnusahussn Dl. Caron male Seve hi Suase 


JOHN & ROWLAND LINCOLN C.ALMQND ANGUS S. KING. JR ARGEOPAULCBLLUCCL JEANNE SHAHEEN HOWARD DEAN, M.D. 
. Canftecticour Riwde Island Maulne Massachusens New Hampthire Vormiar 
waiDalaNn VIC8 CHAIRMAN 


Petitian the US Department of Transportation to work with the Congressional 
delegation to declare New England a “unique” region in order to allow regulatory flexibility 
in applying federal transportation policy; and 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT The New England Governors Conference, Inc. 
agrees that the New England transportation agencies, slong with the Federal Aviation 
Administration, will ernbark on the next phase of study, which will evaluate ways to: 


Increase domestic and international air service at the regional airports; 
Increase non-scheduled charter service and air cargo activity at the regional eirports; 


Increase HOV/ground transportation and rail alternatives to service the regional 
airports; and 


Develop an air service action plan for the regione! airports. 


AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT The New England Governors’ Conference, 
Inc. also agrees that its Regional Transportation Coordinating Council will: 


Survey regional passenger hubs and strive to reduce the differences that passengers 
experience in making a trip via a combination of local and inter-city transit systems (i.e., 
local bus, subway and inter-city rail or bus) by developing compatible passenger information 
systems. including: 

door to door web based transit trip planning 

consistent signage and electronic information at stations and terminals 

locating traveler conveniences such as visitor information centers, 

ATMs, and on-site ticket sales or connecting modes 


Encourage long distance travel options by investing in new systems for remole check 
in and lugeage transfers between train, bus and air; ; 


Cooperate to integrate New England's transit and tumpike systems by integrating the 
fare collection and toll technologies; 


Study opportunities to improve the regional rail system, including safe and 
convenient passenger service on the region’s designated high-speed rail corridors; . 


Maintain the states’ commitment to enhance the accessibility of the regional system 
through station design end equipment choice, including lift equipped inter-city buses and 
information systems for the hearing impaired and the visually impaired: 


Establish a New England Intermodal Freight Alliance to analyze key freight corridors 
in and through New England, including the way that freight and passenger systems share a 
single corridor; 


Identify physical constraints, environmental benefits and market opportunities for 
each corridor and mode; 


Investigate different forms of public-private partnerships to enhance the freight 
sysiem and assure adequate and continuing maintenance and upprades; 


Offer technical assistance to loca) planners to identify and prioritize projects that will 
increase the efficiency of the freight system while respecting residential neighborhoods; 


Work with the travel industry to tie the regional airports into the rescrvation system of 
iravel agents and Internet sites when visitors are looking to access New England; and 


Explore the creation of an electronic database (New England Regional Ground 
Access System) containing schedules of all mades of transportation to the region's airports. 


ADOPTION CERTIFIED BY THE NEW ENGLAND GOVERNORS’ 
CONFERENCE, INC. ON FEBRUARY 27, 2001. 


NEW ENGLAND GOVERNORS’ CONFERENCE, INC., Boston, Massachvactis 02110-1226 


Overview of Proposed New England Airport System Study Update — 
February 2001 


FAA Regional System Plan Update | 


¢ Introduction/Background 
¢ Study Purpose 

Study Background 

¢ Study Organization 

¢ Major Issues 

* Study Structure/Content 
¢ Public Consultation 
Schedule 
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Introduction/Background 


* Evolving roles of New England airports within the regional 
aviation system. 

* Growing aviation demand due to increases in income, 
lowered fares, and changes in the travel patterns of our lives 
and occupations. 

* The FAA recent forecast of an additional 23 million annual 
passengers above current levels within the New England 

region by 2010. 
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Introduction/Background (continued) 


Need to identify opportunities that may exist to further 
enhance the operation of New England’s regional system of 
airports, including an examination of the potential of other 

transportation modes to either provide alternative services. 


Interest raised through the ongoing Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Study. A consistent theme of 

comments on this project has been that improvements at 
Logan Airport should be considered within the context of 
regional transportation planning. 
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Study Purpose 


Provide the background and analytical framework for a common 
understanding of: 


¢ The current and future demand for aviation services across 
the New England Region, 


+ The roles of the major scheduled passenger service airports, 
+ The inter-relationships of those roles on the system, 


+ The constraints and challenges that will be faced by current 
patterns of service, and 


+ The identification of policies, strategies and infrastructure 
that would enhance system performance. 
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Study Background 


+ Boston Regional Airport System Study (1989) 
+ Second Major Airport (SMA) Study (1990) 

+ Strategic Assessment Report (SAR) (1993) 

+ New England Transportation Initiative (NETI) (1995) 
+ New England Regional Air Service Study (1995) 
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Regional Airports in 1995 Study 


State City Airport 

Connecticut Hartford Bradley International Airport (BDL) 
New Haven Tweed-New Haven Airport (HNV) 

Maine Bangor Bangor International Airport (BGR) 
Portland Portland International Jetport (PWM) 

Massachusetts New Bedford New Bedford Regional Airport (EWB) 
Worcester Worcester Regional Airport (ORH) 

New Hampshire Manchester Manchester Airport (MHT) 

Rhode Island _ Providence T.F. Green State Airport (PVD) 


Vermont Burlington Burlington International Airport (BTV) 
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Study Organization 

+ Project Administration Group. Massport and the State of 
Massachusetts would be the financial sponsors of the FAA grant. 
Massport would manage the grant and provide all administrative 
functions. 

+ Project Management Team. Six state aeronautical agencies and a 
representative from the hub airports. Project Management Team 
would be signatories of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that 
would outline the guiding principles for the undertaking of the project. 
MOU would generally follow the MOU executed for the 1995 Regional 
Air Service Study. 

« Advisory Group. Established to provide a forum for information 
sharing and peer review . Composed of a broad range of aviation 
and transportation technical specialists that would bring additional 

industry knowledge to the process. 
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Major Issues to be Considered 


+ Regional Jets. Impacts of increase in RJs on services and routes 
offered at regional airports and the system as a whole. 

Potential for RUs to expand the demand for travel between the New 
England Region and short/medium range markets 

+ Low Cost Carriers. Impact on the system (i.e. demand stimulation, 
catchment area expansion, other infrastructure improvements) 

+ Other Transportation Modes. What can be done to use other 
transportation modes more effectively as complements to the air 
service system? 

+ Ground Access. Opportunities to improve airport access and 
passenger convenience that would encourage use of the regional 
airports? 

+ Where can charter, air cargo and corporate GA be best served and 

how can it be accomplished? 

Service Improvements at the outlying markets 
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Study Structure/Content 
Two-Phase Process: 


— Phase | of the study will address regional aviation 
forecasting and studies to facilitate a possible 
reshaping of the market. 


— Phase II will consider Public Policy and Action 
Recommendations 


FAA Regional System Plan Update 
Phase | Tasks 


Task 1 —Regional Aviation Forecasting 

+ Review of existing and planned aviation forecasts 

+ Forecasts of passenger/charter demand at the city and 
town level within 100-mile radius of Boston and at county 
level for rest of region. 

¢ Forecasts of regional cargo demand. 

+ Detailed forecasts of passenger demand by city pairs for 

all primary airports in the region sufficient to account for 

75% of enplanements. (may include onsite passenger 

surveys, ticket-lift analyses or other similar site-specific 

data collection efforts). 
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Phase | Tasks (continued) 


Task 1 —Regional Aviation Forecasting 

+ Forecast of the region’s age-cohort, income distribution 
and employment by significant industrial sector categories 
in order to understand major determinants of overall 
aviation demand within the region. 

+ Forecasts to be developed for 5 (2005) and 15 (2015) 
years. 

+ Forecasts of operations based upon passenger forecasts. 
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Phase | Tasks 
Task 2 — Shaping the Market 


+ Identify any new industry trends that might shape the 
market. 


+ Define primary catchment areas for the regional airports 


and identify shifts since the 1995 study. Explain reasons 
for any identified market area shifts. 

+ Conduct an inventory of existing and planned passenger, 
cargo, charter facilities and associated infrastructure that 
impact services at primary airports within the region. 
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Phase | Tasks (continued) 


Task 2 — Shaping the Market 
+ Identify ground access improvements that could enhance 
passenger and cargo demand. at the regional airports. 

« Identify range of services and costs of alternative 
transportation modes, including video-conferencing that 
have a potential to redistribute regional demand for aviation 
services. (DOT Inter-modal group will furnish some of this). 


FAA Regional System Plan Update 
Anticipated Phase | Products 


+ New regional passenger and cargo forecasts 
+ Updated passenger and cargo fleet forecasts 
« Updated catchment areas 


+ Identification of new service market opportunities 

+ An understanding of facility needs to accommodate 
anticipated growth 

+ Awork scope for Phase II 

+ Development of a public involvement program for Phase 
| and Phase II 
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Phase II Public Policy and Action 
Recommendations 


+ Develop an implementation plan/program identifying major 
actions required to support a regional strategy to enhance air 
passenger service. 


+ Develop ongoing planning and evaluation capability to guide 


evolution of regional strategy as conditions develop beyond 
original assumptions. 


+ Evaluate major public policies, alternate airline strategies, — 
federal aviation policies and regulations that could guide 
regional system planning. 

+ Identify federal aviation policies and regulations that could be a 

restriction to cooperative regional intermodal system planning. 
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Public Consultation 


+ Public and agency consultation for input on the work scope 
and products 

¢ Briefings on topics of high interest 

+ Consultation with congressional, business, environmental 
and community groups 

+ FAA will also coordinate this project within the context of 
ONEDOT 

+ Specific timeframes for public involvement have not been 

fully developed 
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Preliminary Schedule 


Scoping Activities 
Issue Request for Qualifications (RFQ) February, 2001 
Pre-Bid Briefing Meeting March, 2001 
Consultant Selection March, 2001 
Develop Detailed Work Program April, 2001 


System Planning Grant April, 2001 


Phase 1 Begin April 2001 
Task 1 Report August 2001 

Task 2 Report December 2001 
Task 3 Phase II Work Program January 2002 


Phase 2 
Phase 2 Grant January 2002 
Phase 2 Report September 2002 
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Appendix C 
Delay 


> C.1 1998 DELAYSIM Results 
>» C2 Measures of Delay 
> C3 2015 RJ Fleet DELAYSIM Results 


» C.4 Review of Forecast Regional Jet Utilization: Proposed Runway 14/32 at Logan International 
Airport, Draft — Jim Muldoon 


» C.5 Comparison of Delay Results for All Alternatives Excerpted from the 
Draft ElS/Draft EIR 


>» C6 Total Annual and Total Jet Operations by Community, Runway End & Alternative 
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1998 DELAYSIM Results 


Summary of LAIPP DELAYSIM Results 


1998 Fleet 


Case Name: 


Average FAA configuration changes per day: 

Average Workload Score: 

Percentage of Equivalent Arrival Operations on 4 (PRAS Goal = 21.1 %) 
Percentage of Equivalent Arrival Operations on 9 (PRAS Goal = 0.0%) : 
Percentage of Equivalent Arrival Operations on 14 (PRAS Goal = Rwy 15) 
Percentage of Equivalent Arrival Operations on 15 (PRAS Goal = 8.4%) 
Percentage of Equivalent Arrival Operations on 22 (PRAS Goal = 6.5%) 
Percentage of Equivalent Arrival Operations on 27 (PRAS Goal = 21.7%) 
Percentage of Equivalent Arrival Operations on 32 (PRAS Goal = Rwy 33) 
Percentage of Equivalent Arrival Operations on 33 (PRAS Goal = 42.3%) : 
Percentage of Equivalent Departure Operations on 4 (PRAS Goal = 5.6%) 
Percentage of Equivalent Departure Operations on 9 (PRAS Goal = 13.3%) 
Percentage of Equivalent Departure Operations on 14 (PRAS Goal = Rwy 15) 
Percentage of Equivalent Departure Operations on 15 (PRAS Goal = 23.3%) 
Percentage of Equivalent Departure Operations on 22 (PRAS Goal = 28.0%) 
Percentage of Equivalent Departure Operations on 27 (PRAS Goal = 17.9%) 
Percentage of Equivalent Departure Operations on 32 (PRAS Goal = Rwy 33) 
Percentage of Equivalent Departure Operations on 33 (PRAS Goal = 11.9%): 
Sum of Absolute Deviations from PRAS Goals: 

Sum _of Squared Deviations from PRAS Goals: 

Annual Hours of Dwell Exceedence Noise Area 1 (Art 4): 

Annual Hours of Dwell Exceedence Noise Area 2 (Art 33): 

Annual Hours of Dwell Exceedence Noise Area 3 (Dep 15): 

Annual Hours of Dwell Exceedence Noise Area 4 (Dep 22): 

Annual Hours of Dwell Exceedence Noise Area 5 (Dep 27): 

Annual Hours of Dwell Exceedence Noise Area 6 (Art 22 / Dep 4): 

Annual Hours of Dwell Exceedence Noise Area 7 (Art 27 / Dep 9): 

Annual Hours of Dwell Exceedence Noise Area 8 (Art 15 / Dep 33): 

Total Annual Hours of Dwell Exceedence: 

Annual Hours of Persistence Exceedence Noise Area 1 (Art 4): 

Annual Hours of Persistence Exceedence Noise Area 2 (Art 33): 

Annual Hours of Persistence Exceedence Noise Area 3 (Dep 15): 

Annual Hours of Persistence Exceedence Noise Area 4 (Dep 22): 

Annual Hours of Persistence Exceedence Noise Area 5 (Dep 27): 

Annual Hours of Persistence Exceedence Noise Area 6 (Art 22 / Dep 4): 
Annual Hours of Persistence Exceedence Noise Area 7 (Art 27 / Dep 9): 
Annual Hours of Persistence Exceedence Noise Area 8 (Art 15 / Dep 33): 
Total Annual Hours of Persistence Exceedence: 

Percentage of Delays in VFR1 Weather (78.3% of weather is VFRI) 
Percentage of Delays in VFR2 Weather (9.5% of weather is VFR2): 
Percentage of Delays in IFR1 Weather (3.2% of weather is IFR1) : 
Percentage of Delays in IFR2 Weather (7.4% of weather is IFF12): 

Percentage of Delays in IFR3 Weather (1.6% of weather is IFR3 

Annual Operations: 

Annual Hours of Delay; 

Average Delay per Operation (minutes) 

Average Delay per Operation with Cancellations (minutes): 

Notes: 96 weather w1gusts, 98 demand, 97-98 fleet mix for capacities 


Definitions of Alternatives. 


Actual 
Runway Use 


PRAS Goal: 
Alt. 1A 


1) Operational Improvements, Taxiway improvements, $150 Peak Hour Pricing Surcharge, 5000'Runway 14132 


IA) Operational improvements, Taxiway Improvements, 5000'Runway 14132 


2) Operational Improvements, Taxiway Improvements, $150 Peak Hour Pricing Surcharge 


3) Operational Improvements, $150 Peak Hour Pricing Surcharge 
4) Baseline 
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Annual Delay Hours by Weather Category 


1998 Baseline Alt. 1A 
VFR1 Weather (78.6%) 43,785 11,237 
VFR2 Weather (8.7%) 7,300 5,071 
IFR1 Weather (3.6%) 22,283 20,752 
IFR2 Weather (7.3%) 39,965 38,334 
IFR3 Weather (1.9%) 6,567 6,446 
Total VFR 51,085 16,308 
Total IFR 68,815 65,532 


Total VFR+IFR 119,900 81,840 


M\LD\06599\Docs\Reports\Supp. ElS/Group SDE!S\App-A-H 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR 


ee ee ee 
Measures of Delay 


The official FAA delays database is the Air Traffic Operations Network (OPSNET), in 
which FAA personnel record only the number of flights that are delayed 15 or more 
minutes at a particular facility. The new FAA Consolidated Operations and Delay 
Analysis System (CODAS) uses existing data sources to produce estimates of flight 
delays by phase of flight but not by cause. In addition, the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT) publishes the Air Travel Consumer Report (ATCR) that 
reflects on-time performance relative to published flight schedules. Each of these 
delay reporting systems was designed for a specific and different purpose, is based 
on different data sources or methodologies, and reports flight delays differently. As a 
result, these measures of delay are not directly comparable and none provides a 
comprehensive measure of the flight delays at an airport and their causes. However, 
these measures are useful for identifying which airports in the national aviation 
system are most affected by delay. 


m@ FAA Air Traffic Operations Network (OPSNET) 


OPSNET is the official FAA delay reporting system for air traffic management 
purposes.! It is used by the FAA ona daily basis to identify where and when delays 
occurred in the national aviation system, the source of the delays, and their duration. 


OPSNET has two major limitations that make it an inappropriate measure of the total 
delay incurred at Logan in a given year. First, the OPSNET system understates the 
total amount of delays in the national aviation system. Delays less than 15 minutes 
are not recorded by OPSNET, nor does it record aircraft on VFR flight plans or 
airborne delays other than for holding patterns (i.e., speed reductions are not 
counted). Additionally, total delays are understated because flight delays are 
recorded separately by each facility. Specifically, FAA personnel in each en route 
sector and major terminal area manually record the total number of IFR aircraft that 
suffered more than 15 minutes of delay under their control. Because the 15-minute 
threshold applies separately to each facility that controls a flight, total delays are _ 
understated. For example, a flight from Washington, DC to Boston that may have 
suffered three 10-minute delays at three different locations (e.g., taxiing out at 
Washington, in the New York en route sector, and in the Boston terminal area) will not 
be recorded in the OPSNET data, despite having incurred a cumulative 30 minutes of 
delay.? Finally, OPSNET does not include cancelled flights. 


t OPSNET was formerly known as the Air Traffic Operations Management System (ATOMS). 
B Airside modeling only counts delays attributable to congestion at Logan Airport. 
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Second, the OPSNET data records the number of delayed flights rather than the extent 
of the delay incurred. All delayed flights that meet the 15-minute threshold are treated 
equally, ie., a flight which was delayed 15 minutes during arrival and one which 
experienced a 3-hour departure delay are each recorded as a single delay in the 
OPSNET data. Thus, OPSNET cannot be used to determine the hours of delay 
incurred at Logan each year. 


Because of these limitations, OPSNET is most useful as a comparative indicator of 
national aviation system performance rather than as an absolute measure of delay at 
a single airport. 


@ DOT Air Travel Consumer Report (ATCR) 


Appendices 


The Department of Transportation's Office of Aviation Enforcement and Proceedings 
issues the ATCR to provide consumers with information about the on-time 
performance of airline flights. It is based on Airline Service Quality Performance 
(ASQP) operational data filed by major air carriers and on scheduled times published 
in the Official Airline Guide (OAG). 


The ATCR data is of limited value for measuring total delays at Logan because it is an 
incomplete database that may seriously underestimate true delays and it attributes 
delays to airports that may not be responsible for the delay. A serious source of 
understatement is due to the fact that the ATCR only reports domestic delayed flights 
for the ten largest US airlines. This means that no information on international or 
regional flights is contained in ATCR, an important gap for Logan where commuter 
and international flights are 53 percent of total operations.‘ Cancelled flights or those 
delayed by aircraft mechanical problems are also not reported in this database. 


While the ATCR, like OPSNET, uses a 15-minute threshold to define a “delayed” flight, 
the ATCR calculates delays for individual flights by comparing actual and scheduled 
departure and arrival times. This method of counting delays and the fact that airlines 
normally make an allowance in their published schedules for expected ATC and airport 
delays is another source of understatement. For instance, the scheduled arrival and 
departure times for a flight may already include a 10-minute allowance for delay. Thus, 
if the flight arrives 25 minutes after its scheduled arrival, the flight actually incurred 

35 minutes of delay, not 25. In this respect the "on-time arrival statistics" published in 


3 Based on airlines with one percent or more of total domestic scheduled passenger revenue in the US. These include: 
Alaska Airlines, America West Airlines, American Airlines, Continental Airlines, Delta Air Lines, Northwest Airlines, 
Southwest Airlines, Trans World Airlines, United Airlines, US Airlines. 

4 Based on Massport statistics for the 12 months ended June 30, 1999. 
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the Air Travel Consumer Report each month underestimate the true incidence of 
arrival delays of 15 minutes or more. 


The ATCR records delays as small as one minute, and can aggregate delays by 
individual flight, by carrier and by airport. For an individual flight the ATCR includes 
delays incurred on all upstream legs. For example, a flight from St. Louis via Pittsburgh 
to Boston, which is scheduled to arrive at Logan at 10:15, but actually arrives at 10:40, is 
reported to have a delay of 25 minutes at Boston. It does not matter where in the 
system the delay occurred. The flight is counted as a delayed flight if the delay 
occurred at Logan, en route, at Pittsburgh, or even if the flight was 25 minutes late 
departing St. Louis. While the ATCR “debits” Logan for arrival delays that may be 
caused by late departures from the point of origin, it would be inappropriate from an 
airport planning perspective to count these as Logan related delays. 


m FAA Consolidated Operations and Delay Analysis 
System (CODAS) 


The Consolidated Operations and Delay Analysis System was created by the FAA 
Office of Aviation Policy and Plans (APO) to provide more consistent estimates of 
aircraft delay by combining data from several existing sources. CODAS, which was 
implemented in January 1997, calculates delays by phase of flight: gate-delay, 
taxi-out delay, airborne delay and taxi-in delay. 


CODAS integrates data from two primary sources: the FAA’s Enhanced Traffic 
Management System (ETMS) and the DOT’s Airline Service Quality Performance 
(ASQP) System. Back up data come from the Official Airline Guide (OAG), the carriers’ 
Computerized Reservation Systems (CRS) and the Air Transport Association (ATA). In 
addition, APO independently estimates unimpeded taxi times. Each of these data 
sources was independently created for another purpose and each has its own strengths 
and limitations. 


While CODAS represents a significant improvement in the tabulation of flight 
delays, it is not without limitations as a tool for airport planners. For one thing, it 
measures delay where it occurs, not where the delay is caused, e.g., gate-hold delays 
at Los Angeles due to congestion at Logan are recorded as delays at Los Angeles. 
CODAS also understates the actual delays in several ways. First, although it only 
tracks IFR flights, many of these are not included. For example, the two available 
years of CODAS reports contain only 75 percent of the Logan operations that are in 
the OPSNET database. Finally, as with all the measurement systems, flight 
cancellations are not included. 
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Each of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay databases measures a different aspect of delay. 
OPSNET counts only the number of flights that suffer a delay of more than fifteen 
minutes at a single element of the ATC system (sector or airport). By concentrating on 
single elements separately, without regard to overall flight performance, OPSNET 
underestimates by a wide margin the number of aircraft truly delayed by more than 15 
minutes. ATCR measures delay in terms of deviation from the scheduled arrival time of 
the aircraft. Insofar as airline schedules already include allowances for expected delays, 
ATCR statistics may seriously underestimate true delays. ATCR is not concerned with 
the causes of delay and may "debit" an airport for delays that are due to "upstream" 
congestion or to other events that have nothing to do with that airport. CODAS is the 
most useful of the available databases since it includes the ASQP measurements, actual 
FAA operations data, airline schedules and other information. However, it does not 
include any information on delay causes, it misses many flights, and it generally under- 
reports airport delays. Table 1provides a summary of the features and limitations of each 
~ of the existing sources of flight delays. 


Table 1 


Comparison of Flight Delay Measurement Sources 


Source 


OPSNET 
(FAA) 


CODAS 
(FAA) 


ATCR 
(DOT) 


Features 


Measures number of delayed flights 
Official FAA delays source 
Delays computed for each FAA facility 


Minutes of delay by phase of flight 


Delays for all major US airports 


Combines best of available data on 
schedules and actual times 


Monthly consumer reports 
Actual aircraft arrival/departure times 
Delays by airport, airline and individual flight 


Limitations 


Does not count delays less than 15 minutes 

Does not count cumulative delay across flight sectors 
Excludes VFR flights 

Excludes taxi-in delays 

Excludes linear airborne delays 


Excludes VFR flights 

Not all flights recorded, esp. commuters and busy times 
No causal information 

Runway configurations ignored 

Estimates of unimpeded taxi times 


__Flight cancellations omitted 


Only 10 largest US airlines included 
Excludes regional and international flights 
No causal information 

No information on flight phase 
“Upstream” delays included 
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Simulation Modeling for Airport Delay Estimates 


Since none of the delay measurement systems presents a comprehensive picture of actual 
delays at an airport, estimates of the total airfield delay have been developed using 
computer simulation models. DELAYSIM, the model used for the Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project, estimates that Logan experienced 120,000 annual hours 
of runway delay in 1998. (See Chapter 4 for a more detailed discussion of delay models.) 
This is more than six times the FAA’s 20,000 annual hour threshold for identifying delay 
problem airports. However, even these annualized delay hours obscure the true impact 
of delay at Logan. During periods of excessive northwest winds, delays can exceed three 
hours per operation. (See Northwest /Southeast Winds Case Study in Appendix I in the 
Draft EIS/EIR). 


The FAA uses airfield simulation models, not historic data, for evaluating major airport 
improvements such as the Logan Airfield Improvements.5 FAA orders require the use 
of simulation when calculating benefits of major investments, like runways, that 
involve the use of discretionary funds. Simulation has the essential ability of projecting 
future performance in response to proposed changes in facilities. It can track and 
aggregate smaller levels of delays as well as the aggregate delay across all phases of 
operation. Simulations do not normally cancel flights during periods of extreme delay 
even though airlines are often forced to cancel flights in these conditions. By 
estimating the delay that would have occurred, the simulation accounts for the cost 
of such cancellations. 


Simulation models are not validated by comparing them to historic delay data since 
the FAA does not have a system to comprehensively record the appropriate delays. 
Instead, simulations are validated by comparison with airfield performance 
characteristics such as hourly capacity, runway occupancy times, runway exit 
distributions, taxiway routings, etc. In addition, air traffic control specialists are 
consulted regarding key assumptions in the model. 


5 John Silva, Environment Program Manager, FAA New England Region, letter to Betty Desrosiers, Massport, dated June 14, 
1999. 
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2015 RJ Fleet DELAYSIM Results 


Annual Delay Hours by Weather Category 


2015 High Regional Jet Scenario 


VFR1 Weather (79.6%) 
VFR2 Weather (8.6%) 
IFR1 Weather (3.9%) 
IFR2 Weather (6.7%) 
IFR3 Weather (1.2%) 


Total VFR 


Total IFR 
Total VFR + IFR 
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Baseline 


157,673 
35,209 
49,294 
81,572 
48,472 


192,882 
179,338 
372,220 


Alt. 2/3 

122,047 
25,257 
41,760 
69,395 
45,850 


147,304 
157,005 
304,309 


Alt 1A 
70,707 
26,848 
44,250 
75,128 
46,557 


97,554 
165,935 
263,489 


Alt 1 

48,212 
19,794 
38,992 
67,084 
45,129 


68,006 
151,205 
219,211 


FTA 


Summary of Logan Airside DELAYSIM Results 
2015 High Regional Jet Fleet 


PRAS 1999 

Case Name Goal Actual Alt 4 Alt 2/3 Alt 1A Alt 1 
_— a Rw4 21.1% 30.6% 43.6% 42.9% 31.8% 31.9% 
SS Rwy9 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.9% 0.1% 
Se Rwy 14 N/A 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
23 Rwy15 8.4% 2.2% 0.6% 0.7% 2.4% 2.3% 
uw O Rwy 22 6.5% 15.1% 26.7% 26.1% 20.1% 17.9% 
SS Rwy27 21.7% 22.5% 11.9% 12.8% 74% 9.1% 
& = Rwy 32 N/A 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.6% 9.2% 
Rwy 33 42.3% 29.6% 17.1% 17.5% 29.7% 29.5% 
Rwy 4 5.6% 6.3% 9.4% 8.1% 8.2% 6.9% 
5 Rwy 9 13.3% 25.5% 36.6% 37.9% 28.4% 30.1% 
ae e Rwy 14 N/A 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 
BES Rwy 15 23.3% 11.5% 6.3% 6.5% 8.6% 8.5% 
Wa @ Rwy 22 28.0% 33.9% 38.0% 38.2% 22.9% 21.5% 
Sa Rwy27 17.9% 17.0% 7.0% 6.6% 21.6% 21.6% 
£ Rwy 32 N/A 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Rwy 33 11.9% 5.8% 2.7% 2.7% 10.2% 11.2% 
Abs. Dev from PRAS Goals 75.4 159.8 157.5 93.4 88.3 
PRAS Performance Index 726.0 2,852.9 2,822.6 1,058.0 1,009.3 
= Arr 4 1,239 1,244 717 692 
g Arr 33 73 74 701 665 
> @ Dep 15 62 0 56 3 
35 Dep 22 658 670 99 121 
& 8 Dep 27 33 33 519 453 
5% Arr22/Dep4 2,448 2,726 908 1,077 
oi Arr27.Dep9 2,439 2,372 1,149 1,059 
3 Arr 15 / Dep 33 70 67 775 662 
= Total 7,022 7,186 4,923 4,732 
Arr 4 1,930 1,866 909 924 
5 Arr 33 9 10 896 839 
229 Depts 45 ) 5 0 
&5 5 Dep22 774 835 4 35 
‘5% 3 Dep 27 6 6 451 395 
253 Arr22/Dep4 4,779 5,203 1,502 2,167 
5% UW Ar27.Dep9 4,839 4,742 2,076 2,134 
= Arr 15 / Dep 33 9 9 1,313 973 
Total 12,390 12,671 7,157 7,467 
Pct Delays in VFR1 (79.6% of time) 42.4% 40.1% 26.8% 22.0% 
Pct Delays in VFR2 (8.6% of time) 9.5% 8.3% 10.2% 9.0% 
Pct Delays in IFR1 (3.9% of time) 13.2% 13.7% 16.8% 17.8% 
Pct Delays in IFR2 (6.7% of time) 21.9% 22.8% 28.5% 30.6% 
Pct Delays in IFR3_(1.2% of time) 13.0% 15.1% 17.7% 20.6% 
Pct Delays on Weekdays 85.7% 84.7% 83.7% 82.2% 
Pct Delays on Weekends 14.3% 15.3% 16.3% 17.8% 
Annual Operations 584,722 566,982 584,722 566,982 
Annual Hours of Delay 372,220 304,309 263,489 219,211 
VFR 192,882 147,304 97,554 68,006 
IFR 179,338 157,005 165,935 151,205 
Avg Delay per Op (mins) 38.2 32.2 27.0 23.2 
Pct of Ops Delayed > 3 hrs 5.89% 4.97% 3.95% 3.39% 
Delay Hours for Aircraft Delayed > 3hrs 196,998 162,335 138,301 117,986 
Avg Delay per Op with Cancellations (mins) 28.6 24.0 20.0 16.8 
Pct Change in Total Delay vs. Baseline 18.2% 29.2% 41.1% 


Pct Change in Average Delay vs. Baseline 15.7% 29.2% 39.3% 
Definitions of Alternatives 

1) Operational Improvements, Taxiway Improvements, $150 Peak Hour Pricing Surcharge, 5000' Runway 14/32 

1A) Operational Improvements, Taxiway Improvements, 5000’ Runway 14/32 

2) Operational Improvements, Taxiway Improvements, $150 Peak Hour Pricing Surcharge 

3) Operational Improvements, $150 Peak Hour Pricing Surcharge 

4) Baseline 
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Review of Forecast Regional Jet Utilization 


Proposed Runway 32 at Logan International Airport 
Prepared for the FAA by Jim Muldoon 


Proposed Runway 14-32 at Logan is intended to provide an additional landing runway 
(t/w 32) during northwest wind conditions for smaller aircraft, principally regional 
turboprops, and to reduce airfield delays during those conditions. Recently updated 
forecasts indicate that the volume of regional turboprops will continue to reduce and that 
the volume of regional jet (RJ) operations will significantly increase. The question then is 
- “Will the 5000 ft length proposed for runway 14-32 be adequate for the RJ’s included in 
the current Logan forecast?” 


A paper prepared by SH&E tabulates the minimum landing distance for the three regional 
jets, which are forecast to operate at Logan in significant numbers: 


Canadair CRJ-200 4,848 ft. 
Embraer 145* 4,494 ft. 
Fairchild 328 Jet 3,887 ft. 


* For the purpose of this analysis I have added the Embraer 135 with a minimum 
landing distance of 4,200 ft. 


A review of manufacturers published performance information, as well as the appropriate 
sections of the FAA Aircraft Certification and Air Carrier Operating Regulations, 
confirms the accuracy of these lengths for a maximum landing weight, on a “standard 
day”, with a dry runway and zero wind. In actual operations these length requirements 
would be reduced or increased based upon prevailing operational conditions. Specifically, 
the length required would be reduced at landing weights less than maximum, with the 
likely presence of a headwind component and at temperatures less than 57 degrees. On 
the other hand, the lengths would increase with a wet runway (by 15%) and at higher 
ambient temperatures. 


Given the expected range of operating conditions it is clear that the Fairchild RJ’s would 
be able to plan on landing on a 5000 ft runway at Logan in accordance with the 
applicable regulations whenever the runway is in use, and that the Embraer 135 would 
encounter operating conditions that would prevent a legal landing on the runway very 
rarely. A similar range of operating conditions would, however, prevent the Canadair RJ 
and the Embraer 145 from legally dispatching against a 5000 ft. runway at Logan some 
significant portion of the time. 


If the question were simply - Can these RJs legally conduct landings on the proposed 
runway? - a straightforward weather/performance analysis would probably establish a 
usability approaching 100% for both the Embraer 135 and Fairchild RJ’s and a somewhat 
lower factor for the Embraer 145 and a lower still factor for the Canadair RJ. 
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In light of RJ operator requests for runway lengths greater than 5000 ft. at other airports 
and instances of non-use or a low volume of use of similar runways at other airports the 
more difficult question is - Will these RJ’s operators accept a 5000 ft landing runway at 
Logan regardless of legal adequacy? Based upon the locations I was able to investigate, I 
believe that runway use estimates arrived at using “by-the-book” or “legal” requirements 
should be reduced somewhat. 


Operator requests and supporting planning studies at airports, not presently receiving 
scheduled jet service, have indicated a need for runway lengths of up to 7,000 ft. to 
support RJ service. Typical of these locations are Sallisbury and Hagerstown Md., where 
recent analyses established a need for 6,000 to 7,000 ft. for the Embraer (ERJ) and 
Canadair (CRJ) respectively. These lengths are, however, predicated on takeoff 
requirements for a reasonable stage length and load factor. The landing lengths noted in 
the studies, although not critical to supporting the need for a specific runway extention, 
are, when adjusted back to sea level, essentially the same as those noted above. 


Operator requests that at least a 7,000 ft. landing runway be provided during the 
construction staging at Cleveland Hopkins International Airport have also raised 
questions as to the suitability of a 5000 ft. landing runway for RJ’s at Logan. 
Investigation indicated that the justification for a 7,000 ft. length at CLE was based on 
accommodating about 90% of all jet landings, which included virtually all narrow bodied 
air carrier jet aircraft. Again the landing distance requirements tabulated for the RJ’s in 
the CLE fleet, when adjusted back to sea level were essentially the same as those noted 
above. 


The reported lack of activity on the relatively new 5000 ft. runway at Philadelphia 
International also raises questions on the acceptability 5000 ft. at Logan. Investigation 
indicates that there are a number of factors which continue to limit the use of the runway 
for all commuters, not just the CRJ’s operated at PHL by US Airways. Relatively long 
taxi distances, a land-and-hold short problem and the lack of Precision Runway 
Monitoring (PRM) equipment are all cited as factors that negatively affect the use of the 
runway. The hope, on the part of the consultants who planned and managed the 
construction of the runway, is that with the completion of the new commuter terminal and 
the commissioning of a PRM system late this spring the use of the runway will increase 
dramatically. 


At Baltimore Washington International a 5000 ft commuter runway has been available 
since the late 1980’s. Although US Airways operates CRJ’s at BWI, the ongoing capacity 
study at the airport indicates no significant landing activity on the runway by RJ’s. 
Conversations with ATC and airport operations people at BWI did not identify any 
mitigating factors affecting the use of the runway such as those noted at PHL, in fact non- 
jet commuter aircraft heavily use the runway when conditions permit. It appears clear that 
the CRJ operators are simply rejecting the runway because the length is, in their view, 
marginal. 
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Based on the specific experience at BWI, and the very small margin between the 
minimum calculated dry runway requirement and the length proposed at Logan, I do not 
believe that it is reasonable to anticipate any CRJ landings on runway 32 at Logan. 


Recognizing that the wet runway requirements for both the Embraer 135 and 145 are just 
under (4830 ft.) and just over (5168 ft.) the proposed length, I do not believe that is 
reasonable to anticipate any ERJ landings on the runway in wet runway conditions. 


On the other hand I believe that the margins for both ERJ’s in dry conditions and for the 
Fairchild 328 both wet and dry are sufficient when combined with the operational 
advantages offered by the use of runway 32 to anticipate full use of the runway by those 
aircraft when conditions permit. 


In summary, based upon the investigation outlined above, the following 
recommendations are offered for estimating RJ landings on runway 32 as an input for 
additional delay reduction and noise impact analyses: 


e assume no landings by the Canadair CRJ-200 

e analyze historical weather data to establish the percentage of time that 
landings would be conducted on runway 32 in “wet runway” conditions, 

e allocate landings by both the Embraer 135 and 145 to other landing 
runways during those periods when runway 32 is a landing runway and 
wet runway conditions prevail. 

e assume the balance of the RJ fleet will be capable and willing to land on 
runway 32. 


JPM 
12/29/00 
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Comparison of Delay Results for All Alternatives 
Excerpted from the Draft EIS/EIR 


Excerpt From Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Comparison of Delay Results for All Alternatives 
Excerpted from the Airside Draft EIS/EIR 


Table 4.5-1 
Total Hours of Delay by Alternative and Fleet Scenario 


Total Annual Delay Hours 


1999 2010 2010 

29M 37.5M 45M 
Alternative Low High Low High High 

Runway and Taxiway 
Alternative 1 - All Actions 111,400 126,500 171,900 168,600 236,600 
Alternative 1A - All except Peak Period Pricing 114,450 148,700 183,000 249,600 377,500 
Alternative 2 - All except Runway 14/32 136,000 155,900 224,000 208,300 328,200 
Alternative 3 - No Build 145,600 166,900 233,900 213,200 339,100 
Alternative 4 - No Action 157,500 216,600 260,900 363,400 595,700 
Alternative 1 vs. Alternative 4 46,100 90,100 89,000 194,800 359,100 
Alternative 1A vs. Alternative 4 43,050 67,900 77,900 113,800 218,200 
Table 4.5-2 


Percent Reduction in Annual Hours of Delay by Logan Improvement Concept 
and Fleet Scenario (Including Runway and Taxiway Delay) 


1999 29M 2010 37.5M 2010 45M 
Improvement Concept Low High Low High High 


Percent Delay Reduction vs. No Action 


Alternative 1 - All Actions -29.3% -41.6% -34.1% -53.6% -60.3% 
Alternative 1A - All except Peak Period Pricing -27.3% -31.3% -29.9% -31.3% -36.6% 
Alternative 2 - All except Runway 14/32 -13.7% -28.0% -14.1% 42.7% -44.9% 
Alternative 3 - No Build -7.6% -22.9% -10.3% 41.3% 43.1% 


Annval Hours of Delay 
Alternative 4 - No Action 157,500 216,600 260,900 363,400 595,700 
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Excerpt From Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Table 4.5-3 
Hours of Delay by Alternative and Fleet Scenario 


1999 29M 2010 37.5M 2010 45M 
Alternative Low High Low High High 
: Runway Related Delay 

Alternative 1 - All Improvements 105,000 122,000 162,000 159,000 228,000 
Alternative 1A - All except Peak Period Pricing 108,000 144,000 173,000 239,000 368,000 
Alternative 2 - All except Runway 14/32 125,000 148,000 208,000 194,000 314,000 
Alternative 3 - No Build 125,000 148,000 208,000 194,000 314,000 
Alternative 4 - No Action 136,000 190,000 234,000 333,000 565,000 

Delay Reduction: ae 
Alternative 1 vs. Alternative 4 31,000 68,000 72,000 174,000 337,000 
Alternative 1A vs. Alternative 4 28,000 46,000 61,000 94,000 197,000 


Table 4.5-4 
Benefit of Runway 14/32 in Northwest Wind Conditions 


Average VFR Delays 
(minutes per operation) 
Available Runway Configuration Percent Delay 
Scenario 33L 33L and 32 Reduction 
Baseline 181 14 (92%) 
2010 37.5M Low 444 133 (70%) 


Table 4.5-5 
Benefit of Runway 14/32 in Southeast Wind Conditions 


Average VFR Delays 
(minutes per operation) 
Available Runway Configuration Percent Delay 
Scenario 15R and 9 15R, 9 and 14 Reduction 
Baseline 368 130 (65%) 
2010 37.5M Low 431 189 (56%) 
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Excerpt From Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Table 4.5-6 
Hours of Delay by Alternative and Fleet Scenario 


Sh SS SS SSS EES 


1999 29M 2010 37.5M 2010 45M 
Alternative Low High Low High High 
Taxiway Related Delay 
Alternative 1 - All Improvements 6,400 4,500 9,900 9,600 8,600 
Alternative 1A - All except Peak Period Pricing 6,450 4,700 10,000 10,600 9,500 
Alternative 2 - All except Runway 14/32 11,000 7,900 16,000 14,300 14,200 
Alternative 3 - No Build 20,600 18,900 25,900 19,200 25,100 
Alternative 4 - No Action 21,500 26,600 26,900 30,400 30,700 
Delay Reductior: 
Alternative 1 vs. Alternative 4 15,100 22,100 17,000 20,800 22,100 
Alternative 1A vs. Alternative 4 15,050 21,900 16,900 19,800 21,200 


LL SSS 
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Total Annual and Total Jet Operations by Community, 
Runway End & Alternative 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Table 1 
Total Annual Operations by Community, Runway End and Alternative 


2015 High Ru Fleet 
Community Procedure 1999 Alternative4 — Alternative 2/3 — Alternative 1A Alternative 1 
North 
Bayswater, Orient Heights, A22 33,000 65,700 64,100 29,200 29,900 
Constitution Beach, D4 36,100 _ 82,000 39,100 _ 26,200 _ 28,600 
Wiinthrop and Revere Subtotal 69,100 97,700 103,200 55,400 58,500 
A27 46,600 43,400 43,600 19,500 23,300 
Dg 65,900 123,600 110,900 97,200 83,800 
Subtotal 112,500 167,000 154,500 116,700 107,100 
East 
Boston Harbor, Hull A33 41,700 26,300 25,000 76,400 72,200 
D15 9,500 6,200 5,600 7,700 7,900 
A32 - : - 41,900 43,400 
Subtotal 51,200 32,500 30,600 126,900 124,700 
South 
South Boston, Boston Harbor D22 87,600 108,100 106,700 42,200 46,300 
South Boston, Dorchester, Quincy Subtotal 87,600 108,100 106,700 42,200 46,300 
Milton, Braintree, etc. A4 86,700 155,500 149,600 121,700 109,300 
Subtotal 86,700 155,500 149,600 121,700 109,300 
West 
South Bos (D Street), South End, D27 30,600 14,800 14,000 72,100 69,600 
Roxbury, Jamaica Plain AQ : 200 200 400 500 
Chelsea, Eagle Hill Subtotal 30,600 15,000 14,200 72,500 70,100 
A15 39,300 1,600 1,200 3,600 5,000 
D33 17,700 7,900 1,400 46,200 46,100 
Subtotal 57,000 9500 _——8,600 49,800 51,100 
North and South 355,900 528,300 514,000 336,000 321,200 
East (Over-water) 51,200 32,500 30,600 126,900 124,700 
West _87,600 _ 24,500 _22,800 122,300 “121,200 
Total ; 494,700 _ 585,300 _ 567,400 ‘585,200. 567,100 
North and South 71.9% 90.3% 90.6% 57.4% 56.6% 
East (Over-water) 10.3% 5.6% 5.4% 21.7% 22.0% 
West 17.7% 4.2% 4.0% 20.9% 214% 


Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Ne ee ee thee 
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Table 2 
Total Annual Jet Operations by Community, Runway End and Alternative 


2015 High Ru Fleet 
Community Procedure 1999 Alternative 4 Alternative 2/3 Alternative 1A Alternative 1 
North 
Bayswater, Orient Heights, A22 14,700 51,000 50,400 23,500 24,000 
Constitution Beach, Wiinthrop D4 _ 12,200 16,800 _24,100 13,500 17,700 
and Revere Subtotal 26,900 67,800 74,500 37,000 41,700 
Winthrop A27 41,800 43,200 43,500 19,300 23,000 
Dg 47,400 117,500 106,600 93,300 80,500 
Subtotal 89,200 160,700 150,100 112,600 103,500 
East 
Boston Harbor, Hull A33 31,300 22,700 21,800 75,300 71,200 
D15 7,800 5,500 4,900 6,900 7,100 
A32 - - - 26,200 28,800 
Subtotal 39,100 28,200 26,700 108,800 107,700 
South 
South Boston, Boston Harbor D22 _52,700 _93,500 _93,000 _ 36,500 40,400 
South Boston, Dorchester, Quincy Subtotal 52,700 93,500 93,000 36,500 40,400 
Milton, Braintree, etc. A4 _ 60,100 134,400 130,300 105,200 _95,300 
Subtotal 60,100 134,400 130,300 105,200 95,300 
West 
South Boston (D Street), South End, D27 22,600 14,500 13,700 71,800 69,400 
Roxbury, Jamaica Plain AQ pe ___ 100 ___ 100 ___100 ___ 200 
Subtotal 22,600 14,600 13,800 71,900 69,600 
Chelsea, Eagle Hill A15 3,000 1,400 1,100 3,300 4,600 
D33 _ 8,300 __5,100 __ 4,900 30,500 31,500 
Subtotal — 11,300 6,500 6,000 33,800 _ 36,100 
North and South 202,000 456,400 447,900 291,300 280,900 
East (Overwater) 39,100 28,200 26,700 108,800 107,700 
West 33,900 -21,100 19,800 105,700 105,700 
Total 275,000 505,700 494,400 505,800 494,300 
North and South 73.5% 90.3% 90.6% 57.6% 56.8% 
East (Overwater) 14.2% 5.6% 5.4% 21.5% 21.8% 
West 12.3% 4.2% 4.0% 20.9% 21.4% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 3 
Total Annual Jet Operations Excluding RUs by Community, Runway End and Alternative 


2015 High Ru Fleet 
Community Procedure 19998 Alternative 4 Alternative 2/3 Alternative 1A Alternative 1 
North 
Bayswater, Orient Heights, A22 - 32,200 32,400 14,900 15,500 
Constitution Beach, Wiinthrop D4 _14,800 _21,500 _11,900 _15,900 
and Revere Subtotal 47,000 54,000 26,800 31,400 
Winthrop A27 27,600 28,000 12,500 15,600 
D9 10,000 62,600 55,700 47,400 
Subtotal 97,600 90,600 68,200 63,000 
East 
Boston Harbor, Hull A33 14,400 14,100 59,300 59,400 
D15 3,900 3,200 4,700 4,800 
A382 - - 4,900 4,400 
D14 a = __200 200 
Subtotal 18,300 17,400 69,000 68,700 
South 
South Boston, Boston Harbor D22 _59,500 60,100 _ 23,200 _26,100 
South Boston, Dorchester, Quincy, Subtotal 59,500 60,100 23,200 26,100 
Milton, Braintree, etc. A4 _85,400 _84,000 _ 66,900 _61,500 
Subtotal 85,400 84,000 66,900 61,500 
West 
South Boston (D Street), South End, D27 8,700 8,300 45,400 44,700 
Roxbury, Jamaica Plain AQ 100 100 100 200 
Subtotal 8,800 8,400 45,400 44,900 
Chelsea, Eagle Hill A15 900 700 2,100 2,900 
D33 3,800 3,700 19,600 ~20,400 
Subtotal 4,700 4,400 21,700 23,300 
North and South 289,500 288,700 185,100 182,000 
East (Over-water) 18,300 17,400 69,000 68,700 
West 13,500 12,800 67,100 68,200 
Total 263,900 321,300 318,900 321,200 318,900 
North and South 90.1% 90.5% 57.6% 57.1% 
East (Over-water) 5.7% 5.5% 21.5% 21.5% 
West _ 42% _ 40% _ 20.9% _ 214% 
Total 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
a Runway distribution data on regional jets in 1999 is not available. 
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Table 4 
Total Annual Equivalent Jet Operations by Community, Runway End and Alternative 


2015 High Ru Fleet 
Community Procedure 1999 Alternative 4 — Alternative 2/3 _— Alternative 1A Alternative 1 
North 
Bayswater, Orient Heights, A22 56,000 177,600 161,000 119,800 100100 
Constitution Beach, Wiinthrop D4 19,600 37,000 48,400 33,600 39000 
and Revere Subtotal 75,600 214,600 209,400 153,400 139,100 
Winthrop A27 85,300 81,700 80,300 44,000 51,300 
Dg 78,800 256,100 225,300 183,300 163,700 
Subtotal 164,100 337,800 305,600 227,300 215,000 
East 
Boston Harbor, Hull A33 108,600 103,300 97,500 179,000 167,900 
D15 35,300 43,600 45,400 51,000 54,200 
A32 - : - 47,200 52,500 
Subtotal 143,900 146,900 142,900 278,400 276,100 
South 
South Boston, Boston Harbor D22 102,000 256,400 238,200 144,100 130,600 
South Boston, Dorchester, Quincy, Subtotal 102,000 256,400 238,200 144,100 130,600 
Milton, Braintree, etc. A4 118,000 297,100 276,000 210,200 194,400 
Subtotal 118,000 297,100 276,000 210,200 194,400 
West 
South Boston (D Street), South End, D27 49,500 46,600 40,500 126,000 118,100 
Roxbury, Jamaica Plain AQ - 600 500 600 700 
Subtotal 49,500 47,200 41,000 126,600 118,800 
Chelsea, Eagle Hill A15 7,900 4,100 4,000 10,200 12,600 
D33 17,200 19,700 18,500 68,200 69,500 
Subtotal 25,100 23,800 22,500 78,400 82,100 
North and South 459,700 1,105,900 1,029,200 735,000 679,100 
East (Over-water) 143,900 146,900 142,900 278,400 276,100 
West 74,600 71,000 63,500 205,000 200,900 
Total 678,200 1,323,800 1,235,600 1,218,400 1,156,100 
North and South 67.8% 83.5% 83.3% 60.3% 58.7% 
East (Over-water) 21.2% 11.1% 11.6% 22.8% 23.9% 
West 11.0% 5.4% 5.1% 16.8% 17.4% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 5 
Total Annual Daytime (7AM-10PM) Jet Operations by Community, Runway End and Alternative 


ye tS USS ssh PUSS 


2015 High Ru Fleet 
Community Procedure 1999 Alternative 4 Alternative 2/3 Alternative1A _— Alternative 1 
North 
Bayswater, Orient Heights, A22 10,100 36,900 38,100 12,800 15,500 
Constitution Beach, Wiinthrop D4 __11,400 ___ 14,600 21,400 11,300 __ 15,300 
and Revere Subtotal 21,500 51,500 59,500 24,100 30,800 
Winthrop A27 37,000 38,900 39,400 16,600 19,900 
i) 43,900 102,100 93,400 83,300  ___71,300 
Subtotal 80,900 141,000 132,800 99,900 91,200 
East 
Boston Harbor, Hull A33 22,700 13,700 13,400 63,800 60,500 
D15 4,700 1,300 400 2,000 1,900 
A32 - 3 E 23,900 26,200 
D14 et ——s pa 300 900 
Subtotal 27,400 15,000 13,800 90,000 89,100 
South 
South Boston, Boston Harbor p22 47,200 75,400 76,900 24,500 30,400 
South Boston, Dorchester, Quincy, — Subtotal 47,200 75,400 76,900 24,500 30,400 
Milton, Braintree, etc. A4 53,700 116,300 114,100 93,500 84,300 
Subtotal 53,700 116,300 114,100 93,500 84,300 
West 
South Boston (D Street), South End, D27 19,600 10,900 10,700 65,800 64,000 
Roxbury, Jamaica Plain AQ : : 100 100 
Subtotal 19,600 10,900 10,800 65,800 64,100 
Chelsea, Eagle Hill A15 2,500 1,100 800 2,500 3,700 
D33 7,300 3,500 3,400 26,300 27,300 
Subtotal 9,800 4,600 4,200 28,800 31,000 
fetiraete mao ee a Seca. p00 
North and South 
East (Over-water) 27,400 15,000 13,800 90,000 89,100 
West 29,400 15,500 15,000 94,600 95,100 
Total 245,100 450,900 444,400 450,300 441,900 
- . 76.8% 93.2% 93.5% 59.0% 58.3% 
North and South 
East (Over-water) 11.2% 3.3% 3.1% 20.0% 20.2% 
West 12.0% 3.4% 3.4% 21.0% 21.5% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 6 


Total Annual Nighttime (10PM-7AM) Jet Operations by Community, Runway End and Alternative 


Community 


North 

Bayswater, Orient Heights, 
Constitution Beach, Wiinthrop 
and Revere 

Winthrop 


East 
Boston Harbor, Hull 


South 
South Boston, Boston Harbor 
South Boston, Dorchester, Quincy, 


Milton, Braintree, etc. 


West 
South Boston (D Street), South End, 
Roxbury, Jamaica Plain 


Chelsea, Eagle Hill 


North and South 
East (Over-water) 
West 


North and South 
East (Over-water) 
West 

Total 


2015 High Ru Fleet 

Procedure 1999 Alternative 4 Alternative 2/3 = Alternative 1A = Alternative 1 
A292 4,600 14,100 12,300 10,700 8,500 
D4 800 2,200 2,700 2,200 2,400 
Subtotal 5,400 16,300 15,000 12,900 10,900 
A27 4,800 4,300 4,100 2,700 3,100 
D9 3,500 15,400 13,200 10,000 9,200 
Subtotal 8,300 19,700 17,300 12,700 12,300 
A33 8,600 9,000 8,400 11,500 10,700 
D15 3,100 4,200 4,500 4,900 5,200 
A32 - - - 2,300 2,600 
Di4 pos a __- _ 100 100 
Subtotal 11,700 13,200 12,900 18,800 18,600 
p22 5,500 18,100 16,100 12,000 10,000 
Subtotal 5,500 18,100 16,100 12,000 10,000 
Ad 6,400 18,100 16,200 11,700 11,000 
Subtotal 6,400 18,100 16,200 11,700 11,000 
D27 3,000 3,600 3,000 6,000 5,400 
AQ 100 - 100 100 
Subtotal 3,000 3,700 3,000 6,100 5,500 
A15 500 300 300 800 900 
D33 1,000 1,600 1,500 4,200 4,200 
Subtotal 1,500 1,900 1,800 5,000 5,100 
dohcteed see aia i) ane rae sere 
11,700 13,200 12,900 18,800 18,600 
4,500 5,600 4,800 11,100 10,600 
29,900 54,800 50,000 55,500 52,400 
egy ge ge Ea 
39.1% 24.1% 25.8% 33.9% 35.5% 
15.1% 10.2% 9.6% 20.0% 20.2% 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Evaluation of Proposed 
Northwest Wind Restriction on 
Unidirectional Runway 14/32 


One of the issues raised in the FAA Panel Process was the possibility of restricting the 
availability and use of Runway 32 to Northwest wind conditions only. This proposal 
was designed to limit the increase in the number and proportion of jet departures on 
Runway 27 that was predicted to occur with construction of the new runway. Runway 
27 is the principal departure runway used in combination with arrivals on Runways 33 
and 32 in the new three-runway configuration that would become available with 
construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32. With the proposed new runway, Logan 
would have three-runway configurations available in three distinct operating directions: 
to the north using Runways 4L/4R and 9, to the south using Runways 22L/22R and 27, 
and to the northwest using Runways 33/32 and 27. 


Currently, when wind conditions require air traffic control to route aircraft on a 
northwesterly heading, available airfield capacity declines sharply from Logan’s normal 
three-runway capacity down to the capacity of two, and sometimes just one runway. As 
described throughout this report, the construction of Runway 14/32 would prevent this 
substantial decline in airfield capacity, and the resulting aircraft delay that now occurs 
under these conditions. 


The increased usage of Runway 27 projected in the airfield simulation modeling reflects 
the availability of this new three-runway configuration in the northwest direction. This 
configuration would not only allow controllers to nearly eliminate northwest wind 

delays at Logan, but would also enable air traffic control to more evenly distribute 
aircraft overflights across three different operating directions during periods of high 
demand. As discussed in Chapter 4, this flexibility leads to a significant improvement in 
the ability of air traffic control to achieve the Preferential Runway Assignment System 
(PRAS) goals and provides relief to residents of communities impacted by use of the 
existing north and south runway configurations. 


Construction of the proposed new runway would also create a fourth three-runway configuration— 
Runways 15/14/ and 9—in a southeast alignment. However, this configuration would have limited arrival 


capacity. 
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Utilization of the new three-runway configuration (33/32 and 27) to improve PRAS 
achievement results in a predicted increase in the percent of jets using Runway 27 for 
departure, above the level that would occur if the configuration was used only to reduce 
delays resulting from northwest winds. Numerous public comments received on the 
Draft EIS/EIR objected to a “tripling of overflights” off Runway 27 that was forecast to 
occur with the construction of Runway 14/32. 


For this Supplemental Draft EIS, analysis was performed to determine how restricting 
the use of Runway 32 to northwest wind conditions would impact the delay reduction 
benefits produced by the runway as well as the associated utilization of Runway 27 for 
jet departures. Other changes in runway utilization were identified, as were the 
implications of the restriction on PRAS achievement and noise exposure patterns. In 
framing the analysis, rules were developed to identify the wind direction and wind 
speed under which the Runway 32 would be available for use. These parameters are 
described below. 


Wind Direction 


In the wind restriction scenario, Runway 32 was made available for arriving aircraft only 
when the wind direction was within the 90-degree quadrant between 275° and 005° (i.e., 
45 degrees on either side of the 320° runway heading). The wind direction criterion is 
displayed below in Figure 1. When the wind direction was not within the defined 
quadrant, Runway 32 was not available for use. 


Figure 1. 005° 
Quadrant Restriction 


=> 2 
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Wind Speed 


Alternative wind speed criteria of 5, 10, 15, 20, and 25 knots were used to evaluate the 
proposed restriction on Runway 32. Under the 5 knot scenario, Runway 32 was 
available for arrivals when wind direction was between 275° and 005°, and wind speed 
with gusts was 5 knots or greater. As the wind speed threshold was progressively 
increased from 5 knots to 25 knots, the percent of time in which the runway was 
available for use declines. For context, FAA Order 7110.65 Air Traffic Control 
recommends use of the runway most nearly aligned with the wind, when wind speed is 
5 knots or more, unless use of another runway would be operationally advantageous or 
is requested by the pilot. 


Weather 


Hour-by-hour Boston weather data for the three year period between 1997 and 1999, as 
reported by the FAA in the CODAS weather database, was used in performing the 
analysis of the potential wind restriction. This is the same weather database that was 
used in evaluating all of the proposed airfield improvements for the 2015 RJ Fleet 
scenario. 


Fleet Scenario 


The proposed wind restriction was evaluated based on the 2015 37.5 million passenger 
RJ Fleet scenario. This fleet represents the third alternative fleet scenario designed to 
accommodate 37.5 million annual passengers, along with the 37.5 million High Fleet and 
the 37.5 million Low Fleet. The 2015 RJ fleet has annual operations of approximately 
584,000—between the 37.5 High and Low Fleet scenarios—and is characterized by a 
substantially higher volume of regional jet aircraft and far fewer non-jet aircraft than is 
present in either of the previously evaluated 37.5 million fleets. 


Delay Reduction Impacts 


Without any restriction on the use of Runway 14/32, the Preferred Alternative 1A 
produced a 29 percent reduction in forecast annual delay hours at Logan. Figure 2, 
below shows the percent reduction in annual Logan delays that could be achieved with 
various restrictions on the use of the proposed runway. 
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Figure 2. 
Delay Reduction Benefits of Various Wind Restrictions 
Percent Delay Reduction: Preferred Alternative vs. No Action, 2015 RJ Fleet 
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With a 5-knot northwest wind restriction, the delay benefits of Runway 14/32 are 
somewhat reduced, from 29 percent in the unrestricted scenario down to 25 percent at 5 
knots or greater. With a 10-knot northwest wind restriction, Runway 14/32 reduces 
annual delays by 24 percent. Allowing use of Runway 32 only in northwest winds of 25 
knots or greater, the delay reduction benefits are cut by more than half, from 29 percent 
(unrestricted) down to just 14 percent. 


Clearly, the greatest delay reduction benefits are associated with unrestricted 
availability of the proposed runway. As the circumstances under which air traffic 
controllers are permitted to use the runway become increasingly limited, the delay 
reduction benefits associated with the runway are reduced. 


Changes in Runway Utilization Patterns 


Limiting the use of Runway 32 to northwest wind conditions has impacts on the 
predicted patterns of runway utilization at Logan. Figure 3 shows that, as intended, the 
restriction does limit the increase in jet departures using Runway 27. With an 
unrestricted runway, the use of Runway 27 is projected to increase from 6 percent of jet 
departures under the No Action scenario up to 29 percent with the Preferred 
Alternative. With a 5-knot northwest wind restriction, the use of Runway 27 is projected 
to increase to only 18 percent of jet departures, compared to the 30 percent use in the 
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unrestricted case. With a 10-knot restriction, the use of Runway 27 is only 15 percent. 
With a 25 knot restriction, Runway 27 use matches the No Action value of 6 percent. For 
comparison, in 1999 Runway 27 was used by 15 percent of Logan’s jet departures. 


Figure 3. 
Runway 27 Jet Departures as a Percent of Total 
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However, restricting the use of Runway 32 has three undesirable consequences: 


m= The restriction would limit the ability of FAA controllers to increase use of over-the- 
water flight paths. 

m The restriction would increase activity on the north and south runways relative to the 
unrestricted Preferred Alternative. The north and south sae are already the 
most heavily utilized runways at Logan. 

m = The restriction would hamper the ability of air traffic controllers to achieve PRAS 
goals, including both the annual runway use targets and the short-term goals to limit 
dwell and persistence. 


Over-the-Water Arrivals 


The availability of Runway 14/32 and the new three-runway configuration (33/32/27) 
allows controllers to maximize the use of over-the-water flight paths at Logan. In the _ 
2015 RJ Fleet for example, jet arrivals on Runways 33 and 32 would increase from 
approximately 22,000 per year (or 9 percent of jet arrivals) under the No Action scenario 
up to more than 100,000 annual arrivals (or 40 percent of total) with an unrestricted 
runway. 


ee eee eee emeeemeademnmnnnemmmRMmmEEemmmmmenmemmmenmemmnmemmmenememmntereseesse ascertain 


Apppendix D 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Figure 4. 
Over-Water Jet Arrivals as a Percent of Total 
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As shown in Figure 4, applying a northwest wind restriction to the use of Runway 32 
limits the ability to route more inbound flights over the water. With a 5-knot northwest 
wind restriction on Runway 32, over-the-water jet arrivals would decline by more than 
one third to approximately 65,000 annual flights, or 26 percent of total. As the northwest 
wind restriction is tightened to require higher wind speeds, there is a further loss in the 
ability to route inbound flights on an over-water approach. With a 25-knot wind 
restriction on the use of Runway 32, only 23,000 annual jets would arrive on over-water 
flight paths to Runways 33 or 32, barely above the number of over-water jet arrivals 
estimated without the new runway under the No Action scenario. 


Increased Use of North/South Configurations 


While a northwest wind restriction on the use of Runway 32 would lower the utilization 
of Runways 33, 32 and 27, the restriction would produce a corresponding increase in 
usage of the north and south runways at Logan. A major advantage of the (unrestricted) 
runway was that it could provide relief to communities impacted by jet activity on the 
north/south runway configurations (4R/L, 22R/L, 27 arrivals, 9 departures) that receive 
the majority of Logan’s jet flights. As shown in Figure 5, construction of Runway 14/32 
and its unrestricted availability could reduce utilization of these north/south 
configurations from 90 percent (2015 RJ Fleet) to 57 percent. 
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Figure 5. 
Jet Overflights by Direction - 2015 Ru Fleet 
No Action Preferred Alternative 
East 
East (Over Water) 
(Over Water) 21% 
North/ 6% 
South North/ 
90% West South West 
4% 57% 21% 
Preferred Alternative 


with 5-Knot Restriction 


North/ 
South 


72% 


East 
(Over Water) 


14% 


West 
14% 


If use of Runway 32 were restricted to northwest wind conditions, much of this 
beneficial reduction in north/south runway utilization would be sacrificed. At a 5-knot 
restriction, use of the north/south runways would reach 72 percent, while at a 15-knot 
restriction, north/south runway utilization is estimated at 83 percent. 


PRAS Performance 


By providing a third three-runway configuration at Logan, the new runway would 
enable controllers to more evenly distribute flight activity across different runways, and 
thereby enable a significant improvement in the ability to achieve PRAS goals. The 
PRAS Performance Index (PPI), described previously in Section 4.3.4.7 of this 
Supplemental Draft, measures the extent to which air traffic controllers are able to 
achieve the annual runway utilization goals. The more closely actual runway utilization 
mirrors the PRAS goals, the lower the resulting PPI value. 


Figure 6 compares the PRAS Performance Index values for the 2015 RJ Fleet scenario 
under the No Action scenario, with an unrestricted Runway 14/32, and with various 
levels of northwest wind restrictions. As illustrated in the graphic, the unrestricted 
availability of the proposed runway would permit a 61 percent improvement in 
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achievement of the annual PRAS runway use goals—from an index value of 2853 (No 
Action) down to 1109 (Preferred Alternative). 


Figure 6. 
PRAS Performance Index — 2015 Ru Fleet Scenario 
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Placing a northwest wind restriction on Runway 32 limits the potential improvement in 
PRAS performance. At a 5-knot wind restriction, the PRAS index climbs to 1522, 
sacrificing 23 percent of the improvement permitted with an unrestricted runway. As 
the wind speed restriction is progressively increased, the potential gain in PRAS 
performance is further diluted. 


In addition to the long-term runway use goals, PRAS also has short-term goals for dwell 
and persistence, described in Section 4.3.2.2 of this Supplemental Draft. As with the 
long-term goals, the northwest wind restriction limits the ability of air traffic controllers 
to improve short-term PRAS performance. Annual dwell exceedance improves from 
2,107 hours under the No Action scenario to 1,407 hours with the Preferred Alternative. 
A 5-knot restriction, allows dwell exceedance to climb back to 1,851 hours, and a 15-knot 
restriction increases dwell to 1,972 hours. The northwest wind restrictions have a 
similar impact on persistence exceedance. 
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Noise Impacted Population 


Because restricting the use of Runway 32 would change runway utilization at Logan, the 
restriction would also impact the airport’s noise contour and the resulting noise 
exposure patterns. To illustrate these changes, noise impacts with a 5-knot northwest 
wind restriction were compared to projected noise exposure patterns occurring with an 
unrestricted runway. As shown in Figure 7, restricting the use of Runway 32 would 
cause more people to experience noise exposure levels of greater than 70 DNL. This 
increase is concentrated in the communities of Revere and Winthrop, and is the result of 
greater use of the north/south runway configurations that occurs when use of 33/32/27 
is limited by the 5-knot restriction. 


Figure 7. 
Population Impacts of a 5-Knot Northwest Wind Restriction - 2015 Ru Fleet 


Preferred Alt. 


No 5-Knot 
Area Impacted Action._Unrestricted — Restriction Change 


DNL 75. and above 222 58 58 - 
DNL 70 and above 3,700 2,267 3,144 877 
DNL 65 and above 11,493 11,857 11,671 (186) 


DNL 60 and above 36,857 50,048 45,582 (4,466) 


At the same time, the population experiencing noise exposure above 65 DNL declines by 

' two percent with the northwest wind restriction. This decline takes place because of the 
lowered utilization of Runway 33 for departures which reduces the number of people in 
East Boston (Eagle Hill) exposed to noise levels of 65 DNL or above. 


Complete population counts by community and noise exposure level are shown in 
Figure 8. 
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Figure 8. 
Detailed Population Impacts of a 5-Knot Northwest Wind Restriction 


Preferred Alternative 
5-Knot 


Day-Night Sound Level No Action Unrestricted — Restriction Change 


Chelsea 

DNL 75 and above : - 
DNL 70 and above - - 
DNL 65 and above 454 62 
DNL 60 and above 7,206 (911) 


Everett 

DNL 75 and above 
DNL 70 and above 
DNL 65 and above 
DNL.60 and above 


E. Boston - Eagle Hill 

DNL 75 and above . 

DNL 70 and above : - - 
DNL 65 and above : 2,079 (1,054) 
DNL 60 and above 8,489 (2,758) 


E. Boston - Orient Hts/Bayswater St. 

DNL 75 and above 58 
DNL 70 and above 239 
DNL 65 and above 606 
DNL 60 and above : 


Other East Boston 
DNL 75 and above 
DNL 70 and above 
DNL 65 and above 
DNL 60 and above 


Total East Boston 

DNL 75.and above 58 
DNL 70 and above 239 
DNL 65 and above : 3,451 
DNL 60 and above 16,320. 


Long Island 

DNL 75 and above 
DNL 70 and above 
DNL 65 and above 
DNL 60 and above 


Revere 

DNL 75 and above 
DNL 70 and above 
DNL 65 and above 
DNL 60 and above 


South Boston 

DNL .75 and above 

DNL 70 and above 

DNL 65 and above 872 
DNL 60 and above : 4,275 


Boston (Other) 

DNL 75 and above 
DNL 70 and above 
DNL 65 and above 
DNL 60 and above 


- continued - 
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Figure 8 / continued 
Detailed Population Impacts of a 5-Knot Northwest Wind Restriction 


Preferred Alternative 
5-Knot 
ight Sound Level No Action Unrestricted. Restriction |§ Change 


Winthrop - Point Shirley 
DNL 75 and above 
DNL 70 and above 
DNL 65 and above 
DNL 60 and above 


Winthrop - Court Road 
DNL 75 and above 
DNL.70 and above 
DNL 65 and above 
DNL 60 and above 


Rest of Winthrop 
DNL 75 and above 
DNL 70 and above 
DNL 65 and above 
DNL 60 and above 


Total Winthrop 

DNL.75 and above 
DNL 70 and above 
DNL 65 and above 
DNL 60 and above 


Total Population summary 

DNL 75 and above 

DNL 70 and above 877 
DNL 65 and above (186) 
DNL 60 and above (4,466) 
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Findings 


In summary, the proposed northwest wind restriction on Runway 32 would have the 
following consequences: 


1. Anorthwest wind restriction would sacrifice a portion of the delay reduction 
benefits that could be realized through unrestricted usage of the runway. Even at 
the least severe 5 knot wind restriction, Logan would experience 17,000 more 
hours of annual aircraft delay under the 2015 RJ Fleet scenario than it would with 
an unrestricted runway. As the wind speed criteria is increased, further limiting 
the circumstances in which the runway could be used, the delay benefits of the 
runway are progressively eroded. 


2. The proposed restriction does limit the increase in jet departures off Runway 27 
that results from its use in combination with Runways 33 and 32. With a 5-knot 
northwest wind restriction, usage of Runway 27 declines from 29 percent to 18 
percent of total Logan jet departures. The utilization of Runway 27 for departures 
drops further as the wind speed criteria on Runway 32 is increased. 


3. However, the decreased usage of Runway 27 corresponds with other, less 
desirable changes in runway utilization at Logan. Restrictions on the use of 
Runway 32 would limit the number of aircraft using over-the-water routings to 
Runways 32 and 33. The proposed restriction also sacrifices potential relief to 
residents of communities impacted by the prevailing north/south runway 
configurations at Logan. 


4. Restricting the use of Runway 32 would reduce the ability of air traffic controllers 
to achieve the PRAS goals, including the annual runway use goals and the short- 
term goals designed to limit dwell and persistence of overflights impacting 
individual communities. 


5. A wind restriction on the use of Runway 32 would increase the number of people 
exposed to the highest noise levels above 70 DNL (compared to an unrestricted _ 
runway). However, the restriction would at the same time lower the population 
exposed to noise levels greater than 65 DNL. These impacts occur due to changes 
in runway utilization patterns that result from restricting the use of proposed 
Runway 14/32. 
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Appendix E 
Noise 


Letter from FAA Approving INM Modifications 
Letter to FAA Requesting INM Modifications 


Memorandum to FAA regarding Noise Screening Procedures 
for Certain Air Traffic Actions Above 3,000 feet 


2015 Noise Results 


Comparison of Noise Results for All Alternatives Excerpted from the 
Airside Project Draft ElS/Draft EIR/Cumulative Population Summaries 


Noise Metrics 
Logan 2015: Runway Use by INM Group after Delay Adjustments 
Logan 2015: Operations After Delay Adjustments 


School Day/Year Noise Contour 
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U.S. Department 800 Independence Ave., S.W. 
of Transportation Washington, D.C. 20591 
Federal Aviation 

Administration 


Mr. Ken Eldred 

Ken Eldred Engineering 
Meadow Cove 

P.O. Box 501 

East Boothbay, ME 04544 


Dear Ken: 


This is in response to your letter dated March 14, requesting approval to modify the Integrated Noise Model (INM) 
5.0 aircraft profiles for use in the Massport Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) and Report (EIR). These modifications will improve the agreement between H-;M results and 
measured noise data obtained from the Boston Logan International Airport (BOS) permanent noise monitoring 
system. 


You are hereby authorized to modify aircraft takeoff profiles by adjusting thrust values at the start of the takeoff roll 
point and at the liftoff point to increase the SEL during ground roll by 6 dB. You are also authorized to modify 
aircraft landing profiles by adjusting thrust values at the 1,000 foot altitude point and at the touchdown point to 
increase the SEL during the final phase of landing by 4 dB. These changes are warranted given the differences due to 
excess ground attenuation over water at BOS versus what is modeled in INM over grass covered ground. 
Additionally, the modifications are warranted because the comparisons were made using the large amount of data 
obtained from the BOS permanent noise monitoring system. 


Please understand that this approval applies only to the modification of takeoff profiles at ground roll and of 
approach profiles during final phase of landing as part of this BOS EIS and EIR. Any additional projects or 
non-standard JNM input for BOS will require separate approval. If you have any questions or need additional 
assistance, please contact Donna Warren by phone at (202) 267-3571, by FAX at (202) 267-5594, or by EMAIL at 
donna-warffen @ mail.hq.faa.gov. 


Sincerely, 
Jake A. Plante 
Manager, Analysis and Evaluation 


Branch, AEE-120 
Office of Environment and Energy 


M\LD\O6599\ 


en 
Idred 
gineering TELEPHONE and FAX 207 633-6414 


MEADOW COVE BOX 501 EAST BOOTHBAY e MAINE 04544 * USA 


March 14, 1996 


Mr. John M. Gulding 

Office of Environment and Energy 
FAA-AEE-120 

Federal Aviation Administration 
800 Independence Ave, SW 
Washington, DC 20591 


Subject: Request to Modify Profiles in E'~M 5.0 to Improve Agreement Between INM 
Calculated and Measured Values of DNL at Boston Logan International Airport 
for Use in the Massport Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project EIS/EIR 


Dear Mr. Gulding, 


This letter contains a request to the FAA to approve adjustments to the Prof pts.dbf data base in the FAA Integrated 
Noise Model (INM) Version 5.0 to adjust part of the differences between the measured and calculated values of 
Day-night Sound Level (DNL) at locations that are close to Logan International Airport. The measurements were 
made by the permanent noise monitoring system at the airport, and the calculations were made by various versions of 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) -Integrated Noise Model (INM). Differences of 4 to 9 Decibels (0) were 
observed at several of the noise monitoring stations, with the calculated values lower than the measured values in all 
but one site. 


The adjusted INM calculations are to be used in the noise analysis of the Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project. This project will evaluate the impacts of a series of runway, taxiway and administrative improvements which 
are directed at reducing current and future congestion and delay conditions at Logan. These analyses will be 
published in a Federal Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) which will be issued jointly with a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared pursuant to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act. 


Since 1981 the noise contours at Logan have been calculated with the INM Version 3.9. In the intervening years the 
INM database has been upgraded three times from database # 9 to 11 and to INM 5.0. The current database contains 
data on 103 airplanes, 23 more than in database 9, and include many new models that are needed for the analysis of 
airport noise in future years. The basic computer program has also been upgraded and the newest version 5.0 became 
available in mid 1995. Version 5.0 is significantly enhanced in its capabilities over Version 3.9, particularly with 
respect to 
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the variety of output data available and its graphics. Because Version 5.0, with its database, is the most appropriate 
available airport noise model for predicting airport noise in future years, it is proposed to be used in the Airside 
Improvements Planning Project. 


Because of the prior history of differences between calculated and measured values of DNL at close-in locations, an 
analysis was undertaken of the measured and calculated results for 1993 operations at Logan. The purpose of the 
analysis was to ascertain the magnitudes and possible causes for the differences, and examining the improvements 
that could be obtained by adjusting the INM. Table I contains the comparison of 1993 measured DNL values at the 
sound monitoring stations which are located close to Logan with values calculated by both INM Versions 3.9 and 
5.0.. This table shows that both MM versions calculate DNL values that are generally lower than the measured 
values. The possible reasons for these differences become more evident when the results are grouped by the 
estimated probable most significant contributor to the DNL value, ie. "airborne takeoffs", "airborne landings", 
"ground roll during takeoffs" and "all". 


The results at these 10 close-in noise monitoring sites show that the INM 3.9 DNL values average 0.2 dB high for 
“airborne takeoffs", 4.1 dB low for "airborne landings", 7.1 dB low for "ground roll during takeoffs" and 4.6 dB low 
for "all". The averages for Version 5.0 are similar in magnitude at these locations. The largest difference is associated 
with noise during the ground-roll segment of takeoff, and the next larger difference is associated with landing noise. 
The values for "airborne takeoff’ are in agreement as would be expected, for this is the condition for which most of 
the INM validations have been made. 


The underprediction of the noise during the ground roll segment of aircraft takeoffs appears to result from the 
algorithms in the R~M that calculate the noise during ground roll and the excess attenuation experienced by sound 
propagating over the ground.. The ground roll algorithms provide a reduction in the sound levels behind the aircraft, 
which appears to overstate the observed reductions at distances greater than 1000 feet. The excess ground attenuation 
algorithm provides values of attenuation that range from 0 dB at 0 distance up to about 14 dB at distances of 3000 
feet or greater. These values of attenuation are in addition to those provided by inverse square loss and air absorption, 


Because Logan has water between its runways and most of its closest neighbors, its conditions differ from those of 
grasscovered ground for which the INM excess ground attenuation was derived. The water does not have the ability 
to absorb sound as does grass. In addition, the cold temperature of the water probably stabilizes the thermal gradients 
so that the sound propagating parallel to the ground is not refracted upwards by the daytime sun as it is over ground. 
Finally, because aircraft generally take off into the wind, the nearest neighbors at Logan are rarely located upwind of 
an aircraft taking off on the nearest runway. Consequently, the noise that they hear from the ground roll takeoff 
segment is not often refracted upwards by wind gradients, affecting both the directivity pattern at distance. and the 
excess ground attenuation. For all of these reasons it would be expected that the INM prediction of noise from 
ground roll is lower than the values experienced by the nearest residents at Logan. 


MALD\06599\ 2 


KEE 


At the two sites identified with "landing" noise the INM computed sound exposure levels for several individual 
representative aircraft appeared to be lower than data that were obtained for individual flights from the sound monitoring 
system. This may result from thrust variation during approach and the use of more thrust during the final stage of landing 
than that contained in the standard profiles in the RW database. 


During 1994 we developed an adjustment to R*4M 3.9 to adjust for part of the underprediction of noise from takeoff 
ground-roll. This adjustment was used in calculating the forecast 1999 DNL 65 dB noise contour for the Home 
Sound Insulation Program. The adjustment consisted of a change in the algorithm for excess ground attenuation 
which delayed the full effect of the attenuation until a greater distance from the aircraft. In this analysis adjustments 
were developed for both takeoff round-roll and arrival profiles to be used with INM 5.0. The proposed takeoff 
ground-roll adjustment is an addition of 6 decibels to the noise from the airplane during ground-roll. The proposed 
arrival adjustment is an addition of 4 db to the noise from each type of jet airplane during the last stage of approach. 
Both adjustments are implemented in the profile points database input to INM 5.0 by increasing the thrust in the 
region of interest so that the model calculates an appropriately higher value of SEL during that part of the profile. 
Comparisons of the SEL values at selected locations for a variety of jet aircraft types are presented in Attachment A. 


Table 2 contains the data from Table I with the addition of the results calculated from adjustments to the two INM 
versions. The adjustment to INM 5.0 profiles reduced the average difference between measured and calculated DNL 
to 2.2 dB, slightly better than resulted from the adjustment to R,TM 3.9. The landing adjustment to INM 5.0 profiles 
reduced the average difference to 2.3 dB compared to the 4.3 dB for the adjusted R4M 3.9, and the takeoff 
ground-roll adjustment reduced the average difference to 3.5 dB compared to 3.6 dB for the adjusted RTM 3.9. These 
adjusted values represent a clear improvement over the unadjusted values in their ability to match the measured 
values. 


These results demonstrate that the noise at close in locations calculated with the adjusted profiles in the INM 5.0 
model agrees more closely with the measured values then does the noise calculated with the standard profiles in the 
MM 5.0 model. Therefore, we request that the adjusted profiles for the INM 5.0 model be approved for use in the for 
the environmental studies of noise for the Airside Improvements Planning Project at Logan International Airport. 


Sincerely, 


Kenneth McK. Eldred 
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Attachment A: 
Comparisons of Takeoff and Landing Noise for Typical Jet Aircraft 


The changes to the profiles in the INM 5.0 Database involved increasing the thrust at specific profile points in the 
PROF_PTS.DBF file so that the SEL computed from the appropriate noise table would be calculated at a higher 
value. This procedure was applied to the 48 INM jet aircraft that are expected to be used in the Boston Logan 
International Airside Study. 


The takeoff profiles were modified to increase the SEL during ground roll by 6 dB at two profile points. They are the 
start of takeoff roll and the liftoff points, both at zero altitude. An additional point was inserted into the takeoff 
profile at 100 feet altitude with the standard database value to assure that any changes to the noise would be 
terminated by 100 foot altitude. The required standard values of thrust, speed and distance from start of roll for the 
100 foot altitude point were derived from the database by interpolation between the 0 and 1000 foot datapoints. The 
approach profiles were modified to increase the SEL during the final phase of landing by 4 dB at two profile points. 
They are the 1000 foot altitude point and the touchdown point. at zero altitude. The change in thrust at each profile 
point was calculated by interpolation in the Thrust-SEL database table for each aircraft and stage length using a 1000 
foot slant distance. 


Table Al summarizes the changes along a 1000 foot sideline and the centerline for a 727EM1 aircraft. during takeoff 
and landing. The 727EM1 with Stage Length I has a takeoff roll of 4513 feet and climbs through a 100 foot altitude 
at 5014 feet from the start of its takeoff roll. Table AIA shows that its noise is 6 dB greater while the aircraft is on the 
runway (the 0 and 0-5 NM points) and is only 1.4 dB greater at I NM from the start. This 1.4 dB increase over the 
standard probably results from the addition of the noise from the takeoff roll profile segments. At greater distances, 1. 
5 NM from the start of takeoff roll and beyond, the adjustment has no effect. The differences are slightly different 
along the centerline because the 6 dB increase was calculated for a 1000 foot slant distance and the relationship 
between SEL and thrust varies with slant distance. 


Table A1B gives a similar comparison for landing of the 727EM1 aircraft. The standard profile descends through a 
1000 foot altitude at about 3 NM from the landing threshold. The noise for standard and adjusted computations is the 
same at distances greater than 4 NM . Between 4 and 3 NM from threshold the SEL difference increases to 3.1 dB 
and averages out 4 dB from 2.5 NM to the threshold at 0 NM. The results along the centerline are essentially similar. 


Table A2 gives a comparison of takeoff noise for both the 1000 foot sideline and the centerline for several aircraft 
types and for Stage Length 1. The results are given for 4 grid points which cover the first 1.5 NM from the start of 
takeoff roll. The SEL differences along the foot sideline are essentially 6 dB, as planned. Most of the values.at 0.5 
NM approach 6 dB, except for a few aircraft which have climbed to over 100 feet by the 0.5 NM location. By 1.0 
NM from the start of takeoff roll most of the aircraft are above 100 feet and the differences in SEL are approaching 
zero. At 1.5 NM all of the 


M\LD\O6599\ 4 


KEE 


differences are essentially zero. The blank entries in the runway centerline data result from the fact that the 
cumulative contributions of these aircraft to the total noise exposure was less than 3 %. 


Table A3 gives a similar comparison for 5 points in the last 2 NM to the landing threshold. The results along the 
1000 foot sideline are close to the planned 4 dB. The average difference along the centerline are slightly lower and 


more variable. This increase in variability probably results from the differences in the slopes of the SEL-Thrust- 
Distance relationships for the different engine noise characteristics. 
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TABLE A1A 


COMPARISON OF TAKEOFF NOISE FOR STAGE LENGTH 1 727EM1 AIRCRAFT ALONG THE RUNWAY CENTERLINE 
AND ALONG A 1000 FOOT SIDELINE AT 0.5 NM INTERVALS FROM START OF THE TAKEOF TAKEOFF ROLL 
CALCULATED WITH BOTH STANDARD AND ADJUSTED INM 5.0 PROFILES 


Distance 1000 Feet Sideline Runway Centerline 

In NM from Standard Adjusted Difference Standard Adjusted Difference 

Start SEL in dB SEL in dB in dB SEL in dB SEL in dB in dB 
0.0 108.4 114.4 6.0 151.2 157.0 5.8 
0.5 102.8 108.8 6.0 145.4 151.2 5.8 
1.0 103.4 104.8 1.4 136.5 142.2 5.7 
1.5 105.7 105.6 -0.1 112.9 112.9 0.0 
2.0 104.6 104.6 0.0 108.4 108.4 0.0 
2.5 103.3 103.3 0.0 105.9 105.9 0.0 
3.0 101.7 101.7 0.0 103.8 103.8 0.0 
3.5 99.7 99.7 0.0 101.3 101.3 0.0 
4.0 97.8 97.8 0.0 99.0 99.0 0.0 
4.5 96.4 96.4 0.0 97.3 97.3 0.0 
5.0 95.2 95.2 0.0 95.9 95.9 0.0 
5.5 94.1 94.1 0.0 94.7 94.7 0.0 
6.0 93.1 93.1 0.0 93.6 93.6 0.0 
6.5 92.3 92.3 0.0 92.8 92.8 0.0 
7.0 91.5 91.5 0.0 91.9 91.9 0.0 
75 90.8 90.8 0.0 91.2 91.2 0.0 
8.0 90.0 90.0 0.0 90.4 90.4 0.0 
8.5 89.3 89.3 0.0 89.6 89.6 0.0 
9.0 88.5 88.5 0.0 88.8 88.8 0.0 
9.5 87.8 87.8 0.0 88.1 88.1 0.0 

10.0 87.1 87.1 0.0 87.4 87.4 
TABLE A1B 


COMPARISON OF APPROACH NOISE FOR AN 727EMI AIRCRAFT ALONG THE RUNWAY CENTERLINE AND ALONG A 
1000 FOOT SIDELINE AT 0.5 NM INTERVALS FROM THE RUNWAY LANDING THRESHOLD CALCULATED WITH BOTH 
STANDARD AND ADJUSTED INM 5.0 PROFILES 


Distance 1000 Feet Sideline Runway Centerline 
In NM from Standard Adjusted Difference Standard Adjusted Difference 
Threshold SEL in dB SEL in dB in dB SEL in dB SEL in dB in dB 
-10.0 72.1 72.1 0.0 72.6 72.6 0.0 
-9.5 72.9 72.9 0.0 73.4 73.4 . 0.0 
-9.0 73.6 73.6 0.0 74.2 74.2 0.0 
-8.5 74.4 74.4 0.0 76.1 76.1 0.0 
-8.0 75.4 75.4 0.0 77.0 77.0 0.0 
-7.5 76.2 76.2 0.0 78.2 78.2 - 0.0 
-7.0 77.3 77.3 0.0 79.2 79.2 0.0 
-6.5 78.2 78.2 0.0 80.3 80.3 0.0 
-6.0 79.2 79.2 0.0 81.4 81.5 0.1 
-5.5 80.2 80.2 0.0 82.6 82.6 0.0 
-5.0 81.2 81.2 0.0 84.0 84.0 0.0 
-4.5 82.2 82.2 0.0 85.3 86.1 0.8 
-4.0 83.1 83.9 0.8 86.8 88.3 1.5 
-3.5 83.9 85.5 1.6 88.4 91.6 3.2 
-3.0 84.9' 88.0 3~ 1 89.8 93.6 3.8 
-2-5 85.3 89.2 3.9 91.5 95.3 3.8 
-2.0 85.7 89.6 3.9 93.4 97.3 3.9 
-1.5 85.9 89.9 4~O 95.8 99.8 4.0 
-1.0 85.8 89.8 4.0 99.5 103.6 44 
-0.5 84.9 89.0 44 105.7 109.9 4.2 


0.0 82.1 85.8 3.7 87.4 87.4 0.0 
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COMPARISON OF TAKEOFF NOISE FOR STAGE LENGTH 1 AIRCRAFT ALONG THE RUNWAY CENTERLINE AND ALONG A 1000 FOOT SIDELINE 
AT 0.5 NM INTERVALS FROM START OF THE TAKEOFF ROLL FOR SEVERAL AIRCRAFT CALCULATED WITH BOTH STANDARD AND ADJUSTED 


INM 5.0 PROFILES 


Distance 


In NM from 
Start 
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Aircraft 
Type 


727EMI 
727EM2 
727015 
727Q7 
727Q9 
737400 
737D17 
7370NH 
74720B 
747400 
767300 
767CF6 
767J5T9 
A300 
A310 
DC1010 
DC1030 
DC1040 
DC870 
DC8QN 
DC930H 
DC950 
DC907 
DC9Q9 
F10065 
F28MK2 
F28MK4 
L1011 
L10115 
M011GE 
MD11PW 
MD81 
MD82 
MD83 


727EMI 
727EM2 
727Q 15 
727Q7 
72709 
737D17 
7370NH 
74720B 
747400 
767300 
767CF6 
A300 
A310 
DC1010 
DC1030 
DC 1040 
DC870 
DC8QN 
DC930H 
OC950 
DC9Q7 
Ocsog 
F28MK2 
F28MK4 


Standard 
SEL in dB 


1000 Feet Sideline 
Adjusted 
SEL in dB 


108.40 
111.80 
118.20 
113.70 
115.20 
102.60 
117.80 
108.20 
113.20 
108.70 
109.10 
103.70 
103.20 
103.70 
103.60 
104.10 
107.20 
105.60 
105.50 
114.40 
106.80 
116.00 
109.30 
111.20 
103.20 
114.10 
110.40 
105.80 
107.30 
104.70 
104.00 
104.30 
105.80 
106.90 


102.00 
106.30 
111.90 
106.30 
109.40 
109.00 
99.90 
104.70 
100.60 
98.00 
95.20 
95.90 
97.40 
97.10 
99.60 
100.30 
96.60 
107.40 
100.40 
109.30 
102.60 
104.60 
104.80 
101.80 


Difference 
in dB 


Standard 
SEL in dB 


145.20 
148.50 
153.00 
148.70 
150.00- 


152.80 
145.10 
149.10 
143.50 
141.50 


138.80 
142.60 
146.40 
141.30 
143.80 
144.10 
137.10 
140.30 
135.60 


134.60 
136.20 
136.10 
132.40 
142.10 
138.10 
144.30 


139.80 
140.90 
138.30 


Runway Centerline 


Adjusted 
SEL in dB 


151.00 
154.40 
158.80 
154.50 
155.80 


158.60 
148.80 
155.30 
148.60 
146.20 


144.60 
148.40 
152.00 
147.10 
149.80 
149.90 
142.90 
146.50 
140.60 


138.90 
141.00 
141.60 
137.90 
147.70 
141.60 
150.10 


145.60 
147.10 
145.00 


Difference 
in dB 


TABLE A2 CONTINUED 
Distance Aircraft 
In NM from Type 
Start 
0.5 L1011 
0.5 L10115 
0.5 MD11GE 
0.5 MD1 1 PW 
0.5 MD81 
0.5 MD82 
0.5 MD83 
1.0 727EMI 
1.0 727EM2 
1.0 727015 
1.0 727Q7 
1.0 727Q9 
1.0 737D17 
1.0 737QNH 
1.0 74720B 
1.0 747400 
1.0, 767300 
1.0 767CF6 
1.0 767JT9 
1.0 A300 
1.0 A310 
1.0 A320 
1.0 DC1010 
1.0 DC1030 
1.0 DC1040 
1.0 DC870 
1.0 DC8QN 
1.0 DC930H 
1.0 DC950 
1.0 DC9Q7 
1.0 DC9Q9 
1.0 F28MK2 
1.0 F28MK4 
1.0 L1011 
1.0 L10115 
1.0 LEAR35 
1.0 MD11GE 
1.0 MD11PW 
1.0 MD81 
1.0 MD82 
1.0 MD83 
15 727EMI 
1.5 727EM2 
1.5 727Q15 
1.5 727Q7 
1.5 72709 
1.5 7371317 
1.5 737QNH 
15 74720B 
15 747400 
1.5 767300 
1.5 767CF6 
1.5 A300 
1.5 A310 
1.5 DC1010 
1.5 DC1030 
1.5 DC1040 
1.5 DC870 
1.5 DC80N 
1.5 DC930H 
1.5 DC950 
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Standard 
SEL in dB 


94.30 
94.70 
91.40 
90.50 
91.40 
92.50 
93.90 


99.4 
99.7 
104.9 
103.3 
99.2 
109.3 
100.2 
103.5 


1000 Feet Sideline 


Adjusted 
SEL in dB 


100.30 
100.70 
97.30 
96.50 
97.30 
98.30 
99.80 


102.0 
100.6 
105.8 
103.2 
104.4 
109.2 
100.1 
103.4 
98.8 
99.3 
95.1 
94.9 


Difference 
in dB 


Standard 
SEL in dB 


136.50 
137.20 
132.70 
132.70 
132.10 
133.20 
134.60 


112.0 
119.4 
122.7 
114.2 
128.3 
114.5 


110.3 


115.9 


111.9 


110.8 


104.4 
109.3 
114.0 
107.9 
112.4 
110.2 
100.8 
104.9 
100.6 

97.9 

96.5 


99.6 
100.0 
101.3 

97.4 
109.0 
103.0 
111.2 


Runway Centerline 
Adjusted 
SEL in dB 


141.30 
142.00 
138.50 
138.50 
138.20 
139.30 
140.70 


112.0 
119.5 
122.8 
114.0 
133.5 
114.5 


110.3 


115.9 


111.9 


110.8 


104.4 
109.3 
114.0 
107.9 
112.4 
110.2 
100.8 
104.9 
100.6 

97.9 

96.5 


99.6 
100.0 
101.4 

97.4 
109.0 
103.0 
111.2 
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Difference 
in dB 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


TABLE A2 CONTINUED 


Distance 
In NM from 
Start 
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Aircraft 
Type 


DC9Q7 
DC9Q9 
F28MK2 
F28MK4 
L1011 
L10115 
LEAR35 
MD11GE 
MD11PW 
MD81 
M082 
M083 


Standard 
SEL in dB 


98.8 
103.7 
103.5 
100.5 

96.9 

97.6 

94.1 

95.1 

94.1 

95.8 

96.7 

97.8 


1000 Feet Sideline 


Adjusted 
SEL in dB 


98.7 
103.7 
103.5 
100.5 

96.9 

97.6 

94.0 

95.1 

94.1 

95.8 

96.7 

97.8 


Difference 


in dB 


Standard 
SEL in dB 


100.5 
107.1 
105.9 
103.1 
101.4 
100.9 
97.6 
97.8 
97.2 
98.9 
99.5 
100.8 


Runway Centerline 
Adjusted 
SEL in dB 


100.4 
107.1 
105.9 
103.1 
101.4 
100.9 
97.6 
97.8 
97.2 
98.9 
99.4 
100.8 


KEE 


Difference 


in dB 


KEE 


TABLE A3 

COMPARISON OF APPROACH NOISE FOR AIRCRAFT ALONG THE RUNWAY CENTERLINE AND ALONG A 1000 FOOT SIDELINE AT 0.5 NM INTERVALS 
FROM 2 NM OUT FROM THE LANDING THRESHOLD FOR SEVERAL AIRCRAFT CALCULATED WITH BOTH STANDARD AND ADJUSTED INM 5.0 
PROFILES 


Distance Aircraft 1000 Feet Sideline Runway Centerline 


In NM from Type Standard Adjusted Difference Standard Adjusted Difference 
Threshold SEL in dB SEL in dB in dB SEL in dB SEL in dB in dB 
-2.0 727EM1 85.7 89.6 3.9 91.5 95.3 3.8 
-2.0 727EM2 86.5 90.5 4.0 91.8 96.1 4.3 
-2.0 727015 87.8 91.9 41 92.8 96.9 4.1 
-2.0 72707 87.5 91.5 4.0 92.5 96.5 4.0 
-2.0 72709 87.9 91.8 3.9 92.9 96.8 3.9 
-2.0 737300 63.2 87.3 44 88.7 92.2 3.5 
-2.0 7373B2 93.2 87.3 41 88.7 92.2 3.5 
"-2.0 737400 83.4 87.5 41 88.8 92.4 3.6 
-2.0 7375W 83.3 87.4 4.1 88.7 92.2 3.5 
-2.0 737D17 84.2 88.1 3.9 89.2 93.1 3.9 
-2.0 737QN 83.8 87.3 3.5 88.8 92.4 3.6 
-2.0 767300 86.4 90.7 4.3 92.0 95.6 3.6 
-2.0 767CF6 85.7 90.0 4.3 91.3 94.9 3.6 
-2.0 767JT9 85.8 90.0 4.2 91.3 94.9 3.6 
-2.0 A300 85.3 89.8 4.5 91.4 95.3 3.9 
-2.0 A310 84.9 89.0 44 91.0 94.6 3.6 
-2.0 BAE146 82.1 86.1 4.0 87.4 91.3 3.9 
-2.0 BAE300 82.0 85.6 3.6 87.3 90.9 3.6 
-2.0 DC1010 86.0 89.9 3.9 92.2 95.9 3.7 
-2.0 DC1030 86.2 90.0 3.8 92.4 95.9 3.5 
-2.0 OcCI040 85.4 89.0 3.6 91.6 95.0 3.4 
-2.0 DC870 84.8 88.8 4.0 90.0 93.9 3.9 
-2.0 DC930H 83.8 93.5 9.7 89.3 93.2 3.9 
-2.0 DC950 84.9 88.9 4.0 89.9 93.9 4.0 
-2.0 DC907 83.5 87.4 3.9 88.5 92.4 3.9 
-2.0 DC909 84.5 88.5 4.0 89.5 93.5 4iO. 
-2.0 F10062 81.1 85.2 4A 86.3 90.3 4.0 
-2.0 F28MK2 87.5 91.7 4.2 92.7 96.5 3.8 
-2.0 F28MK4 87.4 91.4 4.0 92.5 96.2 3.7 
2.0 L1011 88.1 92.0 3.9 94.2 97.9 3.7 
-2.0 L10115 88.3 91.9 3.6 94.4 97.8 3.4 
-2.0 MD83 81.5 85.2 3.7 86.2 90.2 4.0 
“1.5 727EM2 85.9 89.9 4.0 93.4 97.3 3.9 
“1.5 727015 86.7 90.8 41 93.7 98.0 4.3 
“1.5 72707 87.9 92.0 41 94.5 98.6 41 
“1.5 72709 87.6 91.7 41 94.2 98.3 41 
15 737300 88.0 92.0 4.0 94.6 98.5 3.9 
“1.5 737382 83.4 87.5 4.1 90.6 93.9 3.3 
“1.5 737400. 83.4 87.5 44 90.6 93.9 3.3 
“1.5 737500 83.5 87.6 44 90.7 94.0 3.3 
“1.5 737DI7 83.4 87.5 41 90.6 93.9 3.3 
1.5 7370N 84.3 88.3 4.0 90.9 94.8 3.9 
“1.5 74720B 83.9 87.5 3.6 90.5 94.1 3.6 
“1.5 747400 92.0 96.1 41 99.2 103.0 3.8 
1.5 757PW 90.6 94.6 4.0 98.2 101.7 3.5 
“1.5 757RR 84.0 86.8 2.8 91.2 94.0 2.8 
“1.5 767300 82.4 88.2 5.8 89.4 94.8 5.4 
-1.5 767CF6 86.7 90.9 4.2 93.8 97.2 3.4 
“1.5 767JT9 86.0 90.1 4.1 93.1 96.5 3.4 
“1.5 A300 86.0 90.2 4.2 93.2 96.6 3.4 
“1.5 A310 85.6 90.0 4.4 93.5 97.3 3.8 
“1.5 BAE146 85.2 89.2 4.0 93.1 96.6 3.5 
15 BAE300 82.3 86.3 4.0 89.1 92.7 3.6 
“1.5 DC1010 82.2 85.8 3.6 94.5 98.0 3.5 
“1.5 DC1030 86.2 90.2 4.0 94.6 98.1 3.5 
“1.5 DC1040 85.6 a9.3 3.7 93.9 97.2 3.3 
15 DC870 84.9 88.9 4.0 91.8 95.7 3.9 
“1.5 DC8QN 89.6 93.7 41 98.0 101.0 3.0 
“1.5 DC930H 84.0 87.9 3.9 91.1 95.1 4.0 
15 DC950 85.0 89.0 4.0 91.6 95.6 4.0 
15 DC9Q7 63.6 87.6 4.0 90.2 94.2 4.0 
“1.5 DCg909 84.6 88.6 4.0 91.2 95.2 4.0 
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TABLE A3 CONTINUED 


Distance 
In NM from 
Threshold 


FPL gp aL SP EeePC OP Qe POP Pg Ror om oe Na 
CREO RORORORORORORORORURUROROROROROROROROROMORORO ROR MoRoNoRoRo No Ro Ro Ro Ro RoR No Ro No Ro Ro Ro Ro Ro No Ro Ro Ro Ro Ro Ro Ro Ro Ro Ro Ro RE Rk 


Ce Se Pe 
par re es ee Cee es res re ee er 


‘ 
Fle ag aie ure ar ues i nC Cu irene CC Cue i Cpe Cu Cu Ces re ares Cr 


M\LD\06599\ 


Aircraft 
Type 


F 10062 
F28MK2 
F28MK4 
L1011 
L10115 
MD83 
727EM1 
727EM2 
727015 
727Q7 
72709 
737300 
7373132 
737400 
7375W 
737D17 
737QN 
74720B 
747400 
767300 
767CF6 
767J5TS 
A300 
A310 
BAE146 
ELAE300 
DC1010 
D01030 
DC1040 
DC870 
DC8QN 
DC930H 
DC950 
DC9Q7 
DC9Q9 
F10062 
F28MK2 
F28MK4 
L1011 
L10115 
727EMI 
727EM2 
727Q15 
727Q7 
727Q9 
737300 
7373132 
737400 
737500 
7371317 
737QN 
74720B 
747400 
767300 
767CF6 
767J5TS 
A300 
A310 
BAE146 
BAE300 
DC1010 
DC1030 
DC1040 
DC870 
DC8QN 
DC930H 
DC950 


Standard 
SEL in dB 


81.2 
87.7 
87.6 
88.3 
88.5 
81.5 
85.8 
86.5 
87.7 
87.4 
87.8 
83.3 
83.3 
83.4 
83.3 
84.1 
93.7 
91.9 
90.5 
86.6 
85.9 
86.0 
85.5 
85.1 
82.1 
82.1 
86.2 
86.4 
85.6 
84.8 
89.6 
83.8 
84.8 
83.4 
84.4 
81.1 
87.5 
87.4 
88.2 
88.4 
84.9 
85.6 
86.8 
86.5 
86.9 
82.4 
82.4 
82.5 
82.4 
63.2 
$2.8 
91.0 
89.7 
85.8 
85.1 
85.1 
84.7 
84.3 
81.2 
81.2 
85.3 
85.6 
84.7 
83.9 
88.7 
83.0 
83.9 


1000 Feet Sideline 


Adjusted 
SEL in dB 


85.3 
91.8 
91.6 
92.3 
92.2 
85.6 
89.8 
90.7 
91.9 
91.5 
91.8 
87.3 
57.3 
87.5 
87.3 
88.1 
a7.3 
96.0 
94.5 
90.7 
90.0 
90.0 
89.9 
89.2 
86.1 
85.7 
90.1 
90.2 
89.2 
88.8 
93.6 
87.9 
88.9 
87.4 
88.5 
85.2 
91.6 
91.4 
92.2 
92.2 
89.0 
89.9 
91.0 
90.6 
90.9 
86.4 
86.4 
86.6 
86.4 
87.2 
86.4 
95.1 
93.7 
89.8 
89.1 
89.1 
89A 
88.3 
85.3 
84.8 
89.3 
89.3 
88.4 
87.9 
92.7 
87.0 
88.0 


Difference 
in dB 


41 
41 
4.0 
4.0 
3.7 
41 
4.0 
4.2 
4.2 
41 
4.0 
4.0 
4.0 
41 
4.0 
4.0 
3.6 
4A 
4.0 
41 
41 
4.0 
4.4 
41 
4.0 
3.6 


Standard 
SEL in dB 


88.0 
94.6 
94.2 
96.3 
96.5 
87.6 
95.8 
96.1 
96.7 
96.4 
96.8 
93.0 
93.0 
93.2 
93.1 
93.1 
92.7 
101.5 
100.8 
96.2 
95.5 
95.6 
96.2 
95.9 
91.4 
91.4 
97.3 
97.5 
96.8 
94.2 
100.9 
93.6 
93.8 
92.4 
93.4 
90.2 
97.1 
96.5 
99.1 
99.3 
99.5 
99.7 
99.7 
99.5 
99.8 
96.7 
96.7 
96.8 
96.8 
96.1 
95.8 
104.9 
104.7 
99.7 
99.0 
99.0 
100.2 
99.9 
94.6 
94.5 
101.5 
101.7 
101.0 
97.8 
105.1 
97.4 
96.9 


Runway Centerline 


Adjusted 
SEL in dB 


92.0 
98.2 
97.7 
99.9 
99.8 
91.7 
99.8 
100.6 
100.8 
100.5 
100.7 
96.1 
96.1 
96.2 
96.1 
97.1 
96.3 
105.3 
104.1 
99.3 
98.6 
98.7 
99.8 
99.2 
95.4 
95.0 
100.8 
100.8 
100.0 
98.0 
103.5 
97.6 
97.8 
96.4 
97.4 
94.1 
100.3 
99.8 
102.7 
102.6 
103.6 
104.3 
103.9 
103.6 
103.8 
99.3 
99.3 
99.4 
99.4 
100.2 
99.4 
108.7 
107.5 
102.1 
101.5 
101.6 
103.5 
102.9 
98.6 
98.2 
104.8 
104.8 
104.0 
101.6 
107.1 
101.3 
100.9 


KEE) 


Difference 


in dB 


4.0 
3.6 
3.5 
3.6 
3.3 
4A 
4.0 
45 
41 
4A 
3.9 
3.1 
3.1 
3.0 
3.0 
4.0 
3.6 
3.8 
3.3 
3.1 
3.1 
3.1 
3.6 
3.3 
4.0 


TABLE A3 CONTINUED 
Distance Aircraft 
In NM from Type 
Threshold 
“1.5 DC9Q7 
“1.5 DC9Q9 
1.5 F10062 
-1.5 F28MK2 
1.5 F28MK4 
“1.5 L1011 
1.5 L10115 
0.0 727EM1 
0.0 727EM2 
0.0 727015 
0.0 72707 
0.0 72709 
0.0 737300 
0.0 737382 
0.0 737400 
0.0 737500 
0.0 737017 
0.0 7370N 
0.0 74720B 
0.0 747400 
0.0 767300 
0.0 767CF6 
0.0 767J5T9 
0.0 A300 
0.0 A310 
0.0 BAE146 
0.0 BAE300 
0.0 DC1010 
0.0 DC1030 
0.0 DC1040 
0.0 DC870 
0.0 DC80N 
0.0 DC930H 
0.0 DC950 
0.0 DC9Q7 
0.0 DC9Q9 
0.0 F 10062 
0.0 F28MK2 
0.0 F2aMK4 
0.0 L1011 
0.0 L10115 
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Standard 
SEL in dB 


82.5 
83.5 
80.1 
86.5 
86.5 
87.3 
87.5 
82.1 
82.9 
84.0 
83.6 
83.9 
79.2 
79.2 
79.4 
79.2 
81.1 
80.4 
87.9 
86.4 
82.6 
81.9 
82.0 
81.7 
81.3 
78.1 
78.1 
82.3 
82.8 
82.0 
80.8 
85.9 
80.2 
81.5 
79.9 
80.8 
63.6 
83.5 
84.2 
84.5 
79.6 


1000 Feet Sideline 
Adjusted 
SEL in dB 


Difference 
in dB 


Standard 
SEL in dB 


95.5 
96.5 
93.3 
100.7 
99.9 
103.1 
103.3 
105.7 
106.0 
106.0 
105.7 
106.0 
163.0 
103.0 
103.1 
103.0 
102.4 
102.0 
111.2 
111.0 
106.0 
105.2 
105.3 
106.6 
106.2 
100.8 
100.8 
107.8 
108.0 
107.3 
104.1 
111.4 
103.7 
~103.1 
101.7 
IG2.7 
99.6 
106.9 
106.1 
109.4 
109.6 


Runway Centerline 
Adjusted 
SEL in dB 


99.5 
100.5 

97.3 
103.4 
103.0 
106.5 
106.5 
109.9 
110.6 
110.1 
109.9 
110.1 
105.6 
105.6 
105.7 
105.7 
106.5 
105.7 
115.0 
113.8 
108.4 
107.8 
107.8 
109.8 
109.2 
104.9 
104.5 
111.1 
111.1 
110.3 
107.9 
113.4 
107.6 
107.2 
105.8 
106.8 
103.6 
109.7 
109.2 
112.9 
112.8 


KEE 


Difference 
in dB 


Memorandum from FTA to the FAA Regarding Noise 
Screening Procedures 


MEMO 


To: Federal Aviation Administration, New England Region 

Attention: ANE-520.4, Terry Flieger, Airspace Branch 

From: Flight Transportation Associates, Inc 

Date: February 19, 1999 

Subject: Application of FAA Notice 7210.360 Noise Screening Procedure for Certain Air 


Traffic Actions Above 3,000' AGL to Proposed Runway 14/32 Operations 


1. Purpose: This memorandum provides information on potential increases in noise exposure 
above 3,000’ above ground level (AGL) due to future jet traffic on the proposed unidirectional 
Runway 14/32 at Boston's Logan International Airport. FAA Notice 7210.360 provides a method 
for the screening of air traffic changes that may result in increased aircraft noise exposure. The 
notice applies only to airports where 1) there are at least 1,500 large jet airplanes’ operations 

per year (either current or projected), 2) modifications represent a permanent or a planned test; 
3) changes concern arrival/departure routes or tracks, used by large airplanes, between 3,000 
and 7,000 feet AGL (arrivals) or 3,000 and 18,000 feet (departures) AGL.? 


2. Background: As part of the Logan Airside Improvements Program a new unidirectional Runway 14/32 is 
proposed. During the EIS process, thorough investigation of potential aircraft noise impacts below 3,000 feet AGL 
was conducted using the FAA Integrated Noise Model. To further evaluate potential noise impacts for jet operations 
above 3,000 feet AGL, FAA Notice 7210.360 may be applied. This FAA notice originates from Order 1050.1 D. 


a. FAA Order 1050.1 D, Policies and Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts, establishes policy 
and procedures and assigns responsibility for ensuring agency compliance with the environmental procedures set 
forth in the Council on Environmental Quality regulation for implementing the procedural provisions of the National 
Environmental Policy Act. Typically, the establishment of airways, jet routes or revised air traffic control procedures 
above 3,000 feet AGL are excluded from the requirement for an Environmental Assessment (EA). However, even in 
cases where changes will result in noise levels well below the standard criteria for a finding of a significant impact, 
changes may be considered controversial and thus should be further investigated. Order 1050.1 D provides that 
actions involving jet aircraft which may generate an increase in the average day/night sound level (DNL) of 5 decibels 
should be the subject of further analysis. Notice 7210.360 provides a means to assist decision makers as to whether 
changes normally excluded from the EA process should in fact be the subject of further 
investigation. 


1 
For purpose of this memo, the term "larger jet" refers only to jet aircraft of 75,000 Ibs or greater. 
FAA Notice 7210.360, page 2, FAA, 9/14/90 

3 
Ibid. 
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b. Logan Airside Improvements Project (LAIP). The ongoing efforts to improve Logan Airport efficiency and 
reduce congestion have included a number of recent projects. LAIP focuses on the airside features of Logan including 
runway and taxiway improvements. A key proposal involves the building of a new unidirectional Runway 14/32 on the 
southwestern edge of the airfield, near-parallel with Runway 15R/33L. The proposed runway is to be an "over water" 
operation with departures only in the 14 direction and arrivals only in the 32 direction. Primarily a regional services 
runway, it will be used most often by turboprop aircraft with jet traffic limited to those capable of operating on the 5,000 ft. 
runway. 


c. Because the application of N7210.360 involves the examination of large jet operations (over 75,000 Ibs.) the 
LAIP 2010 45 Million passenger, high-operations planning scenario (45MH) was selected for the screening analysis. Of 
all the forecast scenarios used in LAIP, the 45MH fleet contains the largest number of jet operations (all are Stage 3). It 
is a "worse case" scenario unlikely to actually occur. This projected fleet contains an average of 520 daily large jet 
arrivals and an equivalent number of departures. Of the arrivals, approximately 3 percent will use Runway 32 while 
approximately 1 percent will use Runway 14. All remaining large jet operations will use currently existing runways. For 
purposes of the N7210.360 screening, the "minimum number of average daily large jet operations" is used. This is 
determined by comparing 5 percent of the total number of Stage 3 operations with the "threshold operations" provided in 
the notice. 


d. New Jet Flight Tracks proposed for Runway 14/32 are shown in Figure 1. As part of LAIP, actual ARTS data 
was used to develop INM flight tracks for all operating directions at 
Logan. The INM tracks were 
assigned aircraft based on INM 
type. This allowed the segregation of 
jet tracks/operations from prop 
tracks/operations necessary for the 
screening. Only jet tracks are 
considered or shown in this analysis. 
The specific number and type of 
aircraft assigned to each track was 
based on actual operations and 
forecasts developed for LAIP. 


New jet tracks fora 
unidirectional Runway 14/32 were 
proposed based on safety, 
efficiency, minimal changes to 
existing airspace and procedures, 
and to avoid overflying of residential Figure | Runway 14/32 Jet Tracks 
areas. Track 32A1 coincides with the 
existing right downwind for 33L until 
merging with the final for Runway 32 below 3,000 feet. Tracks 32A2 and 14J1 are close enough 
to existing jet tracks such that no overflights of new areas are considered to occur (see 
Table 2). 
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3. Procedure: The application of FAA Notice 7210.360 involves a four-step screening process. Step 1 compares the 
minimum number of average daily large jet operations’ on each track with an altitude-based threshold number to 
determine whether further review is needed. Next, Step 2 considers the proximity of new or changed jet tracks/routes 
to existing tracks/routes. In Step 3, the change in operations (action versus no action) is translated into approximate 
decibel levels. For cases where changes or additions result in a 5 dB DNL or greater increase over the no change 
scenario, Step 4 is applied to determine whether the potential increase is significant based on the land use. If so, 
further investigation including an EA may be indicated. 


4. Step 1, Does the proposed action introduce noise exposure from large jet airplanes which may require further 
review of the noise impacts as defined in Table 1 of N7210.360? According to N7210.360, "The noise screening 
procedure for air traffic actions applies to new or modified arrival /departure procedures..." This indicates that only 
new or altered large jet tracks need be analyzed. The three new jet tracks proposed to serve Runway 14/32 are 
shown in Figure 1. No changes to existing jet tracks are proposed. 


a. In Table 1A, the application of Step 1 to the new jet tracks reveals that five percent of the Stage 3 aircraft 
that will operate on either Track 14J1 (Runway 14 jet departures) or Tracks A321 and 32A2 (Runway 32 arrivals) for 
each altitude do not exceed the threshold limits established by N7210.360. As a result, no further analysis is required. 
Two of the new tracks are completely over water and no significant noise increase will result from their use. Track 
32A1 is coincidental with the existing 33L right base pattern until below 3,000 feet where aircraft would transition to 
the Runway 32 final approach course. It is essentially an addition of traffic to an existing track and no significant 
increase in aircraft noise exposure will result as shown in Table 1 A. However, because changes in jet operations on 
other existing tracks may also result in changes in aircraft noise exposure, as in the case of Track 32A1, all jet tracks 
were analyzed for the LAIP build (Alternative 1A) and no-build (Alternative 4) cases. 


b. Due to the number and proximity of tracks used at Logan, all aircraft tracks used by large jets of 75,000 Ibs 
or more were identified and then organized into arrival and departure corridors. A total of 16 arrival and 13 departure 
corridors were defined (See Figures 2 - 5). Corridors were defined by grouping tracks by direction of flight. Typically, 
tracks within the same corridor were within 1 to 3 miles of each other. The minimum number of forecasted Stage 3 
operations were compared to N7210.360 established threshold levels. This time, however, a comparison of traffic 
levels within each unique corridor was made rather than on only the two new tracks. The average number of daily 
Stage 3 operations for each track were estimated using INIVI input files developed for the LAIP EIS/ER. These 
figures were added for each group of tracks within a common corridor. Since all of these operations are Stage 3 
aircraft, the effective number used for the screening procedure was taken as 5 percent of the total average daily 
operations for each corridor. The screening was completed for both LAIP Alternatives 1A and 4 (See Tables 1 B and 
1C). 


c. It was found that in most cases, existing flight corridors had fewer operations in the build than in the 
no-build alternative. The only exception to this involved departure operations to the southwest (corridor DSW, 
primarily from Runway 27), and arrivals from the northwest (corridor ANW, landing on 32/33L). Only the departure 
operations were found to be above the established threshold levels. This finding led to the need to continue with Step 
3 of the notice. 


4 . 4 
The minimum average number of daily large jet operations is estimated using 5 percent of the daily average number of Stage 3 operations. 
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Table M Analysis of New Tracks For Runway 14/32 
Application of Step 1, Table 1, FAA Notice 7210.360 
Alternative 1A (build) with 45MH fleet 


Departures 
Altitude (AGL 4,000 7,000 = 2.000 18,000 
7210.360 Threshold’ 


Trk 14J1- 5.0 % of 3 
Average Daily 

Runway 14 Stage III 
Departures 2 


ila hace et Eine ie ea ( 
7210.360 Threshold Pelee 455 


Trk 32A2: 5.0 % of 8 
Average Daily 
Runway 32 Stage III 
Arrivals 
Trk 32A1: 5.0 % of 
22 Average Daily 
Runway 32 Stage III 
Arrivals 
1 Represents the minimum number of daily operations by large airplanes required to increase noise levels by 5dB 
DNL or more. 
2 Average daily operations source: LAIP INIVI data files 


te 
Since the estimated number of 
daily operations on the 

affected tracks are less than 


the thresholds, no further 
analysis is required. 


ch 
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32A1/A3L1 


Figure 3 Jet Arrival Corridors (Build) 
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Figure 5 Jet Departure Corridors (Build) 
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Table 1B: Analysis of Flight Corridors 
Application of Step 1, Table 1, FAA Notice 7210.360 
Alternative 1A (build) with 45MH fleet 


Departures (5.0 % of Stage III Operations) 


7210.360 feo 
Threshold | i el 


18,000 


Departure Corridors 


1 


and further analysis (Steps 2, 3, 
and/or 4 of the N7210.360 
process) is necessary. 


Arrival Corridors 
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Table 1C: Analysis of Flight Corridors 
Application of Step 1, Table 1, FAA Notice 7210.360 
Alternative 4 (no-build) with 45MH fleet 


Departures (5.0 % of Stage III Operations) 
Altitude (AGL) 3,000 4,000 8,000 9,000 10,000 18,000 


is et 
| 


= 
o 
= 


~ 
fo) 


DNE1 


Departure Corridors 


DSE1 


DSE2 


Arrivals (5.0% of Stage II! Operations) 

Altitude (Feet : ‘ 
AGL) 

7210.360 
Threshold 


N 


> 
ro) 
[~] 
o 
Qa 
[o} 
fe} 
oO 
N 
fo} 
(=) 
o 


Shaded boxes indicate that the 
threshold has been exceeded and 
further analysis (Steps 2, 3, 
and/or 4 of the N7210.360 
process) is necessary 


Arrival Corridors 
[o} 


fo} 


> 

Zz 

= 
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5. Step 2, Does this action introduce large jet airplanes over residential areas which are not routinely 
exposed to noise from large jet airplanes as defined in Table 2 of N7210.3607? \n both the build an no-build 
scenarios, departure operations were found to exceed the established thresholds. As a result, Step 2 of the process was 
applied. This involved comparing the proximity of new tracks to existing tracks at various altitudes (See Table 2). Since 
all of the new jet tracks were found to be within the "no change lateral minima" of existing tracks, the answer to the 
above question was no. This finding required application of Step 3. 


Table 2: Analysis of New Tracks For 
Runway 14/32 

Application of Step 2, Table 2, FAA N7210.360 

No Change 


Aircraft Altitude (ft. AGL) 


Lateral Minima 
3,000 - 6,000 a ae 
6,000 - 12,000 een pee | 
above 12,000 


6. Step 3, In the case of a proposed action which only changes the aircraft altitudes andlor numbers of daily 
operations of large jet airplanes on an existing route or track will these changes result in a 5 decibel increase 
in aircraft noise as defined in Table 3 of N7210.360? Although Step 2 resulted in the finding that no additional 
residential areas would be subject to overflights by large jets, it is apparent that the introduction of Runway 14/32 would 
allow an increase in the number of operations on specific existing routes. Currently, jet operations using Runway 33L 
arrive from the northwest (down wind leg 33L) or from the southeast over water (straight-in approach). All jet departures 
to the east/southeast (Runways 9 and 15R) are over water. Given unidirectional operation, these are the same routes 
that would be used by Runway 14/32 operations. Step 3 examines the percentage change in the number of operations 
on existing routes between the action vs no action cases (build over no-build) to determine if an increase of 5 dB DNL or 
greater may result. The percentage change values were determined for each corridor and compared to the values given 
in the FAA notice (see Table 3). Table 3 in the FAA notice associates percentage increases or decreases in operations 
with a GB level. Nearly half of the percentage changes were decreases in the noise levels of existing corridors when 
compared to the No Build scenario. Of the increases, only one departure and three arrival corridors were identified. 
These included departures to the southwest (Corridor DSW, primarily departures from Runway 27), arrivals from 
northwest (Corridors 33RB and 33RD aircraft from the northwest arriving over water via a right-downwind to 32/33L), 
and arrivals from the southeast (32/33L arrivals over water). This finding required application of the fourth and final step 
in the N7210.360 screening process. 
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Table 3: Comparison of Operations Build vs No-Build by Corridors 
Application of Step 3, Table 3 FAA Notice 7210.360 (5.0 % of Stage III Operations by Corridor 


Departures 

Corridor No-Build Build 
DE 9 8 
DE2 9 8 
DE3 9 3 
DE4 18 11 
DN 0 2 
DNE1 3 3 
DNE2 3 3 
DNW 0 1 
IDS 0 0 
DSE1 0 1 
IDSE2 7 6 
DSW1 0 1 
Arrivals 

Corridor No-Build Build 
4RI3 9 8 
4RB2 0 0 
4RD 9 8 
AE 6 1 
AN 0 0 
ANE 3 

ANW 10 13 
AS 8 6 
ASW 0 0 
AW 


Shaded areas indicate possibly significant increases in noise levels and require application of 


Step 4 of the 7210.360 process. 
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v 


Operations 
Change 


Operations 
Change 


-10- 


-11% 
-11% 
-67% 
-39% 
100% 
0% 
0% 
100% 
0% 
100% 
-14% 


100% 


-11% 
0% 
-11% 
-83% 
0% 
-33% 
30% 
-25% 


0% 
0% 


Altitude Change 


0% 
0% 
xe) 
0% 
0% 
0%. 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 


0% 


Altitude Change 


0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 


0% 
0% 


Change in Noise 
Exposure 


Change in Noise 
Exposure 
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6. Step 4, Taking into account the type of residential community, will the noise from large jet airplanes result 
in a 5 decibel increase to the overall noise exposures as defined in Table 4 of N7210.360? Since increases in 
aircraft noise exposure of 5 dB DNL or more were discovered, Step 4 was applied. In addition to the baseline 
threshold levels provided in the FAA notice additional levels are provided for overflights given various land-use types. 
In Step 1 of the analysis, only thresholds for the baseline "Quiet Suburb" land use category was considered. The 
"Quiet Suburb" consists of residential communities where the primary land use is considered to be single family 
detached dwellings on large lots. Step 4 introduces additional categories including "Normal Suburb" which consists of 
single family detached dwellings on 1/4 to 1/3 acre lots; "Urban" and "Noisy Urban." No arrival operations exceeded 
the thresholds for the Quiet Suburb classification and so further analysis was not required. A few departure operations 
exceeded the Quiet Suburb threshold (see Table 4). Primarily departures to the southwest (the initial departure from 
runway 27) were involved. Since these tracks are over areas that may be defined as Urban or Noisy Urban, and 
operations did not exceed the thresholds for Normal Suburb areas, further action was not indicated. This final step 
concluded the N7210.360 screening process. 


Table 4: Analysis of Minimum Number of Daily Large Jet Departure Operations 
within the Affected Corridor 
Notice 7210.360 


| Step 4, Table 4, FAA 
Aircraft Altitude Jet Departures using Corridor Residential Community (see below) 
ft. AGL DSW 


10,000 
11,000 
12,000 


| 14000 | sf 
en ae ee ee 

A ee ee 
| Se ee ae 
aa ae ee ee 


> 500 


17,000 
18,000 


Multi-family dwellings (apartment buildings, row housing, etc.) 
Multi-family dwellings (high-rise apartments) near busy roads or industrial areas 
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7. Conclusion 
Application of FAA Notice 7210.36 to the Logan Airside Improvements, including unidirectional Runway 14/32, 


concludes that further noise review is not necessary based on the noise screening procedure for certain air traffic 
actions above 3,000 feet AGL. The 7210.360 checklist is attached to this memo. 
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Noise Screening Procedure for Certain Air Traffic Actions Above 3,000 lost AGL 
Checklist 


Application 


The screening procedure applies to new or modified arrival/departure procedures and new or modified airways which 
meet the following conditions: 


(Check appropriate boxes) 


+ Involves airports with more than 1,500 large jet airplane (greater than 75,000 Ibs.) operations per year, either 
current or projected whichever is MoOSt APPrOpriate.............ccccsecssccssecsseecsssscessscssssccesscssesessecesseseeacsuessauesssecuesness 


and 
+» Represents a permanent change or planned teSt..........cscccsscssessscssesseessecsesccsecseessesesessaceseeeseesecssecsuctesaueuesusesese 
and 
*» Concerns changes to departure routes or tracks, used by large jet airplanes, between 3,000 and 18,000 feet 
AGL/ 
or 


Changes to arrival routes or tracks, used by large jet airplanes, between 3,000 and 7,000 feet AGL....c..ccccccc00e- 


(If at lease 3 boxes have been checked, proceed to screening procedure.) 


Noise Screening Procedure 


STEP 1. Does the proposed action introduce noise exposure from large jet airplanes (>75,000 lbs.) which may require 
further review of the noise impacts as defined in Table 1 (see page 7)? 


(Check appropriate boxes) 


> If the estimated number of daily operations on the affected route are greater than the minimum, the answer is 
YES and proceed to STEP 2 to answer whether the proposed action introduces jet aircraft noise for the first 
time on a routine basis. 


> If the estimated number of daily operations on the affected route are less than the minimum, the answer is NO 
and further noise review is NOT necessary. Refer to FAA Order 1050.1D for guidance on the extraordinary 


FACLOLS 10 CONSIS I sate exces icc teucsssseaaeatapadieeeakcadoaacvatesteceterenanadervnctecbegda fete ets: GeauatscnSiatestonrescyarraticbisd ctedemqutee | 


STEP 2. Does this action introduce large jet airplanes over residential areas which are not routinely exposed to jet 
aircraft noise as defined in Table 2 (see page 8)? 


(Check appropriate boxes) 
+ If the location of any existing route or track is at least 3 n. mi. from the new route or track, the answer is YES 


and proceed to STEP 4 to determine the need for further ACtion............c::cccccssccsssssscssseeseseccesesascesecsucescsseceassuseese ] 


> If the new or moved route or track lies within the No Change lateral minimum of an existing route or track, the 
answer is NO and proceed to STEP 3 to determine whether the action will cause a 5 decibel increase in 
EXISTING AI CATE MOISE SXPOSULE x feech-gactst vacesasseians obs sas causes anaig os ets suitcases onsuadtubcadabs Ghetaulsnedeueatslaisia esi cadeeub dln 


> If the new or moved route or track lies outside the NO Change lateral minimum of an existing route, the answer 


is YES and proceed to STEP 4 to determine whether the action represents a 5 decibel increase in the overall 
WOISS OX OS US 5 acct aheatace lac age pha suttett esate. cpa 92 /od a8 kOe din sa om acdsbude Ge eeatece add ghazal phen eiindaceh rhs LC] 


M\LD\06599\ 


STEP 3. In the case of a proposed action which only changes the aircraft altitudes and/or numbers of daily operations of 
large jet airplanes on an existing route, will these changes result in a 5 decibel increase in aircraft noise 
exposure as defined in Table 3 (see page 9)? 


(Check appropriate boxes) 


> If the change in aircraft noise exposure is equal to or greater than 5 decibels, the answer is YES and proceed 
to STEP 4 to determine whether the change in aircraft noise exposure is also a 5 decibel increase in the 
OVE AIIIOISC SX POSUEG ance: wwidtatsaueathauchers Meee cetie eb audeealae Ses he cones deeubasigng tices ea cdid tat NG eso egal hac teas act nt Xx] 


> If the change in aircraft noise exposure is less than 5 dB, the answer is NO, and further noise review is NOT 
necessary. Refer to FAA Order 1050.1D for guidance on the extraordinary factors to Considef. ..........:cccececc00. | 


STEP 4. Taking into account the type of residential community, will the noise from large jet airplanes result in a5 
decibel increase in the overall noise exposure as defined in Table 4 (see page 10)? 
(Check appropriate boxes) 


> If the estimated number of daily operations on the affected route are greater than the minimum, the answer is 
YES, consult with the appropriate policy offices and the Regional Assistance Chief Counsel, and refer to FAA 
Order 1050.1D for guidance or additional procedures to use in considering the environmental consequences... [_] 


> If the estimated number of daily operations on the affected route are less than the minimum, the answer is NO 
and further noise review is NOT necessary. Refer to FAA Order 1050.1D for guidance on the extraordinary 
PACHORS 1O°COMSIGE sea c cach lcane™ aaah csacudeen adie vatectalene etiasaea cas caylee Waco) Mirela yy acne ed oo it ke Eat Xx 


Further Environmental Review 
STEP 4 was the last step of the noise screening procedure. In reaching this point, the screening procedure has 
established that the proposed action may cause at least a 5 decibel increase in the overall noise exposure. This 
information becomes one factor in the determination as to whether the action is likely to be highly controversial and 
therefore not eligible for a categorical exclusion. 


(Check appropriate boxes) 
> Refer to FAA Order 1050.1D for guidance on additional factors to consider and the procedure to follow ............ CL] 


Consult with the appropriate policy offices and the Regional Assistant Chief Counsel to determine the 
applicability of the pertinent sections of Order 1050.1D dealing with environmental assessments............s.c0c000.. im 


> If the screening procedure predicts a 5 decibel increase in the overall noise exposure, out the decision has 
been made not to do an environmental assessment, prepare supporting Record of Decision.........c.csssssssessseseees C] 
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2015 Noise Results 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


APPENDIX E -- NOISE 


Supplemental Results of 2015 High Regional 
Jet Fleet Analyses 


Tables E-1 through E-5 below provide data for each of the study alternatives 
examined as part of the analysis of the 2015 High Regional Jet Fleet. Except for the 
Time-Above-Threshold calculations, the tables duplicate the results for the No- 
Action and Preferred Alternatives (4 and 1A) that were presented in the body of the 
text but provide the additional information on Alternatives 1 and 2/3 for the first 
time here. In the case of the Time-Above calculations, results for ALL alternatives 
are reported here in the Appendix. 
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Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Table E.1 
INM-Computed Day-Night Sound Levels at Specific Points for 1998 and for All Study Alternatives -— 
2015 High Regional Jet Fleet 


1998 Alternative 4 Alternative 1A Alternative 1 | Alternatives 2/3 


Full Build Full Build With 
Noise Existing Without Peak Peak Period Other 
lonitor Location Fleet No Action Period Pricing Pricing Improvements 


Andrews Street, South End 
B & Bolton, South Boston 


wo} wm 


EG 
ala 
S | & 
ao | & 
a 
§9, 
—_ 
a 
© 
* 
Qa ila 
S | & 
> 


South Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 
Bayview & Grandview, Winthrop 


Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop 


~I 
= 
ip 
Lop} 
> 


7. 


Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 68.2 64.7 64.7 64.5 64.7 
7 Loring Road Near Court Road, Winthrop 76.1 75.9 73.5 
Morton & Amelia, Winthrop 67.5 | eso | 64.7 64.5 66.2 
Bayswater & Nancia, East Boston 72.4 73.0 715 71.2 73.1 
Q | Bayswater & Shawsheen, East Boston 66.3 
11 Don Orione, East Boston 62.2 | oa | 59.3 59.1 | wos | 
12 | East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 74.0 70.2 68.2 68.2 


13 | East Boston High School, East Boston 64.2 60.4 65.2 60.2 


Sumner near Lamson, East Boston 


= 


4 | Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 


4 
Admiral’s Hill, Chelsea 61.1 58.4 63.0 63.2 58.2 


an 


fo) 


Bradstreet Avenue & Sales, Revere 


72.8 


7 


[Sa] 
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Carey Circle, Revere 
23 | Myrtlebank/Hiltop, Dorchester 62.0 


24 | Cunningham Park, Milton 51.9 


na 
oo 
i) 
on 
Ned 
: 
a 
_ 
wo 


25 | Squaw Rock Park, Quincy 51.2 


26 =| Hull High School, Hull 58.1 


E Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston 
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Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Table E.2 
INM-Computed Nighttime Equivalent Sound Levels at Specific Points for All Study Alternatives - 
2015 High Regional Jet Fleet 


Alternative 4 Alternative 1A Alternative 1 Alternatives 2/3 
Full Build Full Build With 
Noise Without Peak Peak Period Other 
Monitor Location No Action Period Pricing Pricing Improvements 


7 


47.6 


55.0 


foo) 


oa 


9 57.4 
67.9 66.4 


60.1 58.6 


: 


ao 


7.6 57.2 


66.8 


Bayswater & Nancia, East Boston 66.2 64.4 
Bayswater & Shawsheen, East Boston 58.7 57.1 


(Sa) 
a 


3 52.0 


63.1 61.4 


o 
QQ 


3 58.2 
51.5 51.9 


53.3 53.3 


51.8 56.4 


64.3 


: 


48.4 46 
46.9 45.3 


42.4 


Se le 


48.3 
Hull High School, Hull 59.4 56.9 
Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston 44.0 47.6 
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Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Table E-3 


Comparison of Maximum Sound Levels (Lmax) for All Alternatives - 


2015 High Regional Jet Fleet 


Noise 
Monitor 


Location 
Andrews Street, South End 
B & Bolton, South Boston 


Alternative 1A 
Full Build Without 
Peak Period 
Pricing 


Alternative 4 


No Action 


Alternative 1 
Full Build With 
Peak Period 
Pricing 


Alternatives 2/3 


Other 
Improvements 


Bayview & Grandview, Winthrop 


Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop 


Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 


Morton & Amelia, Winthrop 


[Bayswater & Nancia, E. Boston 


10 | Bayswater & Shawsheen, East ee 90.1 = 

Don Orione, East Boston 83.8 | 

East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 85.8 _ 

97.0 

Sumner near Lamson, East Boston : 81.2 

Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston ae 82.3 823 823 

Admiral’s Hill, Chelsea 96.4 | 96.4 96.4 66-4 | 

| 16 ae Avenue & Sales, Revere 97.7 977 97.7 97.7 : 

17 | Carey Circle, Revere 87.1 | 87.1 87.4 87.1 : 

23 Myrtlebank/Hiltop, Dorchester 79.7 79,7 79.7 797 _| 

24 Cunningham Park, Milton i 758 758 758 758 i 

aa Rock Park, Quincy | 73.5 73.5 73.5 | 735 | | 

—2_fewtetrat owe | s_ | eee 
: 


E | Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston 
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Table E-4 

Calculated Time-Above-Threshold Values for a 24-Hour Period — 
2015 High Regional jet Fleet 

(Units are Minutes Per Day Above Specified Sound Levels) 


Alternative 4 Alternative 1A Alternative 1 Alternatives 2/3 
Full Build Without 
Noise Peak Period Full Build With Peak Other 
Monitor __Location No Action Pricing Period Pricing Improvements 
85dB  75dB  65dB 85dB 75dB 65dB  85dB 75dB 65dB 85dB_ 75dB  65dB 
iT 
1 _ Andrews St, South End 0.0 01 | 42, 00 | 05 | 188 0.0 | 05 | 185 | 00 O01 40 | 
1 ‘ila 
= sper Sane 00 | 14 oi | at | 445 | 01 | at | at) 00 | 14 | 93 


3 South Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 154 | 682 14 | 127 | 613) 24 | 182 85.9 

4 Bayview & Grandview, Winthrop | 144 | 66.0 | 151.0 
; . 

5 Hatboriew & Faun Bar, Winthrop 0.6 | 26.5 116.4 


93 | 465 | 1198| 86 | 421 109.5 13.1 604 137.9 | 
re a 

0.5 | 205 866 04 | 17.4 | 78.1 
| | 

0.0 | 38 | 1094 0.0 | 45 | 1106 

49 23.6 | 113.6 | 58 | 27.5 ee 

04 | 59 | 377 | 0. ; 


6 panels & Johnson, Winthrop 00 | 50 | 86.0 


11.5 | 50.3 : 250.0 


i 
7 Loring Road near Court Road, Winthrop | 


8 Morton & Amelia, Winthrop 


> 


05 | 82 | 74, 
Bayswater & Nancia, East Boston 67 | 373 Le 


: 
1 swater & Shawsheen, East Boston £02 | 114 | 69. 
11 Don Orione, East Boston | | 


i: 1. 0.0 18 § 345 : 0.0 
12 ast Boston Yacht Club, EastBoston = roe eee . : 
i 
13 East Boston High School, East Boston shee as | 
0 : 4 


6 
.0 
4 


= 


0.1 


| 
A Sumner near Lamson, East Boston 37 


14 Ueftes Point Yacht Club, E.ast Boston 


| 15 Admiral’s Hill, Chelsea 
peices Pcl a a i 


| 

23 | 

— 

23 yrtlebank/Hiltop, Dorchester 55 : 

F i 

= 

24 asda Park, Milton a ' 
quaw Rock Park, Quincy 2 


ull High School, Hull 
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Table E-5 

Calculated Time-Above-Threshold Values for Nighttime Hours (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) -- 
2015 High Regional Jet Fleet 

(Units are Minutes Per Day Above Specified Sound Levels) 


Alternative 4 Alternative 1A Alternative 1 

Full Build Without 
Peak Period Full Build With Peak Other 

Pricing Period Pricing Improvements 


65dB | 85dB | 75dB  65dB 


Alternatives 2/3 


Noise 
Monitor | 


Location No Action 


rews St, South End 
& Bolton, South Boston 


uth Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 


view & Grandview, Winthrop 


larborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop 


i t 
s if H 
6 jomerset & Johnson, Winthrop | 00> 16 #17900 = 415 | 


5 : i i 
.7 bers Road near Court Road, Winthrop v pe aa 


8 Morton & Amelia, Winthrop 


| 
ri 
[ 9 yswater & Nancia, East Boston 
10 Bayswater & Shawsheen, East Boston 
Fr 
1 


0.2 618 | 169) O1 | 13 | 


Don Orione, East Boston 


Bal 
East Boston High School, East Boston 


12 ast Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 
: 


umner near Lamson, East Boston 


leffries Point Yacht Club, E.ast Boston 


dmiral’s Hill, Chelsea 


: : 
| 16 Prato Avenue & Sales, Revere i 


17 Carey Circle, Revere 


23 Mybanttp Dorchester 


Cunningham Park, Milton 


i 
25 quaw Rock Park, Quincy 


26 ull High School, Hull 
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School Day Noise Contours for Preferred 
Alternative 1A -- 29 Million Low Fleet 


Also supplementing the analyses included in this document is a depiction of the 
noise exposure extending over an 8-hour school day. The exposure levels reported 
here are comparable to the Nighttime Equivalent Sound Levels reported elsewhere in 
the Noise Sections of this document as Leq(N). In this case, however, the period 
covered by the metric is an average weekday between 15 September and 15 June, 
covering the hours from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. The metric is referred to as Leq(8). 
The contours shown in the accompanying Figure E-1 represent the exposure 
resulting from the operations projected to occur during this 8-hour period under the 
29 Million Low Fleet and Preferred Alternative 1A with the new unidirectional 
Runway 14/32. The 29 Million Low Fleet was selected for this analysis because it 
represents the greatest degree of impact as measured by numbers of people exposed 
to DNL values greater than 65 dB. 


The figure shows the Leq(8) noise contours at values of 60, 65, and 70 dB of exposure 
overlaid on a basemap showing local schools in the vicinity of Logan Airport. An 
Leq(8) of 60 dB represents the probable lower limit of any area where school sound 
insulation of an untreated building is likely to benefit. Though there is no firm 
standard which guides the sound insulation of classrooms, a normal goal for such 
programs is to design for at least 5 decibels of reduction and achieve an interior 8- 
hour equivalent sound level of no more than 45 decibels. With an outdoor Leq(8) of 
60 dB (which would exist for any school located on the 60 dB contour in Figure E-1), 
achievement of an interior level of 45 dB requires only 15 decibels of noise reduction. 
That degree of reduction occurs in normal school construction, even with windows 
open. 


Given that no schools fall within the 60 dB Leq(8) contour for the Preferred 
Alternative under the 29 Million Low Fleet, it is expected that no sound insulation of 
schools will be necessary. 
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Figure E-1 — 8-Hour Equivalent Sound Levels During an Average School Day for the 
29M Low Fleet and Preferred Alternative 1A 
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Comparison of Noise Results for all Alternatives 
Excerpted from the Draft EIS/EIR 


Excerpt From Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Excerpt from the Airside Draft EIS/EIR 
Noise Results 


Table 6.2-1 


1999 and 2010 Logan Average Daily Operations—Without Peak Period Pricing 
(Alternatives 1A and 4) 


Stage 2 Aircraft Stage 3 Aircraft Turboprop Aircraft Totals 
Fleet Forecast Day Night Day Night Day Night Day Night 
1999 - 29M Low 16 5 715 90 562 10 1292 105 
1999 - 29M High” 20 2 724 60 653 54 1396 115 
2010 - 37.5M Low 0 0 814 102 562 11 1376 113 
2010 - 37.5 High 0 0 877 118 658 13 1534 130 
2010 - 45M High 0 0 954 126 707 13 1660 139 


Note: “Day” defined as 7:00 AM to 9:59 PM and “Night” defined as 10:00 PM to 6:59 AM. 
(1) The 1999 29M High Fleet forecast reflects a greater proportion of turboprop aircraft in both day and night than do the other four fleets. 


Table 6.2-2 


1999 and 2010 Logan Average Daily Operations—With Peak Period Pricing 
(Alternatives 1, 2 and 3) 


Stage 2 Aircraft Stage 3 Aircraft Turboprop Aircraft Totals 
Fleet Forecast Day Night Day Night Day Night Day Night 
1999 - 29M Low 16 5 715 90 551 10 1282 105 
1999 - 29M High 20 2 724 60 591 54 1334 115 
2010 - 37.5M Low 0 0 814 102 543 11 1358 113 
2010 - 37.5M High 0 0 877 118 504 13 1580 130 
2010 - 45M High 0 0 954 125 536 13 1490 138 


Note: “Day” defined as 7:00 AM to 9:59 PM and “Night” defined as 10:00 PM to 6:59 AM. 


Appendix E 


Excerpt From Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Table 6.2-3 
Effective Arrivals by Fleet and Runway End 


Percent Effective Arrivals by Fleet 
1993 1999 - 29M 2010 - 37.5M 
Runway End and Improvement Concept Base Low Low High 


Runway 4L/R 

PRAS Goal 21.1 21.1 21.1 21.1 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 24.6 33.4 30.0 
Alternative 1A - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 24.6 34.0 29.7 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build SS 34.1 41.2 45.4 
Alternative 4 - No Action 35.8 34.8 42.3 47.3 


Runway 15L/R 

PRAS GOAL 8.4 8.4 8.4 8.4 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 77 6.1 6.0 
Alternative 1A - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 77 6.0 41 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build cas 41 1.8 2.1 
Alternative 4 - No Action 3.7 49 1.4 1.2 


Runway 22L/R 

PRAS Goal 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 12.2 14.0 12.0 
Alternative 1A - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 12.3 14.1 16.1 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 12.1 15.2 13.9 
Alternative 4 - No Action 11.7 12.4 16.0 21.6 


Runway 27 

PRAS Goal 21.7 21.7 21.7 21.7 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 18.6 12.9 16.0 
Alternative 1A - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 18.6 12.7 13.1 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 14.6 16.2 23.7 
Alternative 4 - No Action 16.9 14.6 16.4 15.7 


Runways 33L and 32 

PRAS Goal 42.3 42.3 42.3 42.3 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 36.8 33.6 35.9 
Alternative 1A - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 36.8 33.2 37.0 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build a 35.0 25.5 14.9 
Alternative 4 - No Action 31.8 33.2 23.7 14.2 
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Table 6.2-4 
Effective Departures By Fleet and Runway End 


Percent Effective Departures by Fleet 
1993 1999 - 29M 2010 - 37.5M 
Runway End and Improvement Concept Base Low Low High 


Runway 4L/R 

PRAS Goal 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 7.6 74 11.1 
Alternative 1A - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 78 74 6.7 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 7.0 6.6 13.9 
Alternative 4 - No Action 10.3 77 6.9 77 


Runway 15L/R and 14 

PRAS Goal 23.3 23.3 23.3 23.3 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 18.1 144 11.6 
Alternative 1A - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 18.0 14.1 14.6 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 13.0 9.9 9.5 
Alternative 4 - No Action 12.9 12.5 9.3 12.2 


Runway 22L/R 

PRAS Goal 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 26.9 22.7 24.8 
Alternative 1A - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 27.0 22.8 25.1 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 26.1 31.0 37.3 
Alternative 4 - No Action 27.5 26.3 32.0 33.4 


Runway 27 

PRAS Goal 17.9 17.9 17.9 17.9 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 17.0 16.5 17.1 
Alternative 1A - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 16.9 16.5 20.5 
Alternative 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 15.2 8.6 5.4 
Alternative 4 - No Action 12.3 141 78 5.5 


Runway 33L/R 

PRAS Goal 11.9 11.9 11.9 11.9 
Alternative 1 - All Actions i: 12.0 10.8 9.8 
Alternative 1A - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 12.0 10.7 OOssr 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 11.5 9.5 17 
Alternative 4 - No Action 11.7 11.4 9.1 3.0 


Runway 9 

PRAS Goal 13.3 13.3 13.3 13.3 
Alternative 1 - All Actions - 18.5 28,7 25.7 
Alternative 1A - All Except Peak Period Pricing - 18.4 28,7 23.1 
Alternatives 2/3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build - 27.3 34.3 32.3 
Alternative 4 - No Action 25.2 28.3 35.0 38.2 
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Table 6.2-5 
Achievement of Annual PRAS Runway Use Goals 


Variance from Annual PRAS Goals by Fleet” 


1993 1999 - 29M 2010 - 37.5M 
Improvement Concept Base Low Low High 
Perfect PRAS Compliance 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Alternative 1 - All Actions N/A 33.2 73.5 64.8 
Alternative 1A - All Except Peak Period Pricing N/A 33.4 74.8 63.6 
Alternatives 2 and 3 - All Except Runway 14/32 and No Build N/A 68.1 107.8 140.5 
Alternative 4 - No Action 73.3 73.4 115.5 147.5 


(1) Variance from PRAS Goals is measured as the sum of absolute deviations from PRAS Goals. An improvement in PRAS 
compliance is measured as a decline in the sum of absolute percentage deviations. Zero represents perfect PRAS 


compliance. 
Table 6.2-6 
Population Summary 
All Except 
All Except Peak Runway 14/32 

Day-Night Sound All Actions Period Pricing and No Build No Action 
Level in dB 1993 Alternative 1 Alternative 1A = Alternatives 2and3 _— Alternative 4 
1999 - 29M Low Fleet 
Greater or equal to 75 dB 568 77 77 222 257 
Greater or equal to 70 dB 6,380 1,382 1,459 1,445 1,521 
2010 - 37.5M Low Fleet 
Greater or equal to 75 dB 568 0 58 58 135 
Greater or equal to 70 dB 6,380 670 730 1,676 2,208 
Greater or equal to 654B 934,386 10,481 10,481 10,288 10,450 
2010 - 37.5M High Fleet 
Greater or equal to 75 dB 568 58 58 257 257 
Greater or equal to 70 dB 6,380 1,213 1,028 3,321 3,828 
Greater or equal to65dB 34,386 13,351 12,007 11,548 11,499 

HES Estimated cumulative numbers of people living in areas where the noise from aircraft flight operations equals or exceeds 

the indicated value of the annual average Day-Night Sound Level. 
2. All estimates are based on runway use chosen to most nearly meet PRAS goals and reflect the effects of delayed aircraft 


as determined by the DELAYSIM model. 


Excerpt From Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR. 
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Table 6.2-7 


Comparison of the Noise-exposed Population for Alternatives 1, 1a, 2 and 3 
to the No Action Alternative 


Percent Difference Compared to No Action (Alternative 4) 


Day-Night Sound Level in dB Alternative 1 Alternative 1A Alternatives 2 and 3 
1999 - 29M Low Fleet 

Greater or equal to 75 dB -70% -70% -14% 
Greater or equal to 70 dB -9% -4% -5% 
Greater or equal to 65 dB 1% 2% 4% 


2010 - 37.5M Low Fleet 
Greater or equal to 75 dB -100% -57% -57% 
Greater or equal to 70 dB -70% 67% -24% 
Greater or equal to 65 dB 0% 0% -2% 
2010 - 37.5M High Fleet 
Greater or equal to 75 dB -77% -77% 0% 
Greater or equal to 70 dB ~68% -73% -13% 
Greater or equal to 65 dB 16% 4% 0% 
1. Percentage reductions in estimated cumulative numbers of people living in areas where the noise of aircraft flight 
operations equals or exceeds the indicated value of the annual average day-night sound level. 
2. All estimates are based on runway use chosen to most nearly meet PRAS goals. 
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Table 6.2-8 
Cumulative Population Summary by Town or Neighborhood Area 1999 — 29M Low Fleet 


1993 Alternative 1 Alternative 1A Alternatives 2 and 3 Alternative 4 


Full Build Full Build Without 
Actual With Peak Without Peak Runway 14/32 
Town Interval Fleet Period Pricing Period Pricing and No Build No Action 


Chelsea 75 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
65 dB & more 6,140 3,171 3,300 2,900 3,056 


East Boston - Eagle Hill 75 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 2,079 280 280 280 280 
65 dB & more 8,285 4,134 4,134 4,134 4,134 


East Boston - Orient 75 dB & more 58 0 0 58 58 
Heights/Bayswater 70 dB & more 402 58 118 118 157 
65 dB & more 2,439 751 751 612 612 


Other East Boston 75 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 341 0 0 0 0 
65 dB & more 3,940 2,371 2,371 2,371 2,371 


We 75 dB & more 58 0 0 
70 dB & more 2,822 338 398 
65 dB & more 14,644 7,256 7,256 


Total East Bosto 


Revere 75 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 1,335 0 0 0 0 
65 dB & more 4,679 2,896 2,999 2,999 3,001 


South Boston - D Street 75 dB & more 0 0 0 0 
Area” 70 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
65 dB & more 1,043 98 98 66 


Winthrop - Point Shirley 75 dB & more 353 7 77 164 199 
70 dB & more 1,305 656 673 825 862 
65 dB & more 2,195 1,649 1,649 1,863 1,924 


Winthrop - Court Road 75 dB & more 157 0 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 815 388 388 222 222 
65 dB & more 3,387 1,763 1,763 1,369 1,523 


Rest of Winthrop 75 dB & more 
70 dB & more 
65 dB & more 


844 844 


Total Winthrop 75 dB & more 7 7 164 ~ 199 
70dB&more —-2,228 1,044 1,061 1,047 1,084 
65dB&more  —7,880 4,256 4,256 4,012 4,291 


Totals - Population 75 dB & more 568 77 77 222 257 
Summary 70 dB & more 6,380 1,382 1,459 1,445 1,521 
65dB&more 34,386 17,677 17,909 16,892 17,531 


(1) The population within the 65 dB contour for the Jeffries Point neighborhood is 0 for all alternatives. 
(2) The only area of South Boston included within 65 dB is the D Street Area. 
(3) Total counts do not include Deer Island or Long Island (institutional population only). 
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Table 6.2-9 
Cumulative Population Summary by Town or Neighborhood Area 2010 - 37.5M Low Fleet 


1993 Alternative 1 Alternative 1A Alternatives 2 and 3 Alternative 4 


Full Build Full Build Without 
Actual With Peak Without Peak Runway 14/32 
Town Interval Fleet Period Pricing Period Pricing and No Build No Action 


Chelsea 75 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
65 dB & more 6,140 1,807 1,807 0 0 
East Boston - Eagle Hill 75 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 2,079 0 0 0 0 
65 dB & more 8,265 2,079 2,079 618 1,406 


East Boston - Orient 75 dB & more 58 0 0 0 
Heights/Bayswater 70 dB & more 402 0 0 24 0 
65 dB & more 2,439 0 0 0 


East Boston - Jeffries 75 dB & more 0 
Point 70 dB & more 0 0 
65 dB & more 0 


Other East Boston 75 dB & more 0 0 
70 dB & more 341 0 
65 dB & more 3,940 716 


Total East Boston 75 dB & more 58 0 
70 dB & more 2,822 58 
65 dB & more 14,644 3,197 


Revere 75 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 1,335 0 0 689 1,047 
65 dB & more 


South Boston - D Street 75 dB & more 0 0 0 
Area’ 70 dB & more 0 0 0 
65 dB & more 1,043 0 0 


Winthrop - Point Shirley 75 dB & more 353 0 0 0 77 
70 dB & more 1,305 455 455 673 782 
65 dB & more 2,195 1,395 1,395 1,649 1,649 


Winthrop - Court Road 75 dB & more 157 0 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 815 157 157 157 222 
65 dB & more 3,387 


Rest of Winthrop 75 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 103 0 0 0 0 
65dB&more 2,298 267 267 253 780 


Total Winthrop 75 dB & more 510 77 77 164 199 
70 dB & more 2,223 1,044 1,061 1,047 1,084 
65 dB & more 7,880 4,256 4,256 4,012 4,291 


Totals - Population 75 dB & more 568 0 58 58 135 
Summary 70 dB & more 6,380 670 730 1,676 2,208 
65dB&more 34,386 10,481 10,481 10,239 10,450 


(1) The only area of South Boston included with 65 dB is the D Street Area. 
(2) Total counts do not include Deer Island or Long Island (institutional population only). 
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Table 6.2-10 
Cumulative Population Summary by Town or Neighborhood Area 2010 - 37.5M High Fleet 


1993 Alternative 1 Alternative 1A Alternatives 2 and 3 Alternative 4 
Full Build Full Build Without 
Actual With Peak Without Peak Runway 14/32 


Town Interval Fleet Period Pricing Period Pricing and No Build No Action 


Chelsea 75 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
65 dB & more 6,140 2,064 1,415 0 0 


East Boston - Eagle Hill 75 dB & more 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 2,079 120 0 
65 dB & more 8,265 2,593 2,593 


East Boston - Orient 75 dB & more 58 58 58 
Heights/Bayswater 70 dB & more 402 157 157 
65 dB & more 2,439 745 596 


Other East Boston 75 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 341 0 0 0 0 
65 dB & more 3,940 931 1,058 1,045 1,599 


Total East Boston” 75 dB & more 58 58 58 58 58 
70 dB & more 2,822 277 157 285 355 
65dB&more 14,644 4,269 4,247 2,452 3,006 


Revere 75 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 1,335 172 172 1,823 2,260 
65 dB & more 4,679 3,357 3,293 3,799 3,799 


South Boston - City Point 75 dB & more 0 
Area 70 dB & more 0 
65 dB & more 0 

0 

0 


South Boston - D Street 75 dB & more 
Area 70 dB & more 
65 dB & more 1,043 


Total South Boston 75 dB & more 0 
70 dB & more 0 
65 dB & more 1,043 1 


Winthrop - Point Shirley 75 dB & more 353 0 
70 dB & more 1,305 482 
65 dB & more 2,195 1,452 1,395 1,649 1,863 


Winthrop - Court Road 75 dB & more 157 0 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 815 282 282 388 388 
65 dB & more 3,387 1,356 1,234 1,661 “1,661 


Rest of Winthrop 75 dB & more 0 0 0 0 0 
70 dB & more 103 0 0 0 0 
65 dB & more 2,298 835 375 1,115 1,115 


Total Winthrop 75 dB & more 510 0 0 199 199 
70 dB & more 2,223 764 699 1,213 1,213 
65 dB & more 7,880 3,643 3,004 4,425 4,639 
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Totals - Population 75 dB & more 568 58 58 257 257 
Summary 70 dB & more 6,380 1,213 1,028 3,321 3,828 
65dB&more 34,386 13,351 12,007 11,548 11,499 


(1) The population within the 65dB contour for the Jeffries Point neighborhood is 0 for all alternatives. 
(2) Total counts do not include Deer Island or Long Island (institutional population only). 
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Table 6.2-11 
Calculated Day-Night Sound Level Values in dB from Flight Operations for the 
1999 — 29 Million Passenger Low Fleet 


1993 Alternative 1 Alternative 1A  Alternatives2and3 = Alternative 4 


Full Build Full Build Without 
Noise With Peak Without Peak Runway 14/32 
Monitor Location Actual Fleet Period Pricing _ Period Pricing and No Build No Action 


OO CO — — — SOC 


1 _ Andrews Street, South End 57.9 56.9 56.9 56.1 56.0 

ane ee oe south — etree ee sh = a —— — ae rina a = 
a ae aa a cub south = et! et c esiuk, a ee ene a peas a 
~ Bayi & Grandview, W Winthrop ae 1 a meee oes: saad mr ees — e 


ao fon. 


Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop a 5 68.1 68.1 69.5 69.8 


i 
i 
i 
i 


Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 68 0 65.5 65.5 65.1 65.3 
Loring Road Near Court Road, Winthrop | 7B. 0 75.1 75.1 73.4 73.6 
Morton 8 Amelia, Winthrop 8 5 64.6 64.7 64.4 64.8 


OO ON DD 


oC. 


eer = Fat Sa oo a eyes = — oe on 
sejoies (emieny cast a ee 02 - Sarg ae oad eee ae Serene ea ane 
: aor car Fat Beton saree “eas ——— oe ee oh cena ana - pce sant ere 
res - pes sos Yacht ou, East eee cee = 7 ten oe a siemgeeratpes 7 ee eee = 
z er Boston ih Schoo Eas Boa reset “eas ake errr a. Pe z = cama in = 
ae penn a sanaal Eas Boston sie 3 7 ses are ee oe <eRaiass a = — Fe ee 
f ae 2 Jes Pont rec a Fat Bexon eet os te = sea Aeasanaen as ciaieugereae eer ata = ee 
pe es Shut & Essex ae eae i = ee pes ec mo eohen eee ae hate Satatat ae tees 
"ae Brees dneruc Sas, os sends 7n8 sect oe 2, ane a 2 = aaa or fe 
a = ae merece re ‘ — a gece = ee ne i ea tea ae —. 
23 Myleene, reeset eae a syle oo en oe re aaa me ae a 
24 Cunningham Park, Milton 52.4 51.0 — . 51.0 52.1 - 52.3 
25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy - _— 508 486 oe 48.7 _ 49.0 49.4 
: i : nae a Schoo ul seat = = siti ae ee ae ict ac — Ha ets 
- = Famgit@ ; ond south “7 fect Ba aa = : ere srs Se aco hau mr it Bet oe ac 


Average change from 70 dB and above it in 11993 0.0 2.9 -2.9 2.8 -2.6 
(6 Sites) 


Average change from 65 dB and above i in 11993 0.0 2.9 -2.8 2.9 -2.7 
(12 sites) 


Average change from all values i in 1993 0.0 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.1 


(23 sites) 
CE EE ee 
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Table 6.2-12 
Calculated Day-Night Sound Level Values in dB from Flight Operations for the 
2010 - 37.5 Million Passenger Low Fleet 


eee 
1993 Alternative 1 Alternative 1A  Alternatives2and3 Alternative 4 


Full Build Full Build Without 
Noise With Peak Without Peak Runway 14/32 
Monitor Location Actual Fleet Period Pricing _ Period Pricing and No Build No Action 


1 _ Andrews Street, South End 57.9 55.2 55.2 52.7 52.5 


H 
i 
H 
i 
H 
i 
a 
H 
H 
H 
i 


B & Bolton, South Boston 66.2 61.9 61.9 59.1 . 58.9 


Ne 


i 


"South Bo Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 64.1 63.0 62.9 64.1 644 
oo ee eC ee ee ee 
a ee ee 
Selene oS ee a ee 
Ci a ae a Seen Gee ae 
oor Sn Cannan eee Tae oa 


CMON On Rw 


o—_ 


ee ee 
ee 
ieee Saar uRiRInnEne= anne aeeeenene tae 
eo Cc ee a CO 
eC en 


- A Sumner near Lamson, East Boston 63.0 59.6 
14 Jefties Point Yacht Club, East Boston 64.5 61.1 
15 Shurteft & Essex, Chelsea 


16 Bradstreet Avenue & Sale Rev vere 


23 = OM 
24 Cunningham Park, Milton 62.4 52.9 53.1 53.9 54.2 


17 Carey Circle, Rev 


25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy — 50.8 49.0 49.1 49.9 . 50.1 


cs hal High Schoo Hl ee ae gs a Ae ne i a eve re 
E Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston 64.4 62.0 61.9 63.1 63.4 


Average change from 70 dB and above it in 11993 0.0 -3.9 3.8 -2.8 -2.6 
6 sites) 


Average change from 65 dB and above i in n 1983 0.0 44 441 3.8 3.7 
(12 Sites) 


Average change from all values in 1993 0.0 3.1 3.1 -2.8 -2.6 


(23 sites) 
ee 
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Table 6.2-13 
Calculated Day-Night Sound Level Values in dB from Flight Operations for the 
2010 - 37.5 Million Passenger High Fleet 


1993 Alternative 1 Alternative 1A  Alternatives2and3 Alternative 4 


Full Build Full Build Without 
Noise With Peak Without Peak Runway 14/32 
Monitor Location Actual Fleet Period Pricing _ Period Pricing and No Build No Action 


1 Andrews Street, South End 57.9 56.2 56.9 52.0 52.3 

i en Bot South Bo Boston ete ak a eas oo =a == eee aa oe 
Eare ee ee ub, South cs a ea sera 7 me SS ee eats - a ecm eae 
~ bayvow & Grandview, W Winthrop bape - a — Snes pe seein a4 cig 


Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop 715 67.3 67.0 68.5 69.4 


: 
f 


Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 68.0 64.9 64.7 652 ee 65.2. _ 
ns ears Road ie Cour Roa ‘top ae ee aa on eens oe te SES teas dis — piensa sas reson 
Horn 8 : ie Wintop cna ee ago ecaudtcnel por eee org a ee ee na 
oe Saruael ae East coon ee ee —— se = any ree an rs bone 


oO DM ND 


_ 
ee 


eo ee A Cai ae 
Tee a 
co oe ee 
CoCr a ee 


A Sumner near Lamson, East Boston 63.0 59.6 
14 Jetiries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 64.5 61.3 
15 Shurteft & Essex, Chelsea 62.7 


25 Suan Rock Park, Quincy — 50.8 491. sag 50.4 51.0 
hs ee a a a ee 


Average change from 70 dB and above i in n 1993 0.0 3.9 3.8 -2.8 -2.6 
(6 sites) 


Average change from 65 dB and above ir in 11993 0.0 44 44 3.8 -3.7 
(12 sites) 


Average change from all values in 1993 0.0 3.1 3.1 -2.8 -2.6 
(23 sites) 


rrr 
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Table 6.2-14 


Average Change in In-flight Noise at Locations Where 1993 Day-Night Sound 
Levels Equaled or Exceeded 70 dB (6 Sites) 


All Actions All Actions except 


All except Peak Runway 14/32 No Difference Difference 
Actions Period Pricing and No Build Action (Alternative 4 (Alternative 4 
(Alternative 1) (Alternative 1A) (Alternatives 2 and 3) (Alternative 4) and Alternativel) and Alternative 1A) 
1999 - 29M Low -2.9 -2.9 28 -2.6 -0.3 -0.3 
2010 - 37.5M Low 3.9 3.8 2.8 -2.6 -1.3 -1.2 
2010 - 37.5M High 3.1 3.3 1.7 1.4 17 1.9 
Table 6.2-15 
Average Change in In-flight Noise at Locations Where 1993 Day-Night Sound 
Levels Equaled or Exceeded 65 dB (12 Sites) 
All Actions All Actions except 
All except Peak Runway 14/32 No Difference Difference 
Actions Period Pricing and No Build Action (Alternative 4 (Alternative 4 


1999-29MLow — -2.9 29 
2010 -37.5MLow -4.1 44 -3.8 3.7 -0.4 -0.4 
2010 - 37.5M High -3.0 3.5 3.1 -3.0 


(Alternative 1) (Alternative 1A) (Alternatives 2 and 3) (Alternative 4) and Alternativel) and Alternative 1A) 
-2.9 2.7 -0.2 -0.2 


Appendix E 


Excerpt From Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Table 6.2-16 
Comparisons of the Calculated Nighttime Equivalent Sound Level Values In dB from 
Flight Operations for the 1999 - 29m Low Fleet 


a eee 
1993 Alternative 1 Alternative 1A  Alternatives2and3 = Alternative 4 


Full Build Full Build Without 
Noise With Peak Without Peak Runway 14/32 
Monitor Location Actual Fleet Period Pricing _ Period Pricing and No Build No Action 


1 _ Andrews Street, South End 49.6 45.9 46.0 49.0 48.8 
B & Botton, South Boston 57.9 53.1 


2 
7 = ~Sauh Bos va ou Sout Bon 8 ee ae sees oe et ees a eae 
a “payin & Gnain Wintop oe canoe —. caueceg® ie oe een eet are ote 
si “Vatboniow aN cr Wetiep Laskey = ee arr oe se ear : si Sotonsivadtand =. se 
: "Broan (ian ‘Winop a a nee a ae sae a ——— 


5 
6 
— pee Pos Nes cout Pow, Wnop irate = . - ee a9 es a eee 
fs ee “Noron tra nop emreat nes brant “ees 7 ee a soaps =e ee Soe — 
9 


_ Bayswater & Nanci East Boston. 62.3 62 4 62.6 61.4 62.0 


10 _ Bayswater & Shawsheen, East Boston 57.5 573 57.5 55.4 55.9 


11 Don Orione, East Boston 68 1 62 6 52.8 51.3 st 8 
12 East Boston Yacht Club, East Boaion 63 7 63.0 63.0 62.1 62. 3 
13 East Boston High Schoo East Boston 61 8 57.9 57.8 60.1 60 1 


A - Sumer near Lamson, East Boston 55.2 63 9 54.0 one 54 4 
14 _sefres Point Yacht Cub, East Boston. 56.2 6A 8 54.8 6. 3 555 
15 - Shute & Essex, Chelsea 59.9 553 55.3 57, 8 sr 5 


16 "Bradstreet Avenue a sales Ravers. 60.3 61.7 61.8 61 2 61 6 


17 Carey Circle, Revere 50.2 51.5 51 § 51.0 51 3 
23 _ Myebankiitop, Dorchester 43.4 449 46, 0 447 44 9 


24 Cunningham Park, Mion 43.1 48 9 44. 43.7 44.0 
25 Squaw: Rock Patk, Quincy 41.4 a. 3 


26 Hull High Schoo, Hul 477 472 473 47.8 47.9 


E Farragut @ ond, South Boston 54.2 53.7 53.7 §3.7 53.7 
eee 
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Table 6.2-17 
Calculated Night Equivalent Sound Level Values in dB from 
Flight Operations for the 2010 - 37.5m Low Fleet 


1993 Alternative 1 Alternative 1A  Alternatives2and3 Alternative 4 


Full Build Full Build Without 
Noise With Peak Without Peak Runway 14/32 
Monitor Location Actual Fleet Period Pricing Period Pricing and No Build No Action 


1 Andrews Street, South E End 49.6 44.3 44.1 45.4 45.1 

2 Bs Baton Sout Boston eee — money eee fetta aaa Perea saa — 

: eee ae oS coy cub Sou Boston aes sr aa se ee — oe Rete are ata me een 

; , “Baytow & Gren, W ‘Wop = a aS Sa aaa ar ae eae — —— 

. sere a Winton sees = ee ee oe ee 

3 Somecet  ohon Winthrop ee —— — aie eee — a at = aires steed re oan 
: ~ Ling Roa Near Aa Road top ou = “7 ee - a ee ae —— ie sede 
8 


= Meron ce Wintrop se a a re eee aaa itt 


= © 
— 


et ee oe i 
; Too ee ee ee ee Ce 
aoe a 
fee a 
ee ne ee 
ee 
ec ae a ee 
ee ee ee ee 


16 Bradstreet Avenue & Sales, Revere 


17 Carey Circle, Revere 
. “28 Mylan, Do ne . 
aie crime = itor Needs ie Serra 
25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy . 414 
= 7 Hal High Schoo Hal ene mene = 
eo oe : = eer a eee ee a a ee eee a tacos Ss ee ee ae 


rr 
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Excerpt From Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Table 6.2-18 
Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) Values in dB from Flight Operations - Alternatives 1 and 1A 


Noise 
Monitor 


_ Andrews Street, South End 


_Don Orione, East Boston 


Location 


B & Botton, South Boston 


~ South Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 


~ Bayview & Grandview, Winthrop 


~ Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 


- Loring Road ‘Near Court Road, Winthrop 


_ Morton & Amelia Winthrop 


_ Bayswater & Nancia, E. Boston 


_ Bayswater & Shawsheen, East Boston 


_ Bradstreet Avenue & Sales, Revere 


- Carey Circe, Revere 


_ Cunningham Park, Mitton 


_ Squaw Rock Park, Quincy _ 


Hull High School, Hull 
Farragut @ ond, South Boston 


Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop 7 , 


_ Mytlebani/Hitop, Dorchester : 


1999 
29M 


eee 
at 
ee 
pees 
ape 
me 


Alternative 1 


2010 
37.5M 


84.5 


93.0 
a1. a 
106.1 


94.3 


2010 
37.5M 


1999 
29M 


Alternative 1A 


2010 
37.5M 


819 


97.4 


73 


103.9 


84.5 


perme 
i 
ee 
et 
vee 
a 


97.3 


~ 106.1 


= 5 ome 
8 9 


974 


89.5 


99.2 


94.4 


102 
07. 7 


93.0 


2 “020 eee 


82.2. 


En 
eee 
oo 
a 
ee 
rn 
ioe 
oe 


79.7 


76 8 oe 
78.7 


87.4 
94.5 


845 


98.0 


868 


06, 1 stint 


96.1 


“8 ; ats 
965 
903° 


90.1 


= 
en 
oo 
ee 
Sno 
se 
OnE 


87.1 


83.9 


819 


rc err 
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Excerpt From Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Table 6.2-19 
Calculated Time-above Threshold Values for a 24-hour Period from 
Flight Operations for 1999 - 29M Low Fleet Scenario (minutes per day) 


SSS 


Identity Alternative 1 | Alternative 1A Alternative 4 
Number Location 


1 Andrews St, South End 
7s = ; sa ae Baa Cc eercerens enna che Se aes eee 
3 South Boston Yacht Chub, South Boston 
2 Scr : cena, Win ena ere ee a rene Nea to 
so : ian atonion aF : ra os — pyueuihtale anciel Sine a Ancients hg 


6 Somerset & Johnson, Wihrop 


7 Lang Road near Cour Road, Widhop 


8 Morton & Amelia, Winthrop 0 1 9 49 9 49 202 | 0 1 | 11 63 265 
9 Bayswater & Nancia, East Boston 0 4 20 72 20 | 5 28 99 = 254 
es ‘ ae a See " 2 ts a - ; o- : oo = = 2 
11 Don Orione, East Boston 0 0 3 32 3 31 142 0 4 39155 
12 ‘East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 0 2 24 148 2 149 412 3 33 «191 ~=-500 
ae Sonne a a see ae ; = se a | : = es — a : ; - = . 
A Sumner near Lamson, East Boston 0 0 2 42 234 | 0 0 2 42 235 0 2 32 222 
14 sipllb Point Yacht Club, E.ast Boston 0 0 4 60 =. 283 0 0 4 60 284 | 0 4 50 287 
‘ are oe ne : ; o = : . | tr sn a - ; . ie . . 
16 —_ Bradstreet Avenue & Sales, Revere 0 2 12 33 | 2 12 33 93 3 17 = 45 120 
17 Carey Circle, Revere 0 0 3 17 0 3 17 4 0 0 3 2464 
— ence oo are ee : — 7 - - ; si ; ; ; z : 7 : : : = 
24 Cunningham Park, Milton 0 0 0 5 30 0 0 0 5 28 0 0 0 10 59 
25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy 0 0 0 1 24 0 0 0 1 24 «0 0 0 1 36 
26 ~— Hull High School, Hull 0 0 0 14 79 | 0 0 0 15 79 | 0 0 0 | 9 55 
E Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston 0 0 4 46 207 | 0 0 3 45 204 | 0 0 8 . 11 275 
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Excerpt From Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Table 6.2-20 
Calculated Time-above Threshold Values for the Nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) 
from Flight Operations for 1999 - 29M Low (minutes per day) 


—_——_———— 
Identity Alternative 1 : Alternative 1A : Alternative 4 


Number Location 95dB 85dB 75dB 65qB 55 0B dB 85dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 950B 85dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 


1 Andrews St, South End 0 0 0 1 4 
2 | Ba Bolton, South Boston 0 | 0 0 2 | 6 | 0 0 0 2 
3 South Boston Yacht Club, South Boston 0 0 1 7 
4 Bayview & Grandview, Winthrop 0 2 4 12 


5 Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthro 


6 Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 0 0 2 te 15 - 
7 Loring Road a Court Road, Winthrop 0 2 10 29 
8 Morton & Amelia, Winthrop | 0 0 1 9 
9 Bayswater & Nancia, East Boston 0 1 3 af 
10 Bayswater & Shawsheen, EastBoston 0 0 2 11 


11 Don Orione, East Boston 0 0 0 5 


12. East Boston Yacht Club, East Bost 0 1 6 30 
13. EastBoston High School, EastBoston 0 0 1 5 17 0 0 1 5 17 | 0 0 2 6 19 
A Sumner near Lamson, East Boston 0 0 1 8 | | 
14 Jeffries Point Yacht Club, E.astBoston 0 0 1 10 

15 Shurtleff & Essex, Chelsea 0 0 1 3 


16 Bradstreet Avenue & Sales, Revere 0 1 2 5 


17 Carey Circle, Revere 0 0 1 3 
23 ~~ Myrtlebank/Hiltop, Dorchester 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 1 7 
24 ~~ Cunningham Park, Milton 0 0 0 


25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy 0 0 0 


26 ~—_ Hull High School, Hull 0 0 0 


E Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston BO OF Bea ee 7 0 0 0 7 2 
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Excerpt From Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Table 6.2-21 
Change in Day-Night Sound Levels from Ground Operations by Noise Monitoring Site 
DNL Change: Full Build (Alternatives 1 and 1A) Over No Action (Alternative 4) 


Loring/ Bayswaterand EastBoston Somersetand Sumner/ Jeffries Point Farragut 
CourtRoad Shawsheen, YachtClub, Johnson, Lamson, Yacht Club, @ 2nd 
Winthrop EastBoston EastBoston Winthrop EastBoston EastBoston _ S. Boston 
Fleet (NMS #7) (NMS #10) (NMS #12) (NMS #6) (NMS #A) — (NMS #14) (NMS #E) 


Average Propagation Conditions 


1999 29M Low -0.2 -0.8 -1.0 -0.8 0.4 0.6 1.4 
2010 37.5M Low 46 -5.0 “3.2 -0.6 -0.6 -0.7 0.7 
2010 37.5M High 47 1.5 “1.4 1.5 -0.3 -0.3 0.2 

Average Change dB 3.2 “2.4 -1.9 -1.0 -0.2 -0.1 0.8 


Maximum Propagation Conditions 


1999 29M Low -0.6 -1 1.2 -0.8 0.2 0.6 1.4 
2010 37.5M Low 47 5 3.4 -0.3 -0.8 -1.0 -1.6 
2010 37.5M High 4.6 -1.3 “1.2 “1.3 -0.3 -0.3 -2.1 

Average Change dB 3.3 -2.4 -1.9 -0.8 -0.3 -0.2 1.6 
Table 6.2-22 


Comparison of Day-Night Sound Levels from Ground Operations for 
Location NMS #6: Somerset and Johnson, Winthrop 


; All Actions : 
Full Build Except Runway 14/32 No Build No Action 
(Alternative 1/1A) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4) 

Fleet DNL Change DNL Change DNL Change DNL 
Average Propagation Conditions 
1993 38.6 
1999 - 29M Low 37.4 -0.8 37.3 -0.9 38.2 0.0 38.2 
2010 - 37.5M Low 37.9 -0.6 37.3 1.2 38.3 -0.2 38.5 
2010 - 37.5M High 38.2 15 37.5 -2.2 38.6 “14 39.7: - 

Average Change dB -1.0 -1.4 -0.4 
Maximum Propagation Conditions 
1993 53.6 
1999 - 29M Low 53.0 -0.8 53.0 -0.8 53.8 0.0 53.8 
2010 - 37.5M Low 53.3 -0.3 52.6 -1.0 53.5 -0.1 53.6 
2010 - 37.5M High 53.6 13 52.8 “2.1 53.9 -1.0 54.9 

Average Change dB -0.8 1.3 -0.5 


Change = Change over No Action (Altemative 4) 
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Excerpt From Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR. 


Table 6.2-23 
Comparison of Day-Night Sound Levels from Ground Operations for 
Location NMS #7: Loring Road Near Court Road, Winthrop 


; All Actions 
Full Build Except Runway 14/32 No Build No Action 
(Alternative 1/1A) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4) 

Fleet DNL Change DNL Change DNL Change DNL 
Average Propagation Conditions 
1993 51.6 
1999 - 29M Low 45.1 -0.2 45.5 0.2 45.3 0.0 45.3 
2010 - 37.5M Low 47.2 46 51.3 0.5 51.4 -0.4 51.8 
2010 - 37.5M High 45.3 -47 48.1 1.9 49.3 -0.7 50.0 

Average Change dB 3.2 -0.7 -.06 
Maximum Propagation Conditions 
1993 66.7 
1999 - 29M Low 60.3 -0.6 60.9 0.0 60.9 0.0 60.9 
2010 - 37.5M Low 62.2 47 66.4 -0.5 66.5 -0.4 66.9 
2010 - 37.5M High 60.5 -4.6 63.3 18 64.4 0.7 65.1 

Average Change dB -3.3 1.2 -0.6 


Change = Change over No Action (Altemative 4) 


Table 6.2-24 
Comparison of Day-Night Sound Levels from Ground Operations for 
Location NMS #10: Bayswater and Shawsheen, East Boston 


All Actions ; 
Full Build Except Runway 14/32 No Build No Action 
(Alternative 1/1A) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4) 
Fleet NL Change = DNL Change = DNL Change | DNL 
Average Propagation Conditions 
1993 45.8 
1999 - 29M Low 42.1 -0.8 43.4 0.5 42.9 0.0 42.9 
2010 - 37.5M Low 42.5 -5.0 46.5 -1.0 47.1 -0.4 47.5 
2010 - 37.5M High 43.6 -1.5 45.9 0.8 44.5 -0.6 45.1 
Average Change dB -2.4 0.1 -0.3 
Maximum Propagation Conditions 
1993 60.9 
1999 - 29M Low 57.3 -1.0 58.6 0.3 58.3 0.0 58.3 
2010 - 37.5M Low 57.4 -5.0 61.3 14 62.1 -0.3 62.4 
2010 - 37.5M High 58.5 -1.3 60.9 11 59.5 -0.3 59.8 
Average Change dB 2.4 0.1 -0.2 


Change = Change over No Action (Alternative 4) 
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Table 6.2-25 
Comparison of Day-Night Sound Levels from Ground Operations for 
Location NMS #12: East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 


rr SS 


: All Actions ; 
Full Build Except Runway 14/32 No Build No Action 
(Alternative 1/1A) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4) 

Fleet DNL Change DNL Change DNL Change DNL 
Average Propagation Conditions 
1993 49.4 
1999 - 29M Low 47.3 -1.0 48.2 0.1 48.3 0.0 48.3 
2010 - 37.5M Low 47.0 3.2 49.5 -0.7 49.9 -0.3 50.2 
2010 - 37.5M High 48.4 14 50.1 0.3 49.3 0.5 49.8 

Average Change dB -1.9 0.2 -0.3 
Maximum Propagation Conditions 
1993 64.3 
1999 - 29M Low 62.6 1.2 63.4 -0.4 63.8 0.0 63.8 
2010 - 37.5M Low 61.8 3.4 64.3 -0.9 64.9 -0.3 65.2 
2010 - 37.5M High 63.4 1.2 65.0 0.4 64.2 -0.4 64.6 

Average Change dB -1.9 -0.3 0.2 


Change = Change over No Action (Alternative 4) 


Table 6.2-26 
Comparison of Day-Night Sound Levels from Ground Operations for 
Location NMS #14: Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 


SSSR SSS SST 


; All Actions 
Full Build Except Runway 14/32 No Build No Action 
(Alternative 1/1A) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4) 

Fleet DNL Change DNL Change DNL Change DNL 
Average Propagation Conditions 
1993 39.6 
1999 - 29M Low 40.8 0.6 40.7 0.5 40.1 -0.1 40.2 
2010 - 37.5M Low 38.2 -0.7 39.2 0.3 38.8 -0.1 38.9 - 
2010 - 37.5M High 39.7 -0.3 40.0 0.0 39.5 -0.5 40.0 

Average Change dB -0.1 0.3 -0.2 
Maximum Propagation Conditions 
1993 55.7 
1999 - 29M Low 56.5 0.6 56.5 0.6 55.9 0.0 55.9 
2010 - 37.5M Low 53.2 -1.0 54.5 0.3 54.1 -0.1 54.2 
2010 - 37.5M High 55.1 0.3 55.7 0.3 55.2 -0.2 55.4 

Average Change dB -0.2 0.4 -0.1 


Change = Change over No Action (Altemative 4) 
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Table 6.2-27 
Comparison of Day-Night Sound Levels from Ground Operations for 
Location A: Sumner near Lamson, East Boston 


a 


: All Actions ; 
Full Build Except Runway 14/32 No Build No Action 
(Alternative 1/1A) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4) 

Fleet DNL Change DNL Change DNL Change DNL 
Average Propagation Conditions 
1993 41.8 
1999 - 29M Low 40.2 0.4 40.2 0.4 39.8 0.0 39.8 
2010 - 37.5M Low 40.9 -0.6 414 -0.1 41.3 -0.2 41.5 
2010 - 37.5M High 415 -0.3 41.4 -0.4 41.3 0.5 41.8 

Average Change dB 0.2 -0.0 0.2 
Maximum Propagation Conditions 
1993 57.6 
1999 - 29M Low 55.2 0.2 55.4 0.4 55.0 0.0 55.0 

_ 2010 - 37.5M Low 55.7 0.8 56.4 -0.1 56.4 0.1 56.5 

2010 - 37.5M High 56.6 -0.3 56.6 -0.3 56.5 -0.4 56.9 

Average Change dB -0.3 0.0 -0.2 


Change = Change over No Action (Altemative 4) 
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Table 6.2-28 
Comparison of Day-Night Sound Levels from Ground Operations for 
Location E: Farragut @ 2nd, South Boston 


SS SSS SSS iS 


; All Actions : 
Full Build Except Runway 14/32 No Build No Action 
(Alternative 1/1A) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4) 

Fleet DNL Change DNL Change DNL Change DNL 
Average Propagation Conditions 
1993 22.9 
1999 - 29M Low 22.9 1.4 24.1 2.6 21.3 -0.2 21.5 
2010 - 37.5M Low 24.2 07 25.1 1.6 23.2 0.3 23.5 
2010 - 37.5M High 24.3 0.2 24.9 0.8 22.9 1.2 24.1 

Average Change dB 08 17 0.6 
Maximum Propagation Conditions 
1993 39.4 
1999 - 29M Low 37.1 “14 39.9 17 38.1 -0.1 38.2 
2010 - 37.5M Low 38.6 1.6 40.7 0.5 40.0 -0.2 40.2 
2010 - 37.5M High 38.8 21 40.6 -0.3 39.7 -1.2 40.9 

Average Change dB -1.6 0.6 -0.5 


Change = Change over No Action (Altemative 4) 


Table 6.2-29 
Comparison of Nighttime Equivalent Sound Levels (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) from 
Ground Operations For Location NMS #12: East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 


All Actions 
Full Build Except Runway 14/32 No Build No Action 
(Alternative 1/1A) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4) 

Fleet Leq Change Leq Change Leq Change Leq 
Average Propagation Conditions 
1993 39.7 
1999 - 29M Low 38.7 0.6 38.2 0.1 37.9 -0.2 38.1 
2010 - 37.5M Low 39.6 -1.8 40.8 -0.6 40.9 -0.5 41.4 . 
2010 - 37.5M High 41.2 -0.5 42.3 0.6 41.2 -0.5 41.7 

Average Change dB -0.6 0.0 -0.4 
Maximum Propagation Conditions 
1993 54.4 
1999 - 29M Low 53.9 0.5 53.4 0.0 53.2 -0.2 53.4 
2010 - 37.5M Low 54.2 -2.0 55.5 -0.7 55.7 0.5 56.2 
2010 - 37.5M High 56.2 -0.1 57.2 0.9 56.1 -0.2 56.3 

Average Change dB -0.5 0.1 -0.3 


Change = Change over No Action (Alternative 4) 
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Table 6.2-30 
Comparison of Maximum A-weighted Sound Levels from Ground Operations for 
Location NMS #12: East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 


Sh SS a ST 


; All Actions ; 
Full Build Except Runway 14/32 No Build No Action 
(Alternative 1/1A) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4) 

Fleet Looe Change Lee Change Lee Change Lee 
Average Propagation Conditions 
1993 59.0 
1999 - 29M Low 59.0 0.0 61.0 2.0 59.0 0.0 59.0 
2010 - 37.5M Low 61.0 2.0 61.0 2.0 59.0 0.0 59.0 
2010 - 37.5M High 59.0 0.0 59.0 0.0 59.0 0.0 59.0 

Average Change dB 0.7 1.3 0.0 
Maximum Propagation Conditions 
1993 75.0 
1999 - 29M Low 75.0 0.0 77.0 2.0 75.0 0.0 75.0 
2010 - 37.5M Low 77.0 2.0 77.0 2.0 75.0 0.0 75.0 
2010 - 37.5M High 75.0 0.0 75.0 0.0 75.0 0.0 75.0 

Average Change dB 0.7 1.3 0.0 


Change = Change over No Action (Altemative 4) 


Table 6.2-31 
Comparison of Time-Above Nighttime Threshold Values in Minutes Per Day from 
Ground Operations at NMS #12: East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 


All Actions Except 


Full Build Runway 14/32 No Build No Action 

(Alternative 1/1A) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4) 
Fleet dB 65dB 55dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 75dB 65dB 55¢B 
Average Propagation Conditions 
1993 = - “ - - - - - - 0.0 0.0 1.0 
1999 - 29M Low 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 10 00 0.0 1.0 
1999 - 29M High 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 20 0.0 0.0 2.0 
2010 - 37.5M Low 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 20 00 00 2.0 
2010 - 37.5M High 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 10 0.0 0.0 1.0 
2010 - 45M High 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 
Maximum Propagation Conditions 
1993 - eS - - - - - - -~ 0.0 7.0 64.0 
1999 - 29M Low 0.0 5.0 69.0 0.0 3.0 73.0 0.0 4.0 640 0.0 40 67.0 
1999 - 29M High 0.0 9.0 81.0 0.0 6.0 70.0 0.0 5.0 840 0.0 6.0 = 91.0 
2010 - 37.5M Low 0.0 6.0 63.0 0.0 9.0 84.0 0.0 10.0 8.0 00 110 960 
2010 - 37.5M High 0.0 10.0 111.0 0.0 13.0 127.0 0.0 10.0 1210 00 110 127.0 
2010 - 45M High 0.0 6.0 63.0 0.0 15.0 164.0 0.0 15.0 1550 00 180 205.0 


Sr 
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Table 6.2-32 
Comparison of Time-Above 24-hour Threshold Values in Minutes Per Day from 
Ground Operations at NMS #12: East Boston Yacht Club, East Boston 


SS SSS Shs 


All Actions Except 


Full Build Runway 14/32 "No Build No Action 
(Alternative 1/1A) (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) (Alternative 4) 

Fleet 75dB 65dB 55dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 75dB 65dB 55dB 
Average Propagation Conditions 

1993 - - - - - - - - - 0.0 0.0 30.0 
1999 - 29M Low 0.0 0.0 140 0.0 0.0 22.0 0.0 0.0 21.0 0.0 0.0 21.0 
1999 - 29M High 0.0 0.0 120 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 17.0 0.0 0.0 17.0 
2010 - 37.5M Low 0.0 0.0 70 0.0 0.0 240 0.0 0.0 270 0.0 0.0 27.0 
2010 - 37.5M High 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 23.0 0.0 0.0 90 0.0 0.0 8.0 
2010 - 45M High 0.0 0.0 70 0.0 0.0 22.0 0.0 0.0 180 0.0 0.0 16.0 


Maximum Propagation Conditions 


1993 ~ - 7 - 7 - - oa = 0.0 140.0 981.0 
1999 - 29M Low 0.0 67.0 7270 0.0 118.0 10140 0.0 148.0 11140 0.0 146.0 1112.0 
1999 - 29M High 0.0 45.0 675.0 0.0 78.0 879.0 0.0 84.0 953.0 0.0 85.0 1008.0 
2010 - 37.5M Low 0.0 35.0 429.0 0.0 110.0 915.0 0.0 136.0 1123.0 0.0 138.0 1144.0 
2010 - 37.5M High 0.0 47.0 569.0 0.0 102.0 886.0 0.0 95.0 982.0 0.0 108.0 1168.0 
2010 - 45M High 0.0 38.0 675.0 0.0 87.0 934.0 0.0 111.0 11050 0.0 127.0 1136.0 


Appendix E 24 


ee dog 6 bp deq vL 
/Gt4uvw deqzeuy /ezuv Ze deq ze deq +Gideq ze+ece uy p 4yv 


a 


= 


HTT 


ao0uepaaax  |jamg jo sinoyj jenuuy 


(SdO 000‘0LS) MO] INGZ 6661 
VauV ASION AG SONVGSS0X4S T1SMd :S-2'9 AYHNDIS 


ee dog 6 deq p deg vil 
/ GL 4V / Le Ay 1272 4A Ze deq ze deq +S. deq ze+ ce sy v UV 


© 8 Z SOAIEULZIIY | 


WI eAneWayy = 


| anewary [ ] 
aouepaanxy //amg Jo sinoy] jenuuy 


(Sdo 000‘ErS) MO] INS'ZE OLOZ 
VauvV ASION AG SONVGsSS0X4S TIM :9-2°9 SYHNYDIS 


Pp SAEUIS]|V 


ee deq 6 deq py deq vk 
/SL 417 120 44 /2%z2 440 Zz deq ze deq +Gi.deq ze+ee wy piv 


mT 


Tn 
= 


© 8 Z SOANBULAIY | | Vi OAneWaly = | eAeUsayy [ ] 
BIULPPIIIXFT IIUIISISJI9d JO SINOY] jenuuy 


(SdO 000‘01LS) MO7 IN6Z 6661 
VauyvV SASION AP SONVGsSS0X4a SONSLSISHAd :Z-2'9 AYNYDIS 


ee dog 6 deq p deq vl 
/GL AV /2é AA 122 AAV Ze deq ze deq +Gideq zer+ce uy p Ay 


© 9 Z SOAEWOY || 


Wi SAyeUeyy =| | eAeUsayy [ ] py OAeWayY 


QIULPPIIIXYT BIUIISISJI9d JO SINOHY jenuuy 
(sdo 000‘EvS) MOT ING’ZE OL0Z 
V4auvV SSION Ad SONVGsSS0X4s SONSLSISHAd -8-2'9 SYNYDIA 


TT 


Il. CUMMULATIVE POPULATION 
SUMMARIES 


—_--_—_—————— 


Table 1.1 | 


Cumulative Population Summary by Town or Neighborhood 
1999 29 Million Passenger Low Fleet 


All Actions No Runway/ 
No Action All Actions ex. PHP No Build 
Town Sound Level 1993 (Alt. 4) (Alt. 1) (Alt. 1A) (Alt. 2/3) 
Se Ov ee 08S) AN) =... (ARI) (AI TA) (A 23). 


BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 (¢) 0 0 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 60 dB 3,270 0 0 0 0 
CHELSEA Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
CHELSEA Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
CHELSEA Greater than or equal to 65 dB 6,140 3,056 3,171 3,300 2,900 
CHELSEA Greater than or equal to 60 dB 13,357 10,232 10,282 10,370 10,232 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 75 dB 58 58 0 0 58 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 70 dB 2,822 437 338 398 398 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 65 dB 14,644 7,117 7,256 7,256 6,915 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 60 dB 28,780 24,193 24,318 24,318 23,623 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 60 dB 2,288 1,842 1,842 1,842 1,842 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 60 dB 766 220 340 340 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 60 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 70 dB 1,335 0 0 0 0 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 65 dB 4,679 3,001 2,896 2,999 2,999 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 60 dB 10,070 §,227 5,115 5,115 §,115 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 65 dB 1,043 66 98 98 66 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 60 dB 12,507 6,010 6,603 6,603 6,182 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 75 dB 510 199 77 7 164 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 70 dB 2,223 1,084 1,044 1,061 1,047 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 65 dB 7,880 4,291 4,256 4,256 4,012 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 60 dB 15,126 11,799 11,252 11,328 11,380 
Population Summary 

All Greater than or equal to 75 dB 568 257 77 77 222 
All Greater than or equal to 70 dB 6,380 1,521 1,382 1,459 1,445 
All Greater than or equal to 65 dB 34,386 17,531 17,677 17,909 16,892 
All Greater than or equal to 60 dB 86,164 59,523 59,752 59,916 58,374 


* "BOSTON (OTHER)" includes Back Bay, Dorchester, Jamaica Plain, Roxbury, and the South End 
Total counts do not include Deer Island or Long Island (institutional population only) 
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Table 1.2 


Cumulative Population Summary by Town or Neighborhood 
1999 29 Million Passenger High Fleet 


All Actions No Runway/ 
No Action All Actions ex. PHP No Build 
Town Sound Level 1993 (Alt. 4) (Alt. 1) (Alt. 1A) (Alt. 2/3) 


BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 60 dB 3,270 0 0 0 0 
CHELSEA Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
CHELSEA Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
CHELSEA Greater than or equal to 65 dB 6,140 0 2,613 2,613 0 
CHELSEA Greater than or equal to 60 dB 13,357 6,906 8,966 9,112 7,069 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 75 dB 58 0 0 0 0 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 70 dB 2,822 157 295 295 58 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 65 dB 14,644 3,585 4,589 4,684 3,721 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 60 dB 28,780 17,162 19,355 19,355 18,315 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 60 dB 2,288 151 662 662 151 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 60 dB 766 0 144 144 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 60 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 70 dB 1,335 0 0 0 0 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 65 dB 4,679 3,091 2,340 2,471 2,896 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 60 dB 10,070 5,447 4,774 4,774 §,244 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 65 dB 1,043 18 55 80 18 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 60 dB 12,507 3,986 5,104 6,023 4,368 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 75 dB 510 164 0 0 77 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 70 dB 2,223 1,047 639 639 1,047 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 65 dB 7,880 3,710 2,914 2,932 3,334 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 60 dB 15,126 11,017 9,481 9,633 10,450 
Population Summary 

All Greater than or equal to 75 dB 568 164 0 0 77 
All Greater than or equal to 70 dB 6,380 1,204 934 934 1,105 
All Greater than or equal to 65 dB 34,386 10,404 12,511 12,780 9,969 
All Greater than or equal to 60 dB 86,164 44,669 48,486 49,703 45,597 


* "BOSTON (OTHER)" includes Back Bay, Dorchester, Jamaica Plain, Roxbury, and the South End 
Total counts do not include Deer Island or Long Island (institutional population only) 
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Table 1.3 


Cumulative Population Summary by Town or Neighborhood 


2010 37.5 Million Passenger Low Fleet 


Town Sound Level 1993 
EI MAE) (ARIA) (Alt. 2/3) 


BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 75 dB 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 70 dB 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 65 dB 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 60 dB 


CHELSEA 
CHELSEA 
CHELSEA 
CHELSEA 


EAST BOSTON 
EAST BOSTON 
EAST BOSTON 
EAST BOSTON 


E BOSTON (Jeff Pt) 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt) 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) 


EVERETT 
EVERETT 
EVERETT 
EVERETT 


QUINCY 
QUINCY 
QUINCY 
QUINCY 


REVERE 
REVERE 
REVERE 
REVERE 


SOUTH BOSTON 
SOUTH BOSTON 
SOUTH BOSTON 
SOUTH BOSTON 


WINTHROP 
WINTHROP 
WINTHROP 
WINTHROP 


F 
All 
All 
All 
All 


* "BOSTON (OTHER)" includes Back Bay, Dorchester, Jamaica Plain, Roxbury, and the South End 
Total counts do not include Deer Island or Long Island (institutional population only) 


Greater than or equal to 75 dB 
Greater than or equal to 70 dB 
Greater than or equal to 65 dB 
Greater than or equal to 60 dB 


Greater than or equal to 75 dB 
Greater than or equal to 70 dB 
Greater than or equal to 65 dB 
Greater than or equal to 60 dB 


Greater than or equal to 75 dB 
Greater than or equal to 70 dB 
Greater than or equal to 65 dB 
Greater than or equal to 60 dB 


Greater than or equal to 75 dB 
Greater than or equal to 70 dB 


Greater than or equal to 65 dB | 


Greater than or equal to 60 dB 


Greater than or equal to 75 dB 
Greater than or equal to 70 dB 
Greater than or equal to 65 dB 
Greater than or equal to 60 dB 


Greater than or equal to 75 dB 
Greater than or equal to 70 dB 
Greater than or equal to 65 dB 
Greater than or equal to 60 dB 


Greater than or equal to 75 dB 
Greater than or equal to 70 dB 
Greater than or equal to 65 dB 
Greater than or equal to 60 dB 


Greater than or equal to 75 dB 
Greater than or equal to 70 dB 
Greater than or equal to 65 dB 
Greater than or equal to 60 dB 


Greater than or equal to 75 dB 
Greater than or equal to 70 dB 
Greater than or equal to 65 dB 
Greater than or equal to 60 dB 


All Actions No Runway/ 

No Action All Actions ex. PHP No Build 

Alt. 4) (Alt. 1) (Alt. 1A) (Alt. 2/3) 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 (¢) 0 0 
3,270 623 429 432 621 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 (¢) 0 0 
6,140 0 1,807 1,807 0 
13,357 6,544 8,215 8,215 6,575 
58 58 0 58 58 
2,822 157 58 118 157 
14,644 3,412 3,197 3,197 3,412 
28,780 15,533 15,820 16,151 15,533 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
2,288 582 662 662 151 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 (¢) 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
766 0 144 144 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 a) 
0 0 0 (e) 0 
0 (¢) 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
1,335 1,047 0 0 689 
4,679 3,357 2,808 2,808 3,293 
10,070 5,826 4,603 4,603 5,575 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 (¢) 0 0 
1,043 18 0 0 18 
12,507 2,002 4,232 4,029 2,008 
510 77 (¢) 0 0 
2,223 1,004 612 612 830 
7,880 3,663 2,669 2,669 3,516 
15,126 10,846 9,442 9,487 10,320 
568 135 oO 58 58 
6,380 2,208 670 730 1,676 
34,386 10,450 10,481 10,481 10,239 
86,164 41,956 43,547 43,723 40,783 
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Table 1.4 
Cumulative Population Summary by Town or Neighborhood 
2010 37.5 Million Passenger High Fleet 


All Actions 
No Action All Actions ex. PHP 

Town Sound Level 1993 (Alt. 4) (Alt. 1) (Alt. 1A) 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 i¢) 0 0 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0) 0 0 0 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 0 0 (¢) 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 60 dB 3,270 674 378 432 
CHELSEA Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 
CHELSEA : Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 
CHELSEA Greater than or equal to 65 dB 6,140 Oo... 2,064 1,415 
CHELSEA Greater than or equal to 60 dB 13,357 3,095 8,661 8,488 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 75 dB 58 58 58 58 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 70 dB 2,822 355 277 157 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 65 dB 14,644 3,006 4,269 4,247 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 60 dB 28,780 14,126 19,293 19,770 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 0 0 0 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 60 dB 2,288 662 §82 1,230 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 0 0 0 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 60 dB 766 0 238 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 (¢) 0 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 (8) 0 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 60 dB 0 {8} 0 0 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 : 0 0 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 70 dB 1,335 2,260 172 ‘472 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 65 dB 4,679 3,799 3,357 3,293 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 60 dB 10,070 8,472 6,079 §,658 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 10) 0 is) 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 65 dB 1,043 55 18 48 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 60 dB 12,507 3,094 6,338 6,002 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 75 dB 510 199 0 0 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 70 dB 2,223 1,213 764 699 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 65 dB 7,880 4,639 3,643 3,004 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 60 dB 15,126 — 11,536 10,457 10,071 
Population Summary 

All Greater than or equal to 75 dB 568 257 58 58 
All Greater than or equal to 70 dB 6,380 3,828 1,213 1,028 
All Greater than or equal to 65 dB 34,386 11,499 13,351 12,007 
All Greater than or equal to 60 dB 86,164 41,659 52,026 51,651 


* “BOSTON (OTHER)" includes Back Bay, Dorchester, Jamaica Plain, Roxbury, and the South End 
Total counts do not include Deer Island or Long Island (institutional population only) 
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No Runway/ 
No Build 
(Alt. 2/3) 


872 
3,418 


199 
1,213 
4,425 

11,365 


257 
3,321 
11,548 
38,030 


Table 1.5 
Cumulative Population Summary by Town or Neighborhood 
2010 45 Million Passenger High Fleet 
AllActions No Runway/ 


No Action All Actions ex. PHP No Build 
Town Sound Level 1993 (Alt. 4) (Alt. 1) (Alt. 1A) (Att. 2/3) 
ee a eM) AE 218) 


BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
BOSTON (OTHER*) Greater than or equal to 60 dB 3,270 1,739 621 1,003 1,003 
CHELSEA Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
’ CHELSEA Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
CHELSEA Greater than or equal to 65 dB 6,140 0 1,807 392 0 
CHELSEA Greater than or equal to 60 dB 13,357 2,253 8,490 8,422 1,807 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 75 dB 58 58 58 58 58 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 70 dB 2,822 464 351 355 355 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 65 dB 14,644 4,334 4,306 4,320 3,502 
EAST BOSTON Greater than or equal to 60 dB 28,780 13,915 19,562 19,807 11,147 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
E BOSTON (Jeff Pt.) Greater than or equal to 60 dB 2,288 1,272 1,040 1,272 582 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
EVERETT Greater than or equal to 60 dB 766 0 144 0 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 65 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
QUINCY Greater than or equal to 60 dB 0 1,456 0 0 0 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 70 dB 1,335 2,808 1,336 2,141 2,346 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 65 dB 4,679 4,603 3,606 3,854 3,884 
REVERE Greater than or equal to 60 dB 10,070 11,350 7,467 8,472 9,242 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 75 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 70 dB 0 0 0 0 0 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 65 dB 1,043 765 813 477 1,080 
SOUTH BOSTON Greater than or equal to 60 dB 12,507 4,417 8,227 9,410 4,341 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 75 dB 510 277 7 120 245 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 70 dB 2,223 - 1,770 1,064 1,144 1,522 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 65 dB 7,880 6,447 4,364 §,338 §,302 
WINTHROP Greater than or equal to 60 dB 15,126 13,942 11,252 11,918 13,461 
Population Summary 
All Greater than or equal to 75 dB 568 335 135 178 303 
All Greater than or equal to 70 dB 6,380 §,042 2,751 3,640 4,223 
All Greater than or equal to 65 dB 34,386 16,149 14,896 14,381 13,768 
All Greater than or equal to 60 dB 86,164 50,344 56,803 60,304 41,583 


* “BOSTON (OTHER)" includes Back Bay, Dorchester, Jamaica Plain, Roxbury, and the South End 
Total counts do not include Deer Island or Long Island (institutional population only) 


POP0408.WK4 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR 


Noise Metrics 


A variety of noise metrics are used to assess airport noise impacts in different ways. Noise metrics may be used 
to describe individual noise events (such as a single operation of an aircraft taking off overhead) or groups of 
events (such as the cumulative effect of numerous aircraft operations, the collection of which creates a general 
noise environment, or overall noise exposure level). Both types of metrics are helpful in explaining how people 
are affected by a given noise condition. Massport uses both single-event and cumulative noise metrics to gain a 
full understanding of the Logan noise environment. 


A-Weighted Sound Level. 


The basic descriptor of the magnitude of sound is the value of its sound pressure. Sound pressure is a physical 
quantity which varies constantly in magnitude and in frequency. Because the range of the values of sound 
pressure is very large, acousticians adopted a logarithmic ratio scale to describe its magnitude. The unit on this 
logarithmic scale is the deciBel (dB). To match the unequal sensitivity of the human ear to different frequencies, 
standard filters have been developed for noise measuring equipment, causing the instruments to respond to sound 
pressures similar to the way in which we hear. The most common filter is the “A” weighting; it significantly de- 
emphasizes low frequencies (less than 500 Hertz (Hz)) and very high frequencies (above 10,000 Hz); and it 
relates well to our ability to hear speech. Sounds measured through this filter are referred to as A-weighted 
sound levels. The A-weighted dB is the most common sound unit used to evaluate all forms of noise impact on 
people. 


Equivalent Sound Level. 


Equivalent sound level (Leq) is the A-weighted sound level of a steady-state noise during a specified period of 
time containing the same amount of sound exposure as the varying sound level within that period of time. Leq is 
a metric for describing noise with fluctuating levels. As Leq is related to sound exposure rather than just sound 
pressure, averaging emphasizes the higher sound levels, and thus affords a good measure of high level intrusive 
noises. Also, because the sound exposure accounts for both sound level and duration, the Leq provides a good 
measure of long duration noise events. In this study the Leq is used to describe the nighttime sound level which 
is the summation of the sound exposure from all of the individual events that occur between the hours of 10:00 
PM and 7:00 AM. Unlike DNL which includes both day and night sound levels, the nighttime Leq (LeqN) 
focuses only on the nighttime period, and does not include the 10 dB penalty surcharged on DNL levels. 


Day-Night Sound Level (DNL). 


The DNL is the A-weighted sound level of a steady-state noise during a 24-hour day which contains the same 
sound exposure as does the summation of the sound exposures from all of the individual events that occur during 
a 24-hour period, with the provision that noises occurring at night (defined as 10:00 PM through 7:00 AM) are 
increased by 10 dB. Actually, it is a 24-hour Leq, but adjusted with a nighttime penalty. This 10 dB penalty, or 
weighting, reflects the added intrusiveness of nighttime noise. Since community background noise typically 
decreases about 10 dB at night, nighttime noise events sound relatively louder because there is less ambient 
noise. Because DNL is based on an accumulation of total sound exposure, every noise event, regardless of level 
or duration, adds to its value. 


Noise Metrics 
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Environmental sound levels can be measured or estimated. Measurements are practical only for obtaining 
existing DNL values for a relatively limited number of geographic locations and, in the absence of permanently 
installed monitors, only for a period of a few days. For this reason, most airport noise assessments use computer- 
generated DNL estimates of the noise contours for both existing and future conditions. Computation of DNL is 
accomplished by adding together the sound exposure level values of each individual aircraft flight that adds to 
the noise exposure at each location in the study area. In most airport studies, as in this study, the operations used 
in computing DNL represent an average day during a given year as determined by the statistical data maintained 
by Massport, the FAA, and other sources. The results are presented on maps as contours of equal cumulative 
sound (e.g., DNL values of 60, 65, 70 and 75 dB) and in tables for both DNL and other metrics at specific 
locations. They are generated by a program developed by the FAA known as the INM. 


Maximum Sound Level. 


The maximum sound level metric, Lmax, represents the highest sound level during a single noise event. During 
an aircraft flyby the sound level at a receptor increases during its approach from the time that it is first audible to 
its maximum level when the aircraft is nearest, or just past, the receptor. Then, as the aircraft flies away the 
sound level decreases until it is no longer audible. The total sound exposure during such a flyby is related to the 
sound pressure at the time the maximum sound level (Lmax) and to the duration of the time that the aircraft 
sound was audible. 


Time Above a Given Noise Threshold. 


Because analyses of sound levels (of any variety) are complex and often unfamiliar to the public, the FAA has 
developed a supplemental metric which describes the statistical distribution for the varying sound levels which 
together comprise the total noise environment. This descriptor accumulates the time that the sound level exceeds 
a selected A-weighted sound level threshold value. Every moment that the fluctuating sound level rises above 
the threshold, the number of seconds is accumulated and added to those acquired during previous periods. In this 
study these time-above-thresholds, or Time Above (TA), are reported in minutes for an average 24-hour period 
or just for nighttime periods between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. To provide a statistical picture of the noise 
environment the TA must be computed for several threshold values. 
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Logan 2015: Runway Use by INM Group After Delay Adjustments 


Arrivals 
Class 
Day 1 
Night 
Day 2 
Night 
Day 3 
Night 
Day 4 
Night 
Day 5 
Night 
Day 6 


Night 
Departures 
Class 
Day 1 
Night 
Day 2 
Night 
Day 3 
Night 
Day 4 
Night 
Day 5 
Night 
Day 6 
Night 
Day 7 
Night 
Day 8 
Night 
Day 9 


Appendix E 


Alt 1 
34.0% 
17.5% 
33.4% 
14.8% 
34.0% 
23.9% 
9.7% 
4.7% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
14.3% 
6.1% 


Alt 1 
33.7% 
14.4% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
33.4% 
20.3% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
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* Runway use by INM group after delay adjustments 


Runway 04L 

Alt 1A Alt 2/3 
37.7% 48.6% 
21.5% 30.5% 
35.4% 47.9% 
19.4% 27.4% 
37.7% 48.6% 
28.8% 39.1% 
12.6% 14.1% 
6.9% 8.6% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 


0.0% 
17.2% 
8.5% 


20.6% 
11.2% 


Runway 04L 

Alt 1A Alt 2/3 
35.9% 46.6% 
20.5% 23.3% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
35.2% 46.2% 
25.6% 32.1% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 


0.0% 


0.0% 


40.1% 


25.8% 
25.6% 


Runway 04R 


Alt 1A 


Alt 2/3 


55.0% 
43.1% 
55.0% 


Alt 4 


Alt 4 Alt 1 
43.8% 0.2% 
26.2% 0.4% 

0.0% 1.7% 
0.0% 3.9% 
43.1% 0.2% 
33.1% 0.4% 
0.0% 1.7% 
0.0% 3.8% 
0.0% 40.1% 
0.0% 26.2% 
0.0% 1.7% 
0.0%) 3.7% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 27.7% 
0.0% 8.9% 
0.0% 40.1% 


: 34.5% 
24.2% 31.6% 
Runway 04R 

Alt 1A Alt 2/3 
0.2% 0.3% 
0.4% 0.6% 
1.3% 2.7% 
3.1% 3.3% 
0.2% 0.3% 
0.3% 0.5% 
1.3% 2.7% 
3.1% 3.3% 

41.7% 54.9% 
26.8% 37.1% 
1.3% 2.7% 
3.0% 3.3% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
1.3% 37.3% 
3.7% 12.7% 
41.7% 54.9% 
30.7% 42.3% 


Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 


Night 
Departures 
Class 
Day 1 
Night 
Day 2 
Night 
Day 3 
Night 
Day 4 
Night 
Day 5 
Night 
Day 6 
Night 
Day 7 
Night 
Day 8 
Night 
Day 9 


Arrivals 
Class 
1 


2 


Alt 1 

0.9% 
0.8% 
0.4% 
0.3% 
1.0% 
0.9% 
0.0% 
0.1% 
0.0% 
0.1% 
0.0% 
0.1% 


0.2% 


Alt 1 
6.5% 
19.0% 
38.6% 
30.0% 
6.7% 
15.2% 
39.8% 
31.2% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
39.8% 
31.6% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
13.7% 
24.6% 
0.0% 
0.0% 


* Runway use by INM group after delay adjustments 


Runway 09 
Alt 1A Alt 2/3 

0.5% 0.2% 
0.7% 0.2% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.1% 0.1% 
0.5% 0.0% 
0.7% 0.1% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.1% 0.1% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.1% 0.1% 
0.0% 0.0% 


0.1% 


0.1% 


0.1% 0.0% 
0.2% 0.1% 
Runway 09 
Alt 1A Alt 2/3 
8.0% 8.4% 
14.5% 20.6% 
42.7% 52.6% 
32.4% 41.4% 
8.7% 8.8% 
12.7% 16.1% 
43.4% 52.6% 
33.2% 41.6% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
43.3% 52.6% 
33.7% 42.3% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
43.4% 18.0% 
30.1% 28.7% 
0.0% 0.0% 


0.0% 


0.0% 


Logan 2015 


Alt 4 


Alt 4 Alt 1 


0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 


0.0% 


1.7% 
2.1% 
1.7% 
2.0% 
1.7% 
2.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.1% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 


Alt 1A 


0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 


Alt 1A 


0.0% 


Runway 14 
Alt 2/3 

0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 


0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 


Runway 14 
Alt 2/3 

1.1% 0.0% 
1.5% 0.0% 
1.1% 0.0% 
1.5% 0.0% 
1.1% 0.0% 
1.4% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.1% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 


0.0% 


Appendix E 


Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 


Night 
Departures 
Class 
Day 1 
Night 
Day 2 
Night 
Day 3 
Night 
Day 4 
Night 
Day 5 
Night 
Day 6 
Night 
Day 7 
Night 
Day 8 
Night 
Day 9 


Appendix E 


Arrivals 
Class 
1 


2 


Alt 1 


Alt 1 


0.2% 
0.3% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 


0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 


Runway 15L 

AIt1A Alt 2/3 
0.1% 0.1% 
0.3% 0.1% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 


0.0% 


0.0% 


0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
Runway 15L 
Alt 1A Alt 2/3 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 


0.0% 


0.0% 


Logan 2015 


* Runway use by INM group after delay adjustments 


Alt 4 


Alt 4 


Alt 1 
0.1% 0.8% 
0.1% 1.4% 
0.0% 1.5% 
0.0% 2.1% 
0.0% 0.9% 
0.0% 1.3% 
0.0% 1.8% 
0.0% 2.3% 
0.0% 1.8% 
0.0% 2.3% 
0.0% 1.8% 


2.4% 


2.2% 


0.2% 
9.8% 
0.3% 
9.8% 
0.2% 
6.9% 
0.8% 
10.6% 
2.1% 
14.6% 
0.8% 
10.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.9% 
12.9% 
2.1% 
11.8% 


Runway 15R 

AIt1A Alt 2/3 
0.6% 0.2% 
0.8% 0.4% 
1.2% 0.4% 
1.7% 0.7% 
0.7% 0.4% 
0.9% 0.6% 
1.2% 0.4% 
1.8% 0.8% 
1.2% 0.4% 
1.7% 0.8% 
1.2% 0.4% 
1.8% 0.8% 


1.1% 
1.7% 


0.4% 
0.8% 


Runway 15R 
Alt 1A Alt 2/3 

0.2% 0.2% 
7.6% 7.2% 
0.3% 0.2% 
7.6% 7.0% 
0.2% 0.2% 
5.0% 4.5% 
0.7% 0.2% 
8.3% 6.9% 
3.6% 0.6% 

13.7% 9.8% 
0.7% 0.2% 
7.9% 6.5% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.6% 0.2% 

10.6% 9.3% 
3.6% 0.6% 

11.0% 7.1% 


Alt 4 


Alt 4 


Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 


Day All 
Night 
Departures 
Class 

Day 1 
Night 

Day 2 
Night 

Day 3 
Night 

Day 4 
Night 

Day 5 
Night 

Day 6 
Night 

Day 7 
Night 

Day 8 
Night 

Day 9 


Appendix E 


Arrivals 
Class 


1 


2 


3 


Alt 1 


13.6% 
23.1% 

5.2% 
18.4% 
14.3% 
20.6% 

7.3% 
20.2% 

1.7% 
15.9% 
13.3% 
24.9% 
8.3% 
20.6% 


Alt 1 


0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
14.5% 
27.7% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 


* Runway use by INM group after delay adjustments 


Runway 22L 


Alt 1A Alt 2/3 


10.8% 36.5% 
23.9% 37.1% 

44% 13.1% 
20.5% 23.8% 
11.3% 37.7% 
18.7% 38.5% 

6.0% 18.9% 
22.2% 27.6% 

1.5% 3.0% 
18.6% 17.3% 
10.5% 34.9% 
26.4% 37.7% 
6.7% 21.4% 
22.4% 28.8% 


Runway 22L 


Alt 1A Alt 2/3 


0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
11.6% 38.0% 
28.2% 43.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
11.6% 38.0% 
23.7% 41.5% 


Alt 4 


Alt 4 


Logan 2015 


Alt 1 
35.3%) 0.7% 
36.9%) 1.4% 
11.9% 0.0% 
22.5% 0.0% 
36.3%) 0.0% 
37.3%) 0.0% 
17.8%) 0.0% 
26.7% 0.0% 

1.8% 0.0% 
16.1% 0.0% 
33.5% 0.0% 


0.0% 


Alt 1 
0.0% 14.4% 
0.0%) 24.0% 
0.0% 14.4% 
0.0% 23.8% 
0.0% 14.4% 
0.0% 21.0% 
0.0% 14.4% 
0.0% 23.7% 
36.7% 0.0% 
42.5% 0.0% 
0.0% 14.4% 
0.0%) 23.2% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 14.4% 
0.0% 25.8% 
36.7% 0.0% 


Alt 1A 


Runway 22R 
Alt 2/3 Alt 4 
0.5% 1.2% 1.0% 
0.7% 2.1% 1.4% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 


0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 


Alt 1A 


Runway 22R 
Alt 2/3 Alt 4 
11.5% 37.7% 36.2% 
24.0% 38.9% 38.1% 
11.5% 37.7% 36.2%! 
23.8% 38.9% 38.1% 
11.5% 37.7% 36.2% 
19.5% 38.4% 37.3% 
11.5% 37.6% 36.2%) 
23.8% 38.9% 38.1% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
11.5% 37.6% 36.2%! 
23.2% 38.8% 38.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
11.5% 37.6% 36.2%) 
27.7% 39.3% 39.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 


0.0% 


0.0% 
0.1% E 
0.1% 0.1% 


0.0% 


Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 


Night 
Departures 
Class 
Day 1 
Night 
Day 2 
Night 
Day 3 
Night 
Day 4 
Night 
Day 5 
Night 
Day 6 
Night 
Day 7 
Night 
Day 8 
Night 
Day 9 


Appendix E 


Arrivals 
Class 
1 
2 


3 


Alt 1 
0.6% 
0.9% 
10.4% 
8.4% 
0.6% 
0.8% 
9.6% 
8.8% 
15.7% 
13.5% 
4.2% 
5.6% 
8.3% 
8.0% 


Alt 1 
0.7% 
0.9% 
1.1% 
1.4% 
0.6% 
0.8% 
39.1% 
24.1% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
39.3% 
25.2% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
39.3% 
21.1% 


* Runway use by INM group after delay adjustments 


Runway 27 
Alt 1A Alt 2/3 

0.6% 0.4% 
0.7% 0.7% 
7.9% 24.9% 
6.0% 16.1% 
0.6% 0.4% 
0.7% 0.6% 
8.0% 19.1% 
7.5% 12.2% 

12.6% 35.0% 

10.6% 22.3% 
3.5% 3.1% 


4.5% 


2.2% 


6.7% 16.5% 
6.5% 10.8% 
Runway 27 
Alt 1A Alt 2/3 
0.6% 0.7% 
0.9% 1.0% 
3.8% 5.7% 
3.3% 7.1% 
0.8% 0.6% 
1.0% 0.8% 
39.4% 5.7% 
25.9% 7.1% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
39.7% 5.9% 
27.1% 7.2% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
39.7% 5.8% 
22.3% 7.8% 
0.0% 0.0% 


0.0% 


0.0% 


Logan 2015 


Alt 4 Alt 1 
0.4% 42.2% 
0.6%) 29.2% 
24.8%) 37.4% 
16.5% 24.5% 
0.4% 42.5% 
0.5% 34.5% 
18.8% 11.0% 
12.3%) 7.1% 
34.8% 0.0% 
22.8% 0.0% 
3.1% 0.0% 


0.0% 


Alt 4 Alt 1 
0.7% 0.0% 
1.0% 0.0% 
5.8%) 0.0% 
TA 0.0% 
0.8% 0.0% 
0.9% 0.0% 
5.8% 0.0% 
7.4% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
6.0% 0.0% 
7.5% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
6.0% 0.0% 
8.4% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 


0.0% 


Alt 1A 


Runway 32 
Alt 2/3 

42.0% 0.0% 
30.2% 0.0% 
38.0% 0.0% 
26.3% 0.0% 
42.3% 0.0% 
35.8% 0.0% 

8.8% 0.0% 

5.2% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 


0.0% 
15.8% 
8.9% 


Alt 1A 


0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 


Runway 32 
Alt 2/3 

0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 


0.0% 


0.0% 


Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 
Night 
Day 


Night 
Departures 
Class 
Day 1 
Night 
Day 2 
Night 
Day 3 
Night 
Day 4 
Night 
Day 5 
Night 
Day 6 
Night 
Day 7 
Night 
Day 8 
Night 
Day 9 


Appendix E 


Arrivals 
Class 
1 
2 


3 


Alt 1 
0.5% 
10.2% 
5.1% 
14.6% 
0.7% 
6.8% 
30.1% 
29.9% 
40.6% 
36.3% 
40.6% 
36.0% 
24.8% 
27.7% 


Alt 1 
42.6% 
29.3% 
42.2% 
29.1% 
42.7% 

. 33.5% 
4.3% 
6.6% 

43.3% 
31.5% 
4.0% 
6.1% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
4.0% 
6.7% 
43.3% 
34.1% 


Alt 1A 


Runway 33L 

Alt 2/3 
0.4% 3.8% 
8.5% 12.6% 
4.7% 6.4% 
12.6% 16.2% 
0.7% 6.4% 
5.2% 11.3% 
32.1% 6.5% 
30.7% 16.7% 
40.8% 6.5% 
35.9% 16.4% 
40.8% 6.5% 


35.4% 


Alt 1A 


17.5% 


25.5% 6.3% 
27.6% 16.3% 
Runway 33L 
Alt 2/3 
42.5% 6.2% 
30.5% 8.4% 
39.3% 1.1% 
28.2% 2.3% 
42.3% 6.3% 
34.7% 7.6% 
3.7% 1.1% 
5.7% 2.2% 
43.1% 6.6% 
31.4% 10.2% 
3.5% 1.0% 
5.1% 2.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
3.5% 1.0% 
5.7% 2.4% 
43.1% 6.6% 


34.5% 


9.1% 


Alt 4 


Logan 2015 


* Runway use by INM group after delay adjustments 


0.5% 
0.7% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 


0.0% 


0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 


0.0% 


0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 


Alt 1A 


0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 


Alt 1A 


0.0% 


Runway 33R 

Alt 2/3 
0.5% 2.5% 
0.8% 3.1% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 


0.0% 
0.2% 
0.2% 


Runway 33R 

Alt 2/3 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 


0.0% 


Logan 2015: Operations After Delay Adjustments 


Logan 2015 Alternative 1A 


* Operations after Delay Adjustments 


EQUIP 
CNA 
BE1 
SF3 
DH8 
ATR 
AT7 
328 
ER3 
CRJ 
ER4 
CR7 
728 
ER7 
100 
AR1 
736 
735 
717 
319 
737 
733 
733 
73H 
738 
M83 
M83 
734 
320 
739 
757 
757 
321 
762 
762 
763 
763 
M11 
M11 
AB6 
764 
777 
772 
330 
773 
752 
767 
767 
310 
346 
332 
343 
333 
744 
75F 
72F 
76F 
30F 
D3F 
31F 
DIF 
LJF 
M1F 
33F 
GA2 
GA1 
GA5 
GA3 


Total 
Appendix E 


Total 


INMTYPE Arrivals 


BEC58P 
DHC6 
SF340 
DHC8 
DHC8 
HS748A 
CL600 
CL601 
CL601 
EMB145 
CL601 
CL601 
CL601 
F10065 
BAE300 
7373B2 
737500 
F10062 
A320 
737400 
737300 
7373B2 
737N9 
737400 
MD82 
MD83 
737400 
A320 
737400 
757PW 
757RR 
A320 
767CF6 
767JST9 
767CF6 
767300 
MD11GE 
MD11PW 
A300 
767300 
767J5T9 
767J5T9 
A310 
767JT9 
757RR 
767CF6 
767JT9 
A310 
DC870 
A320 
DC870 
A310 
747400 
757PW 
727EM2 
767300 
A300 
DC1030 
A310 
DC1010 
LEAR35 
MD11GE 
A310 
LEAR35 
BEC58P 
CL601 
CIT3 


9.24 
24.81 
49.3 
2.38 
0.09 
3.09 
58.47 
30.65 
49.45 
105.92 
3.24 
1.62 
3.24 
0.86 
2.21 
8.93 
4.67 
7.09 
26.04 
48.33 
3.53 
2.16 
12.45 
65.07 
6.83 
4.09 
3.91 
63.64 
5.04 
22.03 
12.94 
17.15 
6.26 
1.77 
8.29 
12.28 
0.65 
0.7 
0.75 
6.6 
2.21 
6.18 
0.92 
0.52 
2.78 
0.14 
0.04 
0.69 
1.4 
7.96 
1.64 
2.39 
1.11 
1.88 
4.37 
4.87 
3.09 
1.69 
1.55 
1.48 
0.85 
0.76 
0.64 
31.07 
19.68 
3.66 
1.83 


800.87 


Day 


8.53 
22.9 


659.82 


Night 


141.04 


Class 


VP HAN DANA MVMWAAADAATUANADARNAMNAARAHANAAAAAAMAAAMAMAAADAUNUHAAAAAAAAADAARARAARARARANWWWHWO Aa 


Total 


Departures Day 
9.24 
24.81 
49.3 
2.38 
0.09 
3.09 
58.47 
30.65 
49.44 
105.92 
3.24 
1.62 
3.24 
0.86 
2.21 
8.93 
4.67 
7.09 
26.04 
48.33 
3.53 
2.16 
12.45 
65.07 
6.83 
4.09 
3.91 
63.64 
5.04 
22.03 
12.94 
17.15 
6.26 
1.77 
8.29 
12.28 
0.65 
0.7 
0.75 
6.6 
2.21 
6.18 
0.92 
0.52 
2.78 
0.14 
0.04 
0.69 
11 
7.96 
1.64 
2.39 
1.11 
1.88 
4.37 
4.87 
3.09 
1.69 
1.55 
1.48 
0.85 
0.76 
0.64 
31.07 
19.68 
3.66 
1.83 


800.86 


Stagelength 1 
Night 
8.49 0.75 
22.79 2.02 
45.28 4.02 
2.19 0.19 
0.08 0 
2.84 0.25 
33.14 4.75 
15.85 2.27 
35.33 5.06 
36.78 5.27 
1.84 0.26 
0.91 0.14 
1.84 0.26 
0.05 ie) 
0.8 0.11 
3.21 0.46 
1.81 0.28 
0 0 
13.62 1.95 
10.15 1.45 
1.98 0.83 
1.22 0.5 
9.42 0.48 
6.58 1.34 
2.21 0.31 
1.34 0.31 
2.94 0.42 
29 4.16 
0.39 0.06 
1.93 0.29 
1.13 0.17 
1.32 0.19 
0 0 
0 0 
0.89 0.12 
0.64 0.09 
0.01 0 
0.01 0.01 
0.02 0.01 
0.01 0 
0.01 0 
0.02 0 
0.01 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0) 0 
0 0 
0) 0 
0) 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0.79 0.06 
0 1.97 
0.62 1.58 
0.39 1 
0.21 0.55 
0.19 0.5 
0.19 0.48 
0.24 0.61 
0.1 0.24 
0.08 0.2 
27.19 3.88 
15.27 4.41 
3.2 0.46 
1.6 0.23 
348.15 54.95 
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Appendix E 


Logan 2015 Alternative 1 


* Operations after Delay Adjustments 


Total Total Stagelength 1 Stagelength 2 
EQUIP INMTYPE Arrivals Day Night Class Departures Day Night Class Day Night Class 
CNA BEC58P 8.4 7.83 0.57 1 8.4 7.79 0.61 1 0 0 
BE1 DHC6 22.92 21.39 1.53 1 22.92 21.27 1.65 1 0 0 
SF3 SF340 46.3 43.22 3.08 3 46.3 42.99 3.31 3 0 0 
DH8 DHC8 2.24 2.09 0.15 3 2.24 2.08 0.16 3 0 ie) 
ATR DHC8 0.08 0.08 0 3 0.08 0.08 10) 3 0 0 
AT7 HS748A 2.9 2.71 0.19 3 2.9 2.69 0.21 3 0 0 
328 CL600 54.97 45.39 9.58 2 54.97 31.4 4.22 2 17.1 2.3 
ER3 CL601 28.81 23.8 5.02 4 28.81 15.01 2.02 4 10.4 1.4 
CRJ CL601 47.22 39.09 8.13 4 47.22 34.06 4.52 4 7.63 1.01 
ER4 EMB145 101.16 83.76 17.41 4 101.16 35.45 471 4 53.9 7.16 
CR7 CL601 3.24 2.7 0.54 4 3.24 1.86 0.24 4 1.01 0.13 
728 CL601 1.62 1.35 0.27 4 1.62 0.93 0.12 4 05 0.07 
ER7 CL601 3.24 2.7 0.54 4 3.24 1.86 0.24 4 1.01 0.13 
100 F10065 0.86 0.72 0.15 4 0.86 0.05 0 4 0.71 0.1 
AR1 BAE300 2.21 1.84 0.37 4 2.21 0.81 0.1 4 1.16 0.15 
736 7373B2 8.93 7.45 1.48 4 8.93 3.25 0.42 4 4.01 0.52 
735 737500 4.67 3.9 0.77 4 4.67 1.83 0.26 4 21 0.28 
717 F10062 7.09 5.91 1.18 4 7.09 0 0 0 6.29 0.8 
319 A320 26.04 21.72 4.32 4 26.04 13.8 1.77 4 5.24 0.67 
737 737400 48.33 40.31 8.02 4 48.33 10.28 1.32 4 32.6 4.18 
733 737300 3.53 1.97 1.56 4 3.53 2.01 0.8 4 0.36 0.14 
733 7373B2 2.16 1.21 0.95 4 2.16 1.23 0.49 4 0.22 0.09 
73H 737N9 12.45 12.01 0.44 4 12.45 9.55 0.35 4 1.71 0.06 
738 737400 65.07 54.24 10.83 4 65.07 6.67 1.25 4 25 3.39 
M83 MD82 6.83 5.7 1.13 4 6.83 2.24 0.28 4 1.28 0.17 
M83 MD83 4.09 3.41 0.68 4 4.09 1.36 0.29 4 0.75 0.15 
734 737400 3.91 3.26 0.65 4 3.91 2.98 0.38 4 0.48 0.06 
320 A320 63.64 53.07 10.56 4 63.64 29.39 3.77 4 6.88 0.88 
739 737400 5.04 4.21 0.83 4 5.04 0.4 0.05 4 1.51 0.2 
757 757PW 22.03 18.38 3.65 5 22.03 1.96 0.26 6 7.01 0.92 
757 757RR 12.94 10.79 2.15 5 12.94 1.15 0.15 6 4.12 0.54 
321 A320 17.15 14.3 2.85 4 17.15 1.34 0.17 4 5.17 0.66 
762 767CF6 6.26 5.24 1.02 6 6.26 0 0 0 0.01 0 
762 767JT9 1.77 1.48 0.28 6 1.77 0 0 0 0 0 
763 767CF6 8.29 6.92 1.37 6 8.29 0.9 0.11 8 3.17 0.41 
763 767300 12.28 11.06 1.22 6 12.28 0.65 0.08 8 23 0.29 
M11 MD11GE 0.65 0.56 0.09 6 0.65 0.01 0 9 0.12 0.03 
M11 MD11PW 0.7 0.61 0.09 6 0.7 0.01 0.01 9 0.13 0.04 
AB6 A300 0.75 0.64 0.11 6 0.75 0.02 0.01 8 0.11 0.06 
764 767300 6.6 6.09 0.51 6 6.6 0.01 0 8 05 0.07 
777 767J5T9 2.21 2.02 0.19 6 2.21 0.01 0 8 0.2 0.03 
772 767JT9 6.18 5.59 0.59 6 6.18 0.02 0 8 0.64 0.08 
330 A310 0.92 0.77 0.15 6 0.92 0.01 0 8 0.21 0.03 
773 767JT9 0.52 0.48 0.04 6 0.52 0 0 8 0.04 0 
752 757RR 2.78 2.68 0.1 5 2.78 0 0 0 0 0 
767 767CF6 0.14 0.14 0 6 0.14 0 0 0 0 0 
767 767JT9 0.04 0.04 0 6 0.04 0 0 0 0 0 
310 A310 0.69 0.67 0.02 6 0.69 0 ¢) 0 0 0 
346 DC870 141 1.06 0.04 6 141 10) 0 0 0 0 
332 A320 7.96 7.68 0.28 6 7.96 0 ie} 0 0 0 
343 DC870 1.64 1.58 0.06 6 1.64 0 0 0 0 ie} 
333 A310 2.39 2.31 0.08 6 2.39 0 0 0 0 0 
744 747400 1.11 1.07 0.04 6 1.11 0 0 0 0 0 
75F 757PW 1.88 1.46 0.42 5 1.88 0.8 0.05 6 0.72 0.04 
72F 727EM2 4.37 0 4.37 4 4.37 0 1.97 4 0 1.79 
76F 767300 4.87 1.14 3.74 6 4.87 0.63 1.57 8 0.57 1.43 
30F A300 3.09 0.72 2.38 6 3.09 0.4 0.99 8 0.36 0.9 
D3F DC1030 1.69 0.4 1.3 6 1.69 0.21 0.55 8 0.19 0.5 
31F A310 1.55 0.36 1.18 6 1.55 0.19 0.5 8 0.18 0.46 
D1F DC1010 1.48 0.35 1.14 6 1.48 0.19 0.48 8 0.17 0.44 
LJF LEAR35 0.85 0.19 0.65 2 0.85 0.24 0.61 2 0 0 
M1F MD11GE 0.76 0.17 0.59 6 0.76 0.1 0.24 9 0.09 0.22 
33F A310 0.64 0.14 0.49 6 0.64 0.08 0.2 8 0.08 0.18 
GA2 LEAR35 28.35 24.8 3.55 2 28.35 24.93 3.42 2 0 0 
GA1 BEC58P 16.95 11.89 5.06 1 16.95 12.84 4.11 1 0 0 
GA5 CL601 3.34 2.91 0.42 4 3.34 2.93 0.41 4 0 0 
GA3 CIT3 1.67 1.46 0.21 2 1.67 1.47 0.2 2 0 0 
Total 776.54 645.19 131.36 776.54 334.42 49.63 208 33.16 


Appendix E 


SPO TDOMDODAADADUAGCDODTDVCVDOVDTCOWDMDAADADAWDHHOAWMAOAAHADAAHAAARHRAHAAHAAAAAAHABHAAHNMOTODOAOO 


Stagelength 3 Stagelength 4 Stagelength 5 Stagelength 6 Stagelength 7 


Day Night Class Day Night Class Day Night Class Day Night Class Day Night Class 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0) 0 0 0 0 

0 0 (e) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (e) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (e) 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 (0) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 (e) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.41 0.06 4 0.16 0.03 4 0.07 0.01 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 4 0.17 0.03 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1.43 0.18 4 1.59 0.21 4 1.01 0.13 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0.15 0.07 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0.1 0.04 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 e) 0 0.75 0.03 4 0 0 0) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.16 0.11 4 10.74 1.39 4 14.47 1.85 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1.06 0.14 4 1.48 0.18 5 0 0 0 (0) 0 0 0 0 0 
0.59 0.1 4 0.76 0.11 5 ie) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ie) 0 0 0 0 0 
3.9 0.5 4 12.41 1.59 4 3.84 0.49 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.38 0.04 4 0.97 0.13 5 1.21 0.15 5 0 0 0 0 0 e) 
1.76 0.23 6 4.92 0.65 6 3.82 0.49 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1.03 0.14 6 2.89 0.38 6 2.25 0.29 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1.29 0.17 4 3.3 0.42 5 411 0.53 5: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0.67 0.08 8 489 0.62 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0.18 0.03 8 1.38 0.17 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1.17 0.15 8 0.97 0.13 8 1.13 0.14 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.85 0.11 8 0.7 0.09 8 5.5 0.35 9 1.28 0.07 9 0 0 0 
0.16 0.04 9 0.04 0 9 0.04 0.02 9 0.17 0.01 9 0 0 0 
0.17 0.04 9 0.04 0.01 9 0.04 0.02 9 0.19 0.01 9 0 0 e) 
0.19 0.05 8 0.06 0.01 8 0.19 0.06 8 0.01 0 9 0 0 0 
1.14 0.14 8 0.27 0.03 9 3.22 0.17 9 0.91 0.04 9 0.08 0 9 
0.46 0.06 8 0.12 0.01 8 1.26 0.07 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1.46 0.18 8 0.35 0.04 8 3.22 0.17 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.48 0.06 8 0.12 0.01 9 0 0 0 fe) (0) 0 0 0 0) 
0.09 0.01 8 0.02 0 9 0.26 0.01 9 0.08 0 9 0.01 0 9 
0 0 0 2.63 0.14 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.14 0 8 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.04 0 8 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0.44 0.03 8 0.22 0.01 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0) 0 0 1.04 0.06 9 

0 0 0 0 0 0 3.06 0.16 9 45 0.24 9 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.55 0.09 9 

0 0 te) 0 0 0 2.28 0.12 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.53 0.03 9 0 0 0 0.53 0.03 9 
0.17 0.01 6 0.07 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0.44 5 0 0.17 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.14 0.34 8 0.03 0.07 9 0.03 0.07 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.09 0.22 8 0.02 0.04 8 0.02 0.04 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.05 0.12 9 0.01 0.02 9 0.01 0.02 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.05 0.11 8 0.01 0.02 8 0.01 0.02 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.04 0.1 9 0.01 0.02 9 0.01 0.02 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.02 0.05 9 0 0.01 9 0 0.01 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.02 0.04 8 0 0.01 9 0 0.01 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 ie) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 e) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

18.76 3.94 47.15 6.23 58.08 6.25 7.32 0.37 3.21 0.18 


Appendix E 


Logan 2015 Alternative 4 


* Operations after Delay Adjustments 


Total Total Stagelength 1 Stagelength 2 Stagelength 3 
EQUIP INMTYP! Arrivals Day Night Class Departu Day Night Class Day Night Class Day Night Class 


CNA  BEC58P 9.24 8.29 0.95 1 9.24 8.26 0.98 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BE1 DHC6 24.81 22.27 2.54 1 2481 22.16 2.65 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SF3 SF340 49.3 44.26 5.04 3 49.3 44.04 5.26 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DH8 DHC8 2.38 2.14 0.24 3 2.38 2.13 0.25 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ATR DHC8 0.09 0.07 0.01 3 0.09 0.07 0.01 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
AT7 HS748A 3.09 2.77 0.31 3 3.09 2.76 0.33 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
328 CL600 58.47 46.8 11.67 2 58.47 32.23 5.66 2 17.5 3.08 2 0 0 0 
ER3 CL601 30.65 24.53 6.12 4 30.65 15.41 2.71 4 10.66 1.88 4 0 0 0 
CRJ CL601 49.45 39.57 9.87 4 49.44 34.36 6.03 4 77 1.35 4 0 0 0 
ER4 EMB145 105.92 84.78 21.15 4 105.92 35.77 6.28 4 54.33 9.54 4 0 0 0 
CR7 ~=CL601 3.24 2.59 0.65 4 3.24 1.79 0.31 4 0.97 0.17 4 0 0 0 
728 CL601 1.62 1.3 0.32 4 1.62 0.89 0.16 4 0.48 0.09 4 0 0 0 
ER7 CL601 3.24 2.59 0.65 4 3.24 1.79 0.31 4 0.97 0.17 4 0 0 0 
100 F10065 0.86 0.69 0.18 4 0.86 0.05 0 4 0.69 0.12 4 0 0 0 
ARI BAE300 2.21 1.77 0.44 4 2.21 0.78 0.13 4 1.11 0.2 4 0 0 0 
736 7373B2 8.93 7.15 1.78 4 8.93 3.12 0.55 4 3.85 0.68 4 0.4 0.07 4 
735 737500 4.67 3.74 0.93 4 4.67 1.76 0.33 4 2.02 0.36 4 0 0 4 
717 F10062 7.09 5.67 1.42 4 7.09 0 0 0 6.04 1.05 4 0 0 0 
319 A320 26.04 20.85 5.19 4 26.04 13.25 2.32 4 5.03 0.88 4 1.37 0.24 4 
737 737400 =©48.33 38.69 9.64 4 48.33 9.87 1.73 4 31.25 5.49 4 0 0 0 
733 737300 3.53 1.89 1.64 4 3.53 1.93 0.88 4 0.34 0.16 4 0 0 0 
733 7373B2 2.16 1.16 1 4 2.16 1.18 0.54 4 0.21 0.1 4 0 0 0 
73H 737N9 12.45 11.52 0.93 4 12.45 9.16 0.74 4 1.64 0.13 4 0 0 0 
738 737400 65.07 52.05 13.02 4 65.07 6.4 1.52 4 24.02 44 4 0.16 0.11 4 
M83 MD82 6.83 5.47 1.36 4 6.83 2.15 0.37 4 1.23 0.22 4 1.02 0.18 4 
M83 MD83 4.09 3.27 0.82 4 4.09 1.31 0.34 4 0.72 0.18 4 0.56 0.13 4 
734 737400 3.91 3.13 0.78 4 3.91 2.86 0.5 4 0.46 0.08 4 0 0 0 
320 A320 63.64 50.93 12.7 4 63.64 28.21 4.95 4 6.6 1.16 4 3.74 0.66 4 
739 737400 5.04 4.04 1 4 5.04 0.38 0.07 4 1.45 0.26 4 0.36 0.06 4 
757 757PW =. 22.038 17.63 44 5 22.03 1.88 0.34 6 6.73 1.2 6 1.68 0.31 6 
757 757RR 12.94 10.36 2.58 5 12.94 141 0.2 6 3.95 0.71 6 0.99 0.18 6 
321 A320 17.15 13.73 3.42 4 17.15 1.29 0.22 4 4.96 0.87 4 1.24 0.22 4 
762 767CF6 6.26 5.03 1.23 6 6.26 0 0 0 0.01 0 8 0 0 0) 
762 767J5T9 1.77 1.42 0.34 6 1.77 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 
763 767CF6 8.29 6.64 1.65 6 8.29 0.86 0.15 8 3.05 0.53 8 1.12 0.2 8 
763 767300 12.28 10.62 1.66 6 12.28 0.62 0.11 8 2.2 0.39 8 0.81 0.15 8 
M11 MD11GE 0.65 0.54 0.11 6 0.65 0.01 0 o 0.11 0.04 9 0.16 0.04 9 
M11 MD11PV 0.7 0.58 0.12 6 0.7 0.01 0.01 2 0.12 0.05 9 0.17 0.04 9 
AB6 A300 0.75 0.61 0.14 6 0.75 0.02 0.01 8 0.1 0.07 8 0.19 0.05 8 
764 767300 6.6 5.84 0.76 6 6.6 0.01 0 8 0.48 0.09 8 1.09 0.19 8 
777 767J5T9 2.21 1.93 0.28 6 2.21 0.01 0 8 0.19 0.04 8 0.44 0.08 8 
772 767J5T9 6.18 5.37 0.81 6 6.18 0.02 0 8 0.61 0.11 8 1.4 0.24 8 
330 A310 0.92 0.74 0.18 6 0.92 0.01 0 8 0.2 0.04 8 0.46 0.08 8 
773 767JT9 0.52 0.46 0.06 6 0.52 0 0 8 0.04 0 8 0.08 0.02 8 
752 757RR 2.78 2.57 0.21 5 2.78 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
767 767CF6 0.14 0.13 0.01 6 0.14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0) 
767 767J5T9 0.04 0.04 0 6 0.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
310 A310 0.69 0.64 0.05 6 0.69 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
346 DC870 V1 1.02 0.08 6 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
332 A320 7.96 7.37 0.59 6 7.96 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
343 DC870 1.64 1.52 0.12 6 1.64 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
333 A310 2.39 2.21 0.18 6 2.39 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
744 747400 1.41 1.03 0.08 6 1.11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
75F 757PW 1.88 1.4 0.48 5 1.88 0.77 0.08 6 0.69 0.07 6 0.17 0.01 6 
72F 727EM2 4.37 0 4.37 4 4.37 0 1.97 4 0 1.79 5 0 0.44 2 
76F 767300 4.87 1.09 3.79 6 4.87 0.6 1.6 8 0.55 1.45 8 0.13 0.35 8 
30F A300 3.09 0.69 2.41 6 3.09 0.38 1.01 8 0.34 0.92 8 0.08 0.23 8 
D3F DC1030 1.69 0.38 1.32 6 1.69 0.2 0.56 8 0.19 0.5 8 0.05 0.12 9 
31F A310 1.55 0.34 1.2 6 1.55 0.19 0.5 8 0.18 0.46 8 0.05 0.11 8 
DIF DC1010 1.48 0.33 1.16 6 1.48 0.19 0.48 8 0.17 0.44 8 0.04 0.1 9 
LUF LEAR35 0.85 0.19 0.65 2 0.85 0.23 0.62 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M1F MD11GE 0.76 0.17 0.59 6 0.76 0.09 0.25 9 0.08 0.23 9 0.02 0.05 9 
33F A310 0.64 0.14 0.49 6 0.64 0.07 0.21 8 0.07 0.19 8 0.02 0.04 8 
GA2 LEAR35 31.07 26.32 4.75 2 31.07 26.44 4.63 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
GA1 BECS58P 19.68 13.95 5.74 1 19.68 14.85 4.83 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
GA5 ~—-CL601 3.66 3.1 0.56 4 3.66 3.11 0.55 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
GA3—CIT3 1.83 1.55 0.28 2 1.83 1.56 0.27 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 800.87 641.66 159.2 800.86 338.59 64.51 204.29 41.94 18 47 
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Stagelength 5 Stagelength 6 Stagelength 7 


Stagelength 4 


Class Day Night Class 


Night 


Class Day 


Night 


Night Class Day 


Day 


0.03 4 0.06 0.02 


0.16 
0.17 


1.53 


0.15 
0.09 
0.72 


10.3 


1.42 
0.73 


11.91 


1.16 


0.93 
4.72 


2.78 
3.17 


0.64 


3.94 


0.11 


0.18 
0.93 
0.68 
0.04 
0.04 
0.06 
0.26 
0.14 
0.33 
0.14 
0.02 
2.53 


0.01 


3.09 


3.09 


0.01 


0.04 


0.43 


0.1 


0.06 


0.17 


0.03 
0.02 
0.01 
0.01 
0.01 


0.01 
0.01 


0.01 
0.01 


0.31 


3.08 


0.66 


7.03 


8.61 


55.72 


8.1 


45.28 


Appendix E 


Logan 2015 Alternative 2 /3 


* Operations after Delay Adjustments 


Total Total 
EQUIP INMTYPE Arrivals Day Night Class Departures Day 
CNA BEC58P 8.4 7.66 0.74 1 8.4 
BE1 DHC6 22.92 20.91 2.01 1 22.92 
SF3 SF340 46.3 42.27 4.03 3 46.3 
DH8 DHC8 2.24 2.05 0.19 3 2.24 
ATR DHC8 0.08 0.08 0 3 0.08 
AT7 HS748A 2.9 2.65 0.25 3 2.9 
328 CL600 54.97 44.39 10.58 2 54.97 
ER3 CL601 28.81 23.27 5.55 4 28.81 
CRJ CL601 47.22 38.23 8.99 4 47.22 
ER4 EMB145 101.16 81.9 19.27 4 101.16 
CR7 CL601 3.24 2.64 0.6 4 3.24 
728 CL601 1.62 1.32 0.3 4 1.62 
ER7 CL601 3.24 2.64 0.6 4 3.24 
100 F10065 0.86 0.71 0.16 4 0.86 
AR1 BAE300 2.21 1.8 0.41 4 2.21 
736 7373B2 8.93 7.28 1.65 4 8.93 
735 737500 4.67 3.81 0.86 4 4.67 
717 F10062 7.09 5.78 1.31 4 7.09 
319 A320 26.04 21.24 4.8 4 26.04 
737 737400 48.33 39.42 8.91 4 48.33 
733 737300 3.53 1.92 1.61 4 3.53 
733 7373B2 2.16 1.18 0.98 4 2.16 
73H 737N9 12.45 11.74 0.71 4 12.45 
738 737400 65.07 53.04 12.03 4 65.07 
M83 MD82 6.83 5.57 1.26 4 6.83 
M83 MD83 4.09 3.33 0.76 4 4.09 
734 737400 3.91 3.19 0.72 4 3.91 
320 A320 63.64 51.9 11.73 4 63.64 
739 737400 5.04 4.11 0.93 4 5.04 
757 757PW 22.03 17.97 4.06 5 22.03 
757 757RR 12.94 10.56 2.38 5 12.94 
321 A320 17.15 13.99 3.16 4 17.15 
762 767CF6 6.26 5.12 1.14 6 6.26 
762 767JT9 1.77 1.44 0.32 6 1.77 
763 767CF6 8.29 6.76 1.53 6 8.29 
763 767300 12.28 10.82 1.46 6 12.28 
M11 MD11GE 0.65 0.55 0.1 6 0.65 
M11 MD11PW 0.7 0.59 0.11 6 0.7 
AB6 A300 0.75 0.62 0.13 6 0.75 
764 767300 6.6 5.95 0.65 6 6.6 
777 767J5T9 2.21 1.97 0.24 6 2.21 
772 767J5T9 6.18 5.47 0.71 6 6.18 
330 A310 0.92 0.75 0.17 6 0.92 
773 767J5T9 0.52 0.47 0.05 6 0.52 
752 757RR 2.78 2.62 0.16 5 2.78 
767 767CF6 0.14 0.13 0.01 6 0.14 
767 767J5T9 0.04 0.04 0 6 0.04 
310 A310 0.69 0.65 0.04 6 0.69 
346 DC870 14 1.04 0.06 6 LA 
332 A320 7.96 7.51 0.45 6 7.96 
343 DC870 1.64 1.55 0.09 6 1.64 
333 A310 2.39 2.25 0.14 6 2.39 
744 747400 W141, 1.05 0.06 6 1.11 
75F 757PW 1.88 1.42 0.46 5 1.88 
72F 727EM2 4.37 0 4.37 4 4.37 
76F 767300 4.87 1.11 3.77 6 4.87 
30F A300 3.09 0.71 2.39 6 3.09 
D3F DC1030 1.69 0.39 1.31 6 1.69 
31F A310 1.55 0.35 1.19 6 1.55 
DIF DC1010 1.48 0.34 1.15 6 1.48 
LJF LEAR35 0.85 0.19 0.65 2 0.85 
M1F MD11GE 0.76 0.17 0.59 6 0.76 
33F A310 0.64 0.14 0.49 6 0.64 
GA2 LEAR35 28.35 24.25 4] 2 28.35 
GA1 BEC58P 16.95 11.63 5.32 1 16.95 
GA5 CL601 3.34 2.85 0.48 4 3.34 
GA3 CIT3 1.67 1.42 0.25 2 1.67 


Appenkmta! 776.54 630.87 145.68 776.54 


Stagelength 1 
Night Class 

7.62 0.78 
20.8 2.12 
42.04 4.26 
2.04 0.2 
0.08 0 
2.63 0.27 
30.7 4.92 
14.68 2.35 
33.31 5.27 
34.67 5.49 
1.82 0.28 
0.91 0.14 
1.82 0.28 
0.05 0 
0.79 0.12 
3.18 0.49 
1.79 0.3 
0 0 
13.5 2.07 
10.06 1.54 
1.96 0.85 
1.21 0.51 
9.34 0.56 
6.52 1.4 
2.19 0.33 
1.33 0.32 
2.91 0.45 
28.74 4.42 
0.39 0.06 
1.91 0.31 
1.12 0.18 
1.31 0.2 
0 0 
0 0 
0.88 0.13 
0.63 0.1 
0.01 0 
0.01 0.01 
0.02 0.01 
0.01 0 
0.01 0 
0.02 0 
0.01 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0.78 0.07 
0 1.97 
0.61 1.59 
0.39 1 
0.21 0.55 
0.19 0.5 
0.19 0.48 
0.24 0.61 
0.09 0.25 
0.08 0.2 
24.37 3.98 
12.56 4.39 
2.87 0.47 
1.43 0.24 
327.03 57.02 
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Stagelength 2 
Day Night Class 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
16.68 2.67 
10.16 1.63 
746 1.18 
52.66 8.35 
0.99 0.15 
0.49 0.08 
0.99 0.15 
0.7 0.14 
1.13 0.18 
3.92 0.61 
2.06 0.32 
6.15 0.94 
5.12 0.79 
31.85 4.89 
0.35 0.15 
0.22 0.09 
1.67 0.1 
24.48 3.94 
1.25 0.2 
0.74 0.16 
0.47 0.07 
6.73 1.03 
1.48 0.23 
6.86 1.07 
4.03 0.63 
5.06 0.77 
0.01 0) 
0 0 
3.1 0.48 
2.24 0.35 
0.11 0.04 
0.12 0.05 
0.1 0.07 
0.49 0.08 
0.2 0.03 
0.62 0.1 
0.21 0.03 
0.04 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0.71 0.05 
0 1.79 
0.56 1.44 
0.35 0.91 
0.19 0.5 
0.18 0.46 
0.17 0.44 
0 0 
0.08 0.23 
0.08 0.18 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
203.26 37.72 
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Stagelength 3 Stagelength 4 Stagelength 5 Stagelength 6 Stagelength 7 


Day Night Class Day Night Class Day Night Class Day Night Class Day Night Class 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ie) 0 0 (e) 0 0 0 e) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (e) 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 ce) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0) 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.41 0.06 4 0.16 0.03 4 0.07 0.01 4 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 4 0.17 0.03 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 (e) 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1.4 0.21 4 1.56 0.24 4 0.99 0.15 4 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0.15 0.07 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (e) 

0 0 0 0.09 0.05 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0.74 0.04 4 0 0 0 (e) 0 0 0 0 
0.16 0.11 4 10.5 1.63 4 14.15 2.17 5 0 0 0 0 0 
1.04 0.16 4 1.44 0.22 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.58 0.11 4 0.75 0.12 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3.81 0.59 4 12.14 1.86 4 3.75 0.58 5 0 0 0 0 0 
0.37 0.05 4 0.95 0.15 5 1.18 0.18 5 0 0 0 0 0 
1.72 0.27 6 4.81 0.76 6 3.74 0.57 6 0 0 0 0 0 
1.01 0.16 6 2.83 0.44 6 2.2 0.34 6 ¢) 0 0 0 0 
1.26 0.2 4 3.23 0.49 5 4.02 0.62 5 0 0 0 0 (0) 
0 0 0 0.65 0.1 8 4.78 0.73 8 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0.18 0.03 8 1.35 0.2 8 0 0 0 0 0 
1.14 0.18 8 0.95 0.15 8 V1 0.17 9 0 0 0 0 0 
0.83 0.13 8 0.69 0.1 8 5.38 0.47 9 1.25 0.1 9 0 0 
0.16 0.04 9 0.04 0 9 0.04 0.02 9 0.17 0.01 9 0 0 
0.17 0.04 9 0.04 0.01 9 0.04 0.02 9 0.19 0.01 9 0 0 
0.19 0.05 8 0.06 0.01 8 0.19 0.06 8 0.01 0 9 0 0 
1.11 0.17 8 0.26 0.04 9 3.15 0.24 9 0.89 0.06 9 0.08 0 
0.45 0.07 8 0.11 0.02 8 1.24 0.09 8 0 0 0 0 0 
1.42 0.22 8 0.34 0.05 8 3.15 0.24 8 0 0 0 0 0 
0.47 0.07 8 0.11 0.02 9 0 e) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.08 0.02 8 0.02 0 9 0.25 0.02 9 0.08 0 9 0.01 0 
0 0 0 2.58 0.19 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 te) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.13 0.01 8 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.04 0 8 0 0 

0 0 0 0.43 0.04 8 0.22 0.01 8 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 e) 0 0 0 1.02 0.08 

0 0 0 0 0 0 2.99 0.23 9 4.41 0.33 9 0 “0 

0 ie) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.52 0.12 

0 0 0 0 0 0 2.23 0.17 9 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.52 0.04 9 0 0 0 0.52 0.04 
0.17 0.01 6 0.07 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 e) 0 
0 0.44 5 0 0.17 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.13 0.35 8 0.03 0.07 9 0.03 0.07 9 0 0 0 0 0 
0.08 0.23 8 0.02 0.04 8 0.02 0.04 9 0 0 0 0 0 
0.05 0.12 9 0.01 0.02 9 0.01 0.02 9 0 0 0 0 0 
0.05 0.14 8 0.01 0.02 8 0.01 0.02 9 0 0 0 0 0) 
0.04 0.1 9 0.01 0.02 9 0.01 0.02 9 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.02 0.05 9 0 0.01 9 0 0.01 9 0 0 0 0 0 
0.02 0.04 8 0 0.01 9 0 0.01 9 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ce) 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0) 0 0 0 0 

Appendix £18.34 4.36 46.13 7.25 56.81 7.52 717 0.52 3.15 0.24 95 
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Comparison of Air Quality Modeling Results for the 29M Low Scenario, Alternative 1/1A 
LDMS vs. EDMS Modeling 


Aircraft Fleet Used for EDMS Modeling 
2015 RJ Fleet - Emission Inventory Result 
2015 RJ Fleet — Dispersion Modeling Results 


Comparison of Air Quality Results for All Alternatives Excerpted from the 
Draft EIR/EIS 
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Comparison of Air Quality Modeling Results 
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Aircraft Fleet Used for EDMS Modeling 


Aircraft Engine Terminal/Gate Area Runway Annual LTOs 
**A310-300-S-A2 DEFAULT S. Cargo 27 73 
**A320-200-M15R DEFAULT Main 15R 291 
**A320-200-M22R DEFAULT Main 22R 776 
**A320-200-M27 DEFAULT Main 27 1109 
**A320-200-M33L DEFAULT Main 33L 495 
**A320-200-M9 DEFAULT Main 9 550 
**A320-211-M14 DEFAULT Main 14 245 
**A320-211-M22R DEFAULT Main 22R 655 
**A320-211-M33L DEFAULT Main 33L 417 
**A320-211-M4R DEFAULT Main 4R 351 
**A320-211-M9 DEFAULT Main ] 464 
**A321-M15R DEFAULT Main 15R 334 
**A321-M22R DEFAULT Main 22R 869 
**A321-M22R-A5 DEFAULT Main 22R 608 
**A321-M27 DEFAULT Main 27 988 
**A321-M27-A5 DEFAULT Main 27 530 
**A321-M33L DEFAULT Main 33L 806 
**A321-M33L-A5 DEFAULT Main 33L 493 
**A321-M9 DEFAULT Main fo] 520 
**A321-M9-A5 DEFAULT Main 9 363 
**A340-300-M27C2 DEFAULT Main 27 196 
**A340-300-M27C3 DEFAULT Main 27 500 
*AVRO-RJ70-M22R DEFAULT Main 22R 983 
**AVRO-RJ70-M27 DEFAULT Main 27 1358 
*AVRO-RJ70-M33L DEFAULT Main 33L 326 
**AVRO-RJ70-M9 DEFAULT Main 9. 781 
**13727-100-S-7 DEFAULT S. Cargo 22L 9 
“B727-200F-MI5R-15 DEFAULT Main 15R 425 
**B727-200F-M22R-15 DEFAULT Main 22R 778 
™B727-200F-M22R-9 DEFAULT Main 22R 212 
™B727-200F-M27-9 DEFAULT Main 27 359 
™B727-200F-M33L-15 DEFAULT Main 33L 709 
*“B727-200F-M9-15 DEFAULT Main 9 829 
B727-200F-N4R-15 DEFAULT N. Cargo 4R 550 
™B727-200F-S33L-15 DEFAULT S. Cargo 33L 19 
B727-200F-S33L-7 DEFAULT S. Cargo 33L 517 
™B727-200-M22R-15 DEFAULT Main 22R 239 
B727-200-M22R-9A DEFAULT Main 22R 376 
™B727-200-M27-9A DEFAULT Main 27 637 
**B727-200-N-15 DEFAULT N. Cargo 14 21 
*“B727-200-S-15 DEFAULT S. Cargo 14 21 
*“B737-100-M22L-7B DEFAULT Main 22L 341 


*"B737-100-M22R-15A DEFAULT Main 22R 622 


Aircraft Fleet Used for EDMS Modeling (Cont’d.) 


Aircraft Engine Terminal/Gate Area Runway Annual LTOs 
B737-100-M22R-9A DEFAULT Main 22R 370 
B737-100-M27-15A DEFAULT Main 27 759 
**B737-100-M33L-15A DEFAULT Main 33L 301 
*B737-100-M9-15A DEFAULT Main 9 373 
**13737-300-M14-3B DEFAULT Main 14 326 
**B737-300-M15R-3B DEFAULT Main 15R 441 
“B737-300-M22L-3B DEFAULT Main 22L 365 
13737-300-102211-313 DEFAULT Main 22R - 1680. 
“B737-300-M33L-3B DEFAULT Main 33L 1347 
**B737-300-M4R-3B DEFAULT Main 4R 1108 
**B737-300-M9-3B DEFAULT Main 9 1434 
**B737-400-M15R-3C1 DEFAULT Main 15R 471 
*B737-400-M22R-3B DEFAULT Main 22R 637 
B737-400-M22R-3C1 DEFAULT Main 22R 427 
**B737-400-M27-3 DEFAULT Main 27 413 
**B737-400-M27-3B DEFAULT Main 27 772 
**B737-400-M27-3C1 DEFAULT Main 27 732 
**B737-400-M33L-3B DEFAULT Main 33L 312 
*B737-400-M9-3B DEFAULT Main 9 381 
**B737-400-M9-3C1 DEFAULT Main 9 361 
**B737-500-MI5R-3 DEFAULT Main 15R 282 
**B737-500-M22R-3 DEFAULT Main 22R 1181 
**B737-500-M22R-3C1 DEFAULT Main 22R 706 
B737-500-M27-3 DEFAULT Main 27 2024 
**B737-500-M27-3C1 DEFAULT Main 27 1211 
**B737-500-M33L-3 DEFAULT Main 33L 486 
B737-500-M33L-3C1 DEFAULT Main 33L 460 
**B737-500-M9-3 DEFAULT Main 9 970 
*B737-500-M9-3C1 DEFAULT Main 9 580 
**B747-200-N33L-7F DEFAULT N. Cargo 33L 117 
**B747-200-S22R-7F DEFAULT S. Cargo 22R 134 
**B747-400-M22L-B1 DEFAULT Main 22L 291 
*B747-400-M33L-B1 DEFAULT Main 33L 333 
*“B757-200-M15R-37 DEFAULT Main 15R 506 
“B757-200-M15R-E4 DEFAULT Main 15R 686 
*“B757-200-M22L-37 DEFAULT Main 22L 504 
**B757-200-M22L-40 DEFAULT Main 22L 394 
“B757-200-M22L-E4 DEFAULT Main 22L 683 
B757-200-M22R-37 DEFAULT Main 22R 1085 
*“B757-200-M22R-40 DEFAULT Main 22R 424 
**B757-200-M22R-5C DEFAULT Main 22R 339 
“*B757-200-M22R-E4 DEFAULT Main 22R 1473 


™B757-200-M27-40 DEFAULT Main 27 726 


Aircraft Fleet Used for EDMS Modeling (Cont’d.) 


Aircraft Engine Terminal/Gate Area Runway Annual LTOs 
™B757-200-M27-5C DEFAULT Main 27 301 
**B757-200-M27-E4 DEFAULT Main 27 2525 
*B757-200-M33L-37 DEFAULT Main 33L 1422 
™B757-200-M33L-40 DEFAULT Main 33L 555 
™B757-200-M33L-5C DEFAULT Main 33L 230 
**B757-200-M4R-37 DEFAULT Main 4R 958 
*“B757-200-M4R-E4 DEFAULT Main 4R 1300 
™B757-200-M9-37 DEFAULT Main ] 1074 
*B757-200-M9-40 DEFAULT Main ] 419 
™B757-200-M9-E4 DEFAULT Main fo] 1457 
*“B757-200-N27-37 DEFAULT N. Cargo 27 452 
™B757-200-S27-37 DEFAULT S. Cargo 27 452 
*“B767-200-M22R-4D DEFAULT Main 22R 276 
*“B767-200-M22R-A2 DEFAULT Main 22R 223 
*B767-200-M27-A2 DEFAULT Main 27 337 
™B767-200-M4R-4D DEFAULT Main 4R 255 
*B767-200-N15R-4D DEFAULT N. Cargo 15R 4 
**B767-200-S15R-4D DEFAULT S. Cargo 15R A 
*“B79-200-M9-15 DEFAULT Main 9 273 
™BAE146-200-M22R-5 DEFAULT Main 22R 251 
*“BAE146-200-M9-5 DEFAULT Main 9 297 
"131-1-1900-M14 DEFAULT Main 14 1295 
“BH-1900-MI5R DEFAULT Main 15R 522 
™BH-1900-M22R DEFAULT Main 22R 3747 
*“BH-1900-M27 DEFAULT Main 27 6263 
*“BH-1900-M33L DEFAULT Main 33L 1683 
“BH-1900-M9 DEFAULT Main ] 1358 
"*Can Reg-100-M15R DEFAULT Main 15R 173 
“Can Reg-100-M22R DEFAULT Main 22R 720 
™Can Reg-100-M33L DEFAULT Main 33L 297 
“Can Reg-100-M4R DEFAULT Main 4R 351 
*Can Reg-100-M9 DEFAULT Main 9 710 
™DASH-7-M14 DEFAULT Main 14 384 
*“DASH-7-M22R DEFAULT Main 22R 542 
™DASH-7-M33L DEFAULT Main 33L 1013 
™DC10-10-M22L DEFAULT Main 22L 575 
™DC10-10-M4R DEFAULT Main 4R 479 
™DC10-10-S33L DEFAULT S. Cargo 33L 580 
“DC10-30-S4R-C2 DEFAULT S. Cargo 4R 46 
“DC8-60-S27 DEFAULT S. Cargo 27 240 
“DC8-70-N22R DEFAULT N. Cargo 22R 389 
“DC8-70-N9 DEFAULT N. Cargo fe) 458 


“DC8-70-S22R DEFAULT 5. Cargo 22R 233 


Aircraft Fleet Used for EDMS Modeling (Cont’d.) 


Aircraft Engine Terminal/Gate Area Runway Annual LTOs 
“DC8-70-S27 DEFAULT S. Cargo 27 399 
*“DC8-70-S9 DEFAULT S. Cargo 9 275 
“DC9-30-M22L-9A DEFAULT Main 22L 309 
“DC9-30-M22R-7B DEFAULT Main 22R 553 
™DC9-30-M4R-9A DEFAULT Main 413 444 
“DC9-30-M9-7B DEFAULT Main 9 658 
*“DC9-30-N14-9 DEFAULT N. Cargo 14 127 
*DC9-30-S14-9 DEFAULT S. Cargo 14 127 
*DHC-8-300-M22R DEFAULT Main 22R 753 
™DHC-8-300-M4L DEFAULT Main 4L 518 
™DHC-8-300-M9 DEFAULT Main 9 534 
“DHC-8-M22R-OA DEFAULT Main 22R 831 
*“DHC-8M22R-21 DEFAULT Main 22R 559 
*DHC-8-M4L-OA DEFAULT Main 4L 571 
™DHC-8-M4L-120 DEFAULT Main 4L 240 
*“DHC-8-M4L-21 DEFAULT Main 4L 272 
“DHC-8-M9-OA DEFAULT Main i) 589 
"EMB-120-M14 DEFAULT Main 14 450 
**EMB-120-M22R DEFAULT Main 22R 1484 
*“EMB-120-M33L DEFAULT Main 33L 584 
*“EMB-120-M4L DEFAULT Main 4L 1132 
*“EMB-1 20-M9 DEFAULT Main 9 472 
*“F1 00-M22R-650 DEFAULT Main 22R 398 
“F1 00-M9-650 DEFAULT Main 9 472 
“Falcon 20-S22R DEFAULT S. Cargo 22R 536 
“Falcon 20-S9 DEFAULT S. Cargo fe] 637 
*HS7482A-M14 DEFAULT Main 14 417 
**HS7482A-M22R DEFAULT Main 22R 1197 
™HS7482A-M4L DEFAULT Main 4L 822 
**HS7482A-M9 DEFAULT Main 9 430 
*L-1011-500-S15R-B DEFAULT S. Cargo 15R 24 
™L-1011-50-M22R DEFAULT Main 22R 206 
*L-1011-50-M9 DEFAULT Main 9 189 
“Learjet 35-S15L DEFAULT S. Cargo 15L 175 
“Learjet 35-S22L DEFAULT S. Cargo 22L 1012 
“Learjet 35-S32 DEFAULT S. Cargo 32 447 
“Learjet 35-S4L DEFAULT S. Cargo 4L 480 
“Learjet 35-S4R DEFAULT S. Cargo 4R 1004 
*“MD-11-M4R-60 DEFAULT Main 4R 191 
*“MD-80-81-M14 DEFAULT Main 14 990 
*MD-80-81-MI5R DEFAULT Main 15R 2239 
**MD-80-81-M22R DEFAULT Main 22R 6202 


*“MD-80-81-M33L DEFAULT Main 33L . 2545 


Aircraft Fleet Used for EDMS Modeling (Cont’d.) 


Aircraft Engine Terminal/Gate Area Runway Annual LTOs 
“MD-80-81-M4R DEFAULT Main ; 4R 3513 
*“MD-80-81-M9 DEFAULT Main 9 4960 
*“MD-90-10-22R DEFAULT Main 22R 1065 
“MD-90-10-33L DEFAULT Main 33L 519 
*“MD-90-10-MI5R DEFAULT Main 15R 304 
“MD-90-10-M4R DEFAULT Main 4R 555 
*“MD-90-10-M9 DEFAULT Main 9 1063 
**P.337P-S14 DEFAULT S. Cargo 14 412 
™P-337P-S22R DEFAULT S. Cargo 22R 1358 
**P-337P-S33L DEFAULT S. Cargo 33L 535 
*P.337P-S4L DEFAULT S. Cargo 4L 1037 
*™P.337P-S9 DEFAULT S. Cargo fe] 432 
**SF-340-B-M14 DEFAULT Main 14 3073 
“SF-340-B-M15R DEFAULT Main 15R 830 
“SF-340-B-M22L DEFAULT Main 22L 366 
“SF-340-B-M22R DEFAULT Main 22R 7768 
**SF-340-B-M4L DEFAULT Main 4L 6054 
**SF-340-B-M9 DEFAULT Main 9 3166 
Sw Merl-M14 DEFAULT Main 14 383 
“Sw Merl-M22R DEFAULT Main 22R 1262 
™Sw Merl-M33L DEFAULT Main 33L 498 
*“Sw Merl-M4L DEFAULT Main 4L 963 
™Sw Merl-M9 DEFAULT Main 9 402 
™Sw Met-M14. DEFAULT Main 14 968 
™Sw Met-M15R DEFAULT Main 15R 398 
Sw Met-M22L DEFAULT Main 22L 802 
“Sw Met-M22R DEFAULT Main 22R 2493 
“Sw Met-M33L DEFAULT Main 33L 1284 
“Sw Met-M4L DEFAULT Main 4L 2405 
™Sw Met-M4R DEFAULT Main 4R 179 
**Sw Met-M9 DEFAULT Main 9 958 
A300-600 PW4158 S. Cargo 27 60 
A300-132-200 CF6-50C2R Main 27 338 
A300-134-200 DEFAULT Main 27 466 
A300-134-605R CF6-80C2A5 Main 27 305 
A310-200 JT9D-7R4D1 Main 22R 8 
A310-200 CF6-80A3 Main 22R 54 
A310-200 CF6-80C2A2 Main 27 23 
A310-300 CF6-80C2A2 Main 27 81 
A310-300 JT9D-7R4El Main 22R 31 
A310-300 PW4152 Main 22R 74 
A310-300 PW4156 (Old Comb) Main. 4R 12 


A320 CFM56-5134 Main SQ 16 


Aircraft Fleet Used for EDMS Modeling (Cont’d.) 


Aircraft Engine Terminal/Gate Area Runway Annual LTOs 
A320-200 CFM56-5A3 Main 27 325 
A320-200 V2500-A1 Main 27 390 
A320-200 V2527-A5 Main 4R 416 
A320-211 CFM56-5A1 Main 27 936 
A321 CFM56-5131 Main 4R 531 
A321 V2530-A5 Main 4R 312 
A330 CF6-80E1A1 Main 33L 243 
A330 PW4164 Main 33L 194 
A330 PW4168 Main 33L 259 
A830 TRENT-768 Main 33L 324 
A330 TRENT-772 Main 33L 113 
A340-300 CFM56-5C2 Main 9 250 
A340-300 CFM56-5C3 Main 22R 201 
AVRO-RJ70 LF507 SERIES Main 4R 386 
B727-1 00 JT8D-7 N. Cargo 22L fe] 
B727-1 00 JT8D-7B Main 22L 52 
B727-200 JT8D-15 Main 27 404 
B727-200 JT8D-17 Main 14 16 
B727-200 JT8D-9 Main 27 161 
B727-200 JT8D-15A Main 4R 7 
B727-200 JT8D-17A Main 4R 32 
B727-200 JT8D-17R Main 15R 77 
B727-200 JT8D-9A Main 9 430 
B727-200F JT8D-15 Main 27 1333 
B727-200F JT8D-15A Main 27 391 
B727-200F JT8D-17 Main 33L 81 
B727-200F JT8D-17A Main 14 163 
B727-200F JT8D-17R Main 27 391 
B727-200F JT8D-7B Main 14 261 
B727-200F JT8D-9 Main 9 243 
B727-200F DEFAULT N. Cargo 411 114 
B737-100 JT8D-15A Main 4R 350 
B737-100 JT8D-17 Main 15R 150 
B737-100 JT8D-17A Main 15R 125 
B737-100 JT8D-7A Main 4R 168 
B737-100 JT8D-7B Main 4R 252 
B737-100 JT8D-9A Main 411 470 
B737-200 JT8D-15A Main 15R 87 
B737-300 CFM56-313 Main 27 2880 
B737-300 CFM56-3C-1 Main 27 412 
B737-400 CFM56-3C-1 Main 413 340 
B737-400 CFM56-3 Main 9 524 


B737-400 CFM56-3B Main 413 359 


Aircraft Fleet Used for EDMS Modeling (Cont’d.) 


Aircraft Engine Terminal/Gate Area Runway Annual LTOs 
B737-500 CFM56-313 Main 4R 770 
B737-500 CFM56-3C-1 Main 4R 460 
B747-100F JT9D-70A N. Cargo 33L 4 
B747-200 JT9D-7A Main 22L 70 
B747-200 JT9D-7Q Main 15R 17 
B747-200 CF6-50E2 Main 22L 44 
B747-200 JT9D-7F Main 22L 26 
B747-200 JT9D-7J Main 15R i) 
B747-200 JT9D-7R4G2 Main 22L 4 
B747-200 RB211-524D4 Main 15R 16 
B747-400 PW4056 Main 33L 434 
B747-400 RB211-524G Main 33L 349 
B747-400 RB211-524H Main 15R 28 
B757-200 PW2037 Main 27 1859 
B757-200 RB211-535E4 Main 33L 1929 
B757-200 PW2040 Main 4R 374 
B757-200 RB211-535C Main 9 329 
B767-200 JT9D-7R4D Main 27 420 
B767-200 CF6-80A2 Main 9 205 
B767-200 CF6-8002B2 Main 15R 308 
B767-300 PW4060 Main 4R 322 
B767-300 CF6-80A2 Main 413 114 
B767-300 CF6-80C2B6 Main 27 663 
B767-300 PW4056 Main 15R 104 
B767-300 RB211-524H Main 15R 147 
B777-200 GE90-85B Main 15R 178 
B777-200 PW4084 Main 22L 302 
B777-200 TRENT-875 Main 22L 73 
B777-200 TRENT-877 Main 22L 7 
B777-200 TRENT-890 Main 22L 25 
B777-200 GE90-76B Main 15R 7 
BAD 46-200 ALF50211-5 Main 27 429 
BAE146-200 ALF50211-3 Main 14 127 
BH-1900 PT6A-65B Main 4L 3258 
BH-C99 PT6A-27 Main 27 377 
Canadair Reg-100 CF34-3A1 Main 27 1235 
DASH-7 PT6A-50 Main 4L 373 
DC10-10 CF6-6D Main 33L 852 
DC10-30 CF6-50C2 Main 33L 2M 
DC10-30 CF6-50C Main 22L 169 
DC10-40 JT9D-20 Main 33L 507 
DC8-60 JT3D-7 SERIES N. Cargo 27 293 


DC8-70 CFM56-2C5 N. Cargo 27 665 


Aircraft Fleet Used for EDMS Modeling (Cont’d.) 


Aircraft Engine Terminal/Gate Area Runway Annual LTOs 
DC9-10 JT8D-7A Main 14 17 
DC9-10 JT8D-7B Main 14 191 
DC9-30 JT8D-9 © Main 14 121 
DC9-30 JT8D-11 Main 14 114 
DC9-30 JT8D-15 Main 14 153 
DC9-30 JT8D-17 Main 14 448 
DC9-30 JT8D-7A Main 14 188 
DC9-30 JT8D-7B Main 27 949 
DC9-30 JT8D-9A Main 15R 705 
DC9-40 JT8D-11 Main 14 19 
DC9-50 JT8D-17 Main 14 118 
DC9-50 JTBD-15 Main 14 40 
DHC-8 PW120A Main 33L 1554 
DHC-8 PW120 Main 33L 491 
DHC-8-100 PW121 Main 22R 694 
DHC-8-300 PW123 Main 33L 1407 
DHC-8-400 PW123 Main 33L 511 
EMB-120 PW118 Main 27 2176 
F-28-1000 RR SPEY-MK555 Main 14 212 
F-70-100 TAY620-15 Main 14 154 
Falcon 20 CF700-2D S. Cargo 27 919 
FOKKER 100 TAY620-15 Main 14 120 
FOKKER 100-100 TAY650-15 Main 27 682 
HS 748 2A SERIES RDa7 Main 33L 2236 
L-1011-50 RB211-22B Main 27 312 
L-1011-500 R13211-524134 Main 413 338 
P011-500 TR RB211-524B4 N. Cargo 15R 24 
Learjet 35/36 TFE 731-2-213 S. Cargo 22R 1647 
MD-11 CF6-80C2D1 F Main 22L 203 
MD-11 PW4460 Main 33L 217 
MD-80-81 JT81D-219 Main 27 8759 
MD-90-10 V2525-D5 Main 27 1826 
P-337P Skyrnaster TSIO-3600 S. Cargo 27 1992 
SF-340-B-PLUS CT7-5 Main 33L 16317 
Swearingen Merlin TPE331-3 Main 27 1852 
Swearingen Metro 2 TPE331-3 Main 27 4338 
Total LTO Cycles 254913 


** Indicates this is a user-created aircraft entered for the purpose of accurate runway assignments. 


2015 RJ Fleet — Emission Inventory Results 


ESTIMATED CO EMISSIONS AT LOGAN AIRPORT 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


SOURCE CATEGORIES KG/DAY |TONS/YEAR 


Aircraft Sources* 


Service Vehicles 


Airport-Related Motor Vehicles 
Parking/Curbside 
On-airport vehicles 


Total motor vehicle sources 


Other Sources 

Fuel storage/handling 

Miscellaneous sources** 
Total other sources 


OTAL AIRPORT SOURCES 


ESTIMATED VOC EMISSIONS AT LOGAN AIRPORT 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


SOURCE CATEGORIES KG/DAY |TONS/YEAR 


Service Vehicles 


Airport-Related Motor Vehicles 
Parking/Curbside 
On-airport vehicles 

Total motor vehicle sources 


Other Sources 

Fuel storage/handling 

Miscellaneous sources** 
Total other sources 


OTAL AIRPORT SOURCES 


ESTIMATED NO, EMISSIONS AT LOGAN AIRPORT 


NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


SOURCE CATEGORIES KG/DAY |TONS/YEAR 


Aircraft Sources* 


Service Vehicles 


Airport-Related Motor Vehicles 
Parking/Curbside 
On-airport vehicles 


Total motor vehicle sources 


Other Sources 

Fuel storage/handling 

Miscellaneous sources** 
Total other sources 


OTAL AIRPORT SOURCES 


ESTIMATED PM10 EMISSIONS AT LOGAN AIRPORT 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


SOURCE CATEGORIES KG/DAY |TONS/YEAR 


Aircraft Sources* 
Service Vehicles 


Airport-Related Motor Vehicles 
Parking/Curbside 
On-airport vehicles 

Total motor vehicle sources 


Other Sources 

Fuel storage/handling 

Miscellaneous sources** 
Total other sources 


OTAL AIRPORT SOURCES 


ESTIMATED CO EMISSIONS AT LOGAN AIRPORT 


ALTERNATIVE 1 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


SOURCE CATEGORIES KG/DAY |TONS/YEAR 


(Aircraft Sources* 


Service Vehicles 


Airport-Related Motor Vehicles 
Parking/Curbside 
On-airport vehicles 


Total motor vehicle sources 


Other Sources 

Fuel storage/handling 

Miscellaneous sources** 
Total other sources 


OTAL AIRPORT SOURCES 


ESTIMATED VOC EMISSIONS AT LOGAN AIRPORT 
ALTERNATIVE 1 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


SOURCE CATEGORIES KG/DAY |TONS/YEAR 


Aircraft Sources* 
ervice Vehicles 


Airport-Related Motor Vehicles 
Parking/Curbside 
On-airport vehicles 

Total motor vehicle sources 


Other Sources 

Fuel storage/handling 

Miscellaneous sources** 
Total other sources 


OTAL AIRPORT SOURCES 


ESTIMATED NO, EMISSIONS AT LOGAN AIRPORT 


ALTERNATIVE 1 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


SOURCE CATEGORIES KG/DAY |TONS/YEAR 


Aircraft Sources* 


ervice Vehicles 


(Airport-Related Motor Vehicles 
Parking/Curbside 
On-airport vehicles 


Total motor vehicle sources 


Other Sources 

Fuel storage/handling 

Miscellaneous sources** 
Total other sources 


OTAL AIRPORT SOURCES 


ESTIMATED PM10 EMISSIONS AT LOGAN AIRPORT 
ALTERNATIVE 1 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


OURCE CATEGORIES KG/DAY |TONS/YEAR 


Aircraft Sources* 
ervice Vehicles 


Airport-Related Motor Vehicles 
Parking/Curbside 
On-airport vehicles 

Total motor vehicle sources 


Other Sources 

Fuel storage/handling 

Miscellaneous sources** 
Total other sources 


OTAL AIRPORT SOURCES 


2015 RJ Fleet —Dispersion Modeling Results 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
CO, SECOND HIGHEST ONE-HOUR LEVELS 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (yg/m’) 


. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 

. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
. East Boston (Bayswater) 

. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 

. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 


. Winthrop (Grandview) 
. Castle Island 

. C & Broadway 

. South End (Union Park) 


12. Revere Beach 
All concentrations include a background level of 3,420 pg/m® 
Ambient air quality standard = 40,000 pg/m? 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
CO, SECOND HIGHEST EIGHT-HOUR LEVELS 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (1g/m°) 


. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 

. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
. East Boston (Bayswater) 

. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 

. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 


. Winthrop (Grandview) 
. Castle Island 

. C & Broadway 

. South End (Union Park) 


12. Revere Beach 


All concentrations include a background level of 2,052 y.g/m* 
Ambient air quality standard = 10,000 pg/m* 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
NO,, SECOND HIGHEST ONE-HOUR LEVELS 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (ug/m*) 


. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 

. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
. East Boston (Bayswater) 

. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 

. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 


. Winthrop (Grandview) 
. Castle Island 

. C & Broadway 

. South End (Union Park) 


All concentrations include a background level of 163 yg/m® 
Ambient air quality standard = 320 jg/m* 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
NO,, HIGHEST ANNUAL LEVELS 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (yg/m’) 


. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 

. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
. East Boston (Bayswater) 

. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 

. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 


. Winthrop (Grandview) 
. Castle Island 

. C & Broadway 

. South End (Union Park) 


12. Revere Beach 


All concentrations include a background level of 53 g/m? 
Ambient air quality standard = 100 ug/m® 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
PM, SECOND HIGHEST 24-HOUR LEVELS 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (ug/m’) 


. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 

. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
. East Boston (Bayswater) 

. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 

. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 


. Winthrop (Grandview) 
. Castle Island 

. C & Broadway 

. South End (Union Park) 


12. Revere Beach 


All concentrations include a background level of 45 ug/m® 
Ambient air quality standard = 150 ug/m* 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
PM), HIGHEST ANNUAL LEVELS 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (ug/m’) 


. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 

. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
. East Boston (Bayswater) 

. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 

. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 


. Winthrop (Grandview) 
. Castle Island 

. C& Broadway 

. South End (Union Park) 


12. Revere Beach 


All concentrations include a background level of 23 ug/m® 
Ambient air quality standard = 50 ug/m* 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
VOC, HIGHEST 24-HOUR LEVELS (OZONE INDICATOR) 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (j1g/m’) 


. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 

. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
. East Boston (Bayswater) 

. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 

. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 


. Castle Island 
. © & Broadway 
9. South End (Union Park) 
10. Eagle Hill 
11. Orient Heights 
12. Revere Beach 
No background levels are included 
There is no applicable air quality standard 


5 
6. Winthrop (Grandview) 
7 
8 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
VOC, HIGHEST ONE-HOUR LEVELS (ODOR INDICATOR) 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (yg/m’) 


. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 

. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
. East Boston (Bayswater) 

. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 

. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 


. Winthrop (Grandview) 

. Castle Island 

. © & Broadway 
9. South End (Union Park) 
10. Eagle Hill 


No background levels are included 
There is no applicable air quality standard 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
CO, SECOND HIGHEST ONE-HOUR LEVELS 
ALTERNATIVE 1 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (ug/m’) 


. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 

. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
. East Boston (Bayswater) 

. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 

. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 


. Castle Island 

. © & Broadway 
9. South End (Union Park) 
10. Eagle Hill 


3 
4 
5 
6. Winthrop (Grandview) 
7 
8 


All concentrations include a background level of 3,420 p.g/m? 
Ambient air quality standard = 40,000 ig/m* 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
CO, SECOND HIGHEST EIGHT-HOUR LEVELS 
ALTERNATIVE 1 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (ug/m’) 


. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 

. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
. East Boston (Bayswater) 

. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 

. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 


. Winthrop (Grandview) 
. Castle Island 

. C & Broadway 

. South End (Union Park) 


12. Revere Beach 


All concentrations include a background level of 2,052 ug/m? 
Ambient air quality standard = 10,000 yg/m® 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
NO,, SECOND HIGHEST ONE-HOUR LEVELS 


ALTERNATIVE 1 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (yg/m’) 


. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 

. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
. East Boston (Bayswater) 

. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 

. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 


. Winthrop (Grandview) 

. Castle Island 

. C & Broadway 
9. South End (Union Park) 
10. Eagle Hill 


All concentrations include a background level of 163 ug/m® 
Ambient air quality standard = 320 pg/m® 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
NO,, HIGHEST ANNUAL LEVELS 
ALTERNATIVE 1 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (1g/m*) 


. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 

. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
. East Boston (Bayswater) 

. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 

. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 


. Winthrop (Grandview) 
. Castle Island 

. C& Broadway 

. South End (Union Park) 


12, Revere Beach 


All concentrations include a background level of 53 ug/m? 
Ambient air quality standard = 100 g/m? 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
PM), SECOND HIGHEST 24-HOUR LEVELS 


ALTERNATIVE 1 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (jg/m*) 


. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 

. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
. East Boston (Bayswater) 

. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 

. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 


. Winthrop (Grandview) 
. Castle Island 

. C& Broadway 

. South End (Union Park) 


12. Revere Beach 


All concentrations include a background level of 45 ug/m® 
Ambient air quality standard = 150 yg/m? 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
PM, HIGHEST ANNUAL LEVELS 
ALTERNATIVE 1 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (ug/m’) 


. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 

. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
. East Boston (Bayswater) 

. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 

. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 


. Winthrop (Grandview) 
. Castle Island 

. © & Broadway 

. South End (Union Park) 


12. Revere Beach 


All concentrations include a background level of 23 yg/m* 
Ambient air quality standard = 50 pg/m® 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
VOC, HIGHEST 24-HOUR LEVELS (OZONE INDICATOR) 
ALTERNATIVE 1 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (ug/m’) 


1. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 

2. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
8. East Boston (Bayswater) 

4. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 

5. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 
6 
7, 
8 


. Winthrop (Grandview) 
. Castle Island 
. C & Broadway 
9. South End (Union Park) 
10. Eagle Hill 
11. Orient Heights 
12. Revere Beach 
No background levels are included 
There is no applicable air quality standard 


AIR QUALITY DISPERSION MODEL RESULTS FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 
VOC, HIGHEST ONE-HOUR LEVELS (ODOR INDICATOR) 
ALTERNATIVE 1 
2015 HIGH RJ FLEET 


RECEPTOR LOCATION CONCENTRATION (yg/m’) 


. East Boston (Jeffries Point) 
. East Boston (Constitution Beach) 
. East Boston (Bayswater) 
. Winthrop (Court/Loring St.) 
. Winthrop (Cottage Park) 
. Winthrop (Grandview) 
. Castle Island 
. C & Broadway 
9. South End (Union Park) 
10. Eagle Hill 


No background levels are included 
There is no applicable air quality standard 


Comparison of Air Quality Results for Alternatives 
Excerpted from Draft EIS/EIR 


Excerpt From Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR 


SSS ee a IE 
Excerpt from the Airside Draft EIS/EIR 


Air Quality Results 


Table 6.3-1 


Air Emissions Inventories Data Sources 


Aircraft 


Source Parameter 


Airside EIS/EIR Fleet Mix 


Operations, by hour 
and aircraft type 


Runway Use 


_ Ground Service Equipment 


Source Parameter 
Massport Equipment Type 
Service Times 

Fuel Type 
Load Factors 


Terminal Assignments 


In-flight Times-in- 
Mode” 


Runway End of 


Taxiway Queue Delay” 


Ground-based Times- 


in-mode 


FAA Engine types, by 


aircraft 


Engine emission rates _ 


(1) 


Conversion Rates 
Emission Rates 


Source 


_MA DEP 


EPA 


These data used for the 1997 Annual Update were obtained from the 1993 Final GEIR. 


Motor Vehicles 
Parameter 


On-Airport 
a Traffic 
mw Parking 


Massport 


Curbside 
a Fleet mix 


East Boston 
= Airport Traffic 
= Non-airport traffic 


Region 
= Airport Traffic 
= Non-airport traffic 


Mobile 5b Input Factors 
Off-airport fleet mix 


Part 5 Emission Facters 
Mobile 5b Emission 

Factors : 
Part 5 Emission Factors 


Source 


Miscellaneous 
Parameter 


Heating Plant 
Factors 


Fuel Storage Facility 
Factors 


Fuel Distribution 
System Factors 


Excerpt From Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR 


Table 6.3-2 
Dispersion Modeling Averaging Times and Background Levels 


Background 
Standards Concentration 
Pollutant Averaging Time (*g/m3) (*g/m3) 
co 1-Hour 40,000 4,446 
8-Hour 10,000 2,502-2,262 
HC 1-Hour N/A N/A 
(odor indicators) 
24-Hour N/A N/A 
(ozone indicators) 
NO, 1-Hour 320 163-173 
Annual 100 53-58 
PM,, 24-Hour 150 45-48 
Annual 50 23 
N/A not applicable 
Table 6.3-3 
Receptor Location for Dispersion Modeling 
Receptor No. Community Location : 
1 East Boston Jeffries Point Park tennis court, east end of Sumner Street 
2 East Boston Constitution Beach Bath House, east end of Coleridge Street 
3 East Boston Intersection of Annavoy and Bayswater Streets 
4 Winthrop Intersection of Court and Loring Roads 
5 Winthrop Cottage Park Yacht Club, south end of Orlando Avenue 
6 Winthrop Point Shirley intersection of Grandview and Bayview Avenues 
7 Castle Island Intersection of Farragut Road and First Street 
8 South Boston Intersection of Broadway and C Street 
9 Southeast End Union Park Street between Tremont Street and Shawmut Avenue 
10 Eagle Hill Intersection of Condor and Glendon Streets 
11 Orient Heights Intersection of Tower Drum Lane and Gladstone Street 
12 Revere Beach Public beach on Broad Sound 


Excerpt From Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIS/EIR 


Table 6.3-4 
CO Emissions Inventory - All Sources (kg/day)"” 


1999 2010 

29M 29M 37.5M 37.5M 45M 
Alternative Low High Low High High 
Alternative 1 - All Actions 13,022 13,701 13,289 13,976 15,816 
Alternative 2 - All Actions except Runway 14/32 13,262 13,835 13,576 14,183 16,135 
Alternative 3 - No-Build 13,859 13,956 14,308 14,611 16,890 
Alternative 4 - No Action 13,905 14,159 14,355 15,236 17,123 
1997 Annual Update 14,470 16,686 

(1) Includes aircraft sources, ground service equipment, on-site motor vehicles, and other miscellaneous sources. (See 


Appendix M for individual sources.) 


Table 6.3-5 
NOx Emissions Inventory - All Sources 


1999 2010 
29M 29M 37.5M 37.5M 45M 
Alternative Low High Low High High 
Alternative 1 - All Actions $362 5,249 6,919 6,997 8,116 
Alternative 2 - All Actions except Runway 14/32 5,391 5,267 5,961 7,027 8,164 
Alternative 3 - No-Build 6,484 5,284 7,071 7,092 8,280 
Alternative 4 - No Action 5,491 5,310 7,081 7,183 8,317 
1997 Annual Update 6,670 8,343 
(1) Includes aircraft sources, ground service equipment, on-site motor vehicles, and other miscellaneous sources. (See 


Appendix M for individual sources.) 


Table 6.3-6 
Total VOC Emissions Inventory - All Sources (kg/day) 


1999 2010 

29M i‘ (tM OTM 
Altemative how High how High High 
Alternative 1 - All Actions 2,350 2,568 2,383 2,497 2,897 
Alternative 2 - All Actions except Runway 14/32 2,418 2,599 2,440 2,535 2,955 
Alternative 3 - No-Build 2,543 2,625 2,564 2,607 3,092 
Alternative 4 - No Action 2,553 2,677 2,572 2,721 3,131 
1997 Annual Update 3,269 3,207 

(1) Includes aircraft sources, ground service equipment, on-site motor vehicles, and other miscellaneous sources. (See 


Appendix M for individual sources.) 
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Table 6.3-7 
Odor-causing Hydrocarbon Emissions Inventory - All Sources’ (kg/day) 


1999 2010 
29M 29M 37.5M 37.5M 45M 

Alternative Low High Low High High 
Alternative 1 - All Actions 909 1,060 802 870 901 
Alternative 2 - All Actions except Runway 14/32 977 1,091 859 908 959 
Alternative 3 - No-Build 1,102 1,117 983 980 1,096 
Alternative 4 - No Action 1,112 1,169 991 1,094 1,135 

1 Includes aircraft sources, ground service equipment, on-site motor vehicles, and other miscellaneous sources. (See 

Appendix M for individual sources.) 
2 Odor-causing VOCs are not included in the GEIR. 
Table 6.3-8 


PM,, Emissions Inventory - All Sources '”*(kg/day) 


1999 2010 
29M 29M 37.5M 37.5M 45M 

Alternative Low High Low High High 
Alternative 1 - All Actions 217 231 251 268 299 
Alternative 2 - All Actions except Runway 14/32 222 234 259 274 308 
Alternative 3 - No-Build 237 236 279 285 330 
Alternative 4 - No Action 238 242 280 301 336 

1. Includes aircraft sources, ground service equipment, on-site motor vehicles, and other miscellaneous sources. (See 

TablesEl1-4, El2-4, El3-4 and El4-4 in Appendix M for individual sources). 
2. PM emissions are not included in the GEIR. 
3. Assumes all PM emissions are PM... 
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Table 6.3-9 
Off-Site Motor Vehicle Emissions’ (kg/day) 


2010 
Pollutant ee 375M _ eM 
Carbon Monoxide 2,883 2,506 2,763 
Nitrogen Oxides 1,027 948 1,048 
Hydrocarbons (VOCs) 526 401 443 
Particulate Matter 60 4 46 
1 Includes airport-related motor vehicles in the East Boston and Regional Study Areas. 
Table 6.3-10 
1999 29M Low Dispersion Model Results Summary 
Community Air Concentration _ Air Quality Standard 


Pollutant/Parameter } (g/m?) (ug/m?) 
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 


CO, 1-hour, highest 2nd high 5,676 5,741 5,771 6,002 40,000 
CO, 8-hour, highest 2nd high 2,734 2,739 2,768 2,808 10,000 
NO,, 1-hour, highest 2nd high 255 252 254 263 320 
NO,, annual highest "55 «85 55 55 100 
PM,,, 24-hour, highest 2nd high 48 48 48 48 150 
PM,,, annual highest 24 24 24 24 50 
Ozone indicator, Total VOC, 24-hour, 16 17 18 18 N/A 
spatially-averaged highs 
Odor indicator, Aircraft idle Mode VOC, 1-hour, 90 96 93 96 N/A 


Spatially-averaged highs 
N/A denotes “not applicable”. 
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Table 6.3-11 
1999 29m High Dispersion Model Results Summary 


a 


_ Community Air Concentration _ Air Quality Standard 
Pollutant/Parameter (g/m?) (ug/m’) 
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative3 = Alternative 4 
CO, 1-hour, highest 2nd high 5,742 5,813 5,819 6,042 40,000 
CO, 8-hour, highest 2nd high 2,759 2,761 2,776 2,836 10,000 
NO,, 1-hour, highest 2nd high 250 251 251 261 320 
NO,, annual highest 55 55 55 55 100 
PM,,, 24-hour, highest 2nd high 48 48 48 48 150 
PM,,, annual highest 24 24 24 24 50 
Ozone indicator, Total VOC, 24-hour, 17 18 18 17 N/A 
spatially-averaged highs 
Odor indicator, Aircraft idle Mode VOC, 1-hour, 90 95 94 90 N/A 


Spatially-averaged highs 
N/A denotes “not applicable”. 


Table 6.3-12 
2010 37.5m Low Dispersion Model Results Summary 


A A A 


_Community Air Concentration — Air Quality Standard 
Pollutant/Parameter (g/m?) (ug/m’) 
Alternative 1  Alternative2  Alternative3 Alternative 4 
CO, 1-hour, highest 2nd high 5,858 5,866 5,890 5,948 40,000 
CO, 8-hour, highest 2nd high 2,805 2,803 2,837 2,862 10,000 
NO,, 1-hour, highest 2nd high 288 276 277 280 320 
NO,, annual highest 56 56 56 56 100 
PM,,, 24-hour, highest 2nd high 48 48 49 49 150 
PM,,, annual highest 24 24 24 24 50 
Ozone indicator, Total VOC, 24-hour, 18 19 19 20 N/A 
spatially-averaged highs 
Odor indicator, Aircraft idle Mode VOC, 1-hour, 115 114 114 116 N/A 


spatially-averaged highs 
N/A denotes “not applicable”. 
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Table 6.3-13 
2010 37.5m High Dispersion Model Results Summary 


pS SS SSS 


_Community Air Concentration — Air Quality Standard 
Pollutant/Parameter (g/m?) (g/m?) 
Alternative1  Alternative2 Alternative3 Alternative 4 
CO, 1-hour, highest 2nd high 5,743 5,759 5,768 5,798 40,000 
CO, 8-hour, highest 2nd high 2,792 2,792 2,820 2,844 10,000 
NO,, 1-hour, highest 2nd high 282 271 271 275 320 
NO,, annual highest 56 56 56 56 100 
PM,,, 24-hour, highest 2nd high 48 48 48 49 150 
PM,,, annual highest 24 24 24 24 50 
Ozone indicator, Total VOC, 24-hour, 18 19 20 20 N/A 
spatially-averaged highs 
Odor indicator, Aircraft idle Mode VOHC, 1-hour, 115 115 115 119 N/A 


spatially-averaged highs 
N/A denotes “not applicable”. 


Table 6.3-14 
2010 45M High Dispersion Model Results Summary 
_ Community Air Concentration — Air Quality 

os (g/m) Standard 
Pollutant/Parameter Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative3 = Alternative 4 (g/m) 
CO, 1-hour, highest 2nd high 6,064 6,058 6,083 6,120 40,000 
CO, 8-hour, highest 2nd high 2,899 2,894 2,910 2,952 10,000 
NO,, 1-hour, highest 2nd high 299 282 283 289 320 
NO,, annual highest 56 56 56 56 100 
PM,,, 24-hour, highest 2nd high 49 49 49 49 150 
PM,,, annual highest 24 24 24 24 50 
Ozone indicator, Total VOC, 24-hour, 22 23 23 24 N/A 

Spatially averaged highs 

Odor indicator, Aircraft idle Mode VOC, 1-hour, 144 148 151 151 N/A 


Spatially averaged highs 


N/A denotes “not applicable.” 
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Appendix G 
Wildlife 


> G1 Letter from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service dated April 1, 1997 
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United States Department of the Interior 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
New England Field Office 
Fs 22 Bridge Street, Unit #1 
al Concord, New Hampshire 03301-4996 
April 1, 1997 
Jennifer O'Reilly 
Jason M. Cortell and Assoc. Inc. 
244 Second Avenue 
Waltham, MA 02154 


Dear Ms. O'Reilly: 


This responds to your letter dated March 17, 1997 for information on the presence of federally-listed 
and proposed, endangered or threatened species in accordance with preparation of an environmental 
impact statement/environmental impact report for improvements to airfield operations at Logan 
International Airport in Boston, Massachusetts. 


Based on information currently available to us, the only federally-listed or proposed, threatened and 
endangered species under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service known to occur in the 
project area is the endangered peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus). A pair of peregrine falcons nest in 
downtown Boston. Falcons are predators and the Boston peregrines are known to search for prey over 
the clear zones and other open spaces in and around Logan Airport. However, we do not anticipate 
that the peregrine falcons in Boston will be adversely affected by the proposed airfield improvements. 


Preparation of a Biological Assessment or further consultation with us under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act is not required. Should project plans change, or additional information on 
listed or proposed species becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered. 


A list of federally-designated endangered and threatened species in Massachusetts is enclosed for 
your information. Thank you for your cooperation and please contact Michael Amaral of this office at 
603-225-1411 if we can be of further assistance regarding endangered species. 


Sincerely yours, 


Michael J. Bartlett 

Supervisor 

New England Field Office 
Enclosure 


FEDERALLY LISTED ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES 
IN MASSACHUSETTS 


Common Name 


FISHES: 
Sturgeon, shortnose* 


REPTILES: 
Turtle, bog 
Turtle, green* 


Turtle, hawksbill* 


Turtle, leatherback* 
Turtle, loggerhead* 
Turtle, Atlantic ridley* 
Turtle, Plymouth redbelly 


BIRDS: 
Eagle, bald 


Falcon, American peregrine 


Falcon, Arctic peregrine 
Plover, Piping 
Roseate Tern 


MAMMALS: 
Whale, blue* 
Whale, finback* 
Whale, humpback* 
Whale, right* 
Whale, sei* 
Whale, sperm* 


MOLLUSKS: 
Mussel, Dwarf wedge 


INSECTS: 
Beetle, Puritan tiger 


Beetle, northeastern beach tiger 
Beetle, American burying 
PLANTS: 

Small Whorled Pogonia 


Gerardia, Sandplain 
Bulrush, Northeastern 


* Except for sea turtle nesting habitat, principal responsibility for these species 


Scientific Name 


Acipenser brevirostrum 


Clemmys muhlenbergii 
Chelonia mydas 


Eretmochelys imbricata 
Dermochelys coriacea 


Caretta caretta 


Lepidochelys kempii 
Chrysemys rubriventris bangsi 


Haliaeetus leucocephalus 


Falco peregrinus anatum 


Falco peregrinus tundrius 
Charadrius melodus 


Sterna dougallii dougallii 


Balaenoptera nyusculus 
Balaenoptera physalus 


Megaptera novaeangliae 
Eubalaena spp. (all species) 


Balaenoptera borealis 
Physeter catodon 


Alasmidonta heterodon 


Cicindela puritana 


Cicindela dorsalis dorsalis 


Nicrophorus americanus 


Isotria medeoloides 


Agalinus acuta 
Scirpus ancistrochaetus 


is vested with the National marine Fisheries Service. 


Status Distribution 


E 


mma 


esimesiaes ies iesmtes| 


tt 


Atlantic coastal waters and rivers 
(Conn. R.) 


Berkshire County 

Oceanic staggler in southern New 
England 

Oceanic straggler in southern New 
England 

Oceanic summer resident 

Oceanic summer resident 

Oceanic summer resident 
Plymouth & Dukes Counties 


Nesting in Quabbin Res. and along 
Conn. R.; entire state-migratory 
Current nesting: Boston & Springfield 
entire state-migratory 
Entire state-migratory 
Atlantic coast 
Atlantic coast 


Oceanic 
Oceanic 
Oceanic 
Oceanic 
Oceanic 
Oceanic 


Hampshire County 


Hampshire County (Conn. River 
Valley) 

Dukes & Bristol Counties (beaches, 
Cape Cod south) 

Penikese & Nantucket Isl., 
reintroduced populations 


Hampshire, Essex, Hampden, 
Worcester, Middlesex Counties 
Barnstable & Dukes Counties 
Franklin County 


Rev. 2-19-97 
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Cultural Resources 


» H1 Letter from State Historical Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
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U.S. Depentmont New Engiand Region 12 New gran Executive Park 
of Transporation Burlington, MA 01803-5299 
| Faderal Aviation SG 
Administration © & a 
mn > FAA 
| RECEIVED 
Ottober 6, 1999 3 oct 08 1999 


Ms. Judith B. McDonough, State Historic Preservation Officer 
assachusetts Historical Commission MASS. HIST. COMM 

220 Morrissey Boulevard 

Baston, Massachusetts 02125 

Atm: Gary Hammer, Director of Architectural Review 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, EOEA #10458 
Boston-Logan International Atrport, Boston, MA 


Dtar Ms. McDonough: 


He Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the Massachusetts Port Authority (Viassport) are 

idertaking a study of altematives for reducing current and projected levels of aircraft delay at 
Boston-Logan International Airport. The FAA is the lead federal agency for purposes of airport 
layout plan approval and funding approval. The FAA is also the project proponent with Tespect ta 
the reduction in runway approach minimums and implementation of runway instiumentation. 
Massport is the project proponent for all other improvement concepts that fall within its purview as 
proprietor of Logan. 


pact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the Logan Airside Truprovement Planning Project (Airside 

ject). A copy of the documient was forwarded to the Massachusetts Historical Commission 
(MHC) in February 1999. The Draft EIS/EIR reflects the analytic process for identifying and 
reviewing the operational and environmental implications of various improvement altematives and 
designates a preferred alternative for implementation, The preferred alternative includes the 
constriction of a runway to serve commuter planes, known as Runway 14/32. The runway will be © 
designed and approved for unidirectional use only, with all arrivals and departures taking place over 
Boston Harbor. 


ch FAA and Massport prepared a draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental 
P 


t 


The purpose of this letter is to coordinate consultation among the FAA, Massport, and me MHC in 
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (36 CFR 800), 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 15966, and Massachusetts General Laws 
Citapter 9, Sections 26-27C, as amended by Chapter 254 of the Acts of 1988 (950 CMR 71). The 
FAA has determined under Section 106 that the Airside Project would constitute an undertaking and 
that it is a type of activity that has the potential to cause effects on historic Properti¢s (36 CFR 
800.3). 


The Draft EIS/EIR includes an assessment of impacts of the preferred alternative on historic 
properties. As summarized in Section 8.6 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the proposed runway would have 
ne’ direct impacts to significant historic Properties; however, sound insulation Mitigation could have 


2 


the potential for indirect impacts. The analysis of potential impacta was performed by comparing 
the 65-decibel (dB) day-night average sound level (DNL) noise contours of the No Action 
Alternative (Alternative 4) and the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1A). Project impact areas for 
historic properties are those areas where the 65-dB3 DNL contour for the preferrea alternative 
extends beyond the 65-dB DNL. contour for the no action alternative. Overall, the preferred 
alyernative reduces the population exposed to the most severe noise impacts (greater than 70dB) 
when compared with the no action alternative. Where the 65-dB DNL contour increases with the 
preferred alternative, the increase is lesg than 1.5-dB, a threshold of significance in Part 150. 


background research resulted in the identification of historic Properties in Boston, Chelsea, and 
Winthrop that are within the 65-dB DNL. The historic properties are enumerate below and 


depicted on the enclosed figures. 


A review of MHC and local historical commission files and field survey Bonen ¢ to confirm 


Boston 


St. Andrews Road MHC #EB1017, East Boston 
Boston Army Supply Base, MHC #RT, South Boston (NR eligible 1997) 
C Street Area, MHC #RU, South Boston (NR eligible 1997) 


Chelsea 


A section of the Bellingham Square Historic District (NR listed 1985) 
A section of the Downtown Chelsea Residential District (NR listed 1988) 


inthro 


45 Enfield Road, MHC #67 

240 Pleasant Street MHC #158 (NR eligible 1997) 
75 & 77 Somerset Avenue MHC #196 

88 Somerset Avenue MHC #197 __ 

94 Somerset Avenue MHC #198 (NR eligible 1997) 


We evaluated airport noise and Jand use compatibility in accordance with land us guidelines 
expressed in Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR), Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning 
(14 CFR 150). FAR Part 150 does not include guidelines specific to historic sites; hpwever, the 
identified historic properties are comprised of commercial, manufacturing, and residential land uses, 
fot which guidance is provided. In addition, general guidance within FAR Part 150 iwdicates that 
noise levels generally do not affect the relevant characteristics of urban historic districts (for 
example, their architectural features and recognition of their place in history), FAR Part 150 
provides that all land uses are considered to be compatible with noise levels less than 65-dB DNL 
and that commercial and manufacturing land uses are compatible land uses within the 65-dB to 70- 
dH DNL. FAR Part 150 further provides that residential land uses are not compatible within the 65- 
dB DNL, but does allow for noise impacts to be mitigated through sound insulation! of affected 
residential structures, 


3 


The FAA and Massport propose to mitigate noise impacts by sound insulating 4il affected 
residences, historic and non-historic, that fall within the 65-dB DNL contour for the Preferred 
Alternative. The structures to be included within the noise mitigation program would be subject ta 

_ @ detailed block-by-block analysis during project implementation. All sound insulation of historic 
sttictures would be undertaken in compliance with applicable federal and state guidelines to ensure 
Protection of the resources. Preservation measures to maintain the existing form, integrity, and 
mdterials of the historic properties would be accomplished in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR 68), The FAA and Massport 
weald consult with the MHC as it has done previously with sound insulation of historic structures 
impacted by other Logan projects (i.e., South Boston), 


Baxed on the level of planning to date, the FAA has determined that the sound insulation mitigation 
préposed under the Preferred Alternative has the potential to cause effects on historic properties (36 
CFR 800.3). Given FAA and Massports’ intent to specify as a mitigation measure chet sound 
insulation will be implemented in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR 68), we propose a Determination of No Adverse Effect 
(36 CFR 800.5 (b)) on significant historic properties, 


The FAA and Massport welcome the opportunity to review in more detail the proposed undertaking, 
identification of historic properties, and proposed determination of effect with the MHC, Please do 
not hesitate to contact Maureen Cavanaugh of Frederic R. Harnis, Inc. (617-37 1-4489) or me if you 
have any questions or require additional information. Thank you in advance for your careful 
cohsideration of the Logan Airside Project. . 


Sitcerely, iCONCURRENCE: Wah & af! 
DITHB.MeDONOUGH | 2/ab 
(? pelos é ERISTORIC. 7 
| ae 
ah C. ce he ~ HISTORICAL COMMISSIAN 
anager, Environmental Programs : 
Ce. Flavio Leo, Mucapert+ 
Enclosures (2) Beaton Landrarrs Commi gion 
Chelsen a Winthrep Histerica| ; 
cc, Hetty Desrasiers, Massachusetts Port Authority Commi seins 


Arthur Pugsley, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs MEPA Unit 
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Appendix I 
Environmental Justice 


> 14 U.S. Census Bureau Poverty Thresholds — 1990 


» 1.2 DEP Site/Reportable Release for the City of Chelsea 
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Annual Construction-Related Air Emissions, 2002-2006 


Annual Construction-related Air Emissions — 2002 
a es ee 


Usage Emissions (Ibs) 

Construction Equipment (hrs) VOCs co NOx PM 
Air Compressors <50 hp 2,860.0 942.86 21,313.72 25.74 6.99 
Bore/Drill Rigs 1,092.0 150.95 377.37 2,577.80 150.95 
Concrete/Industrial Saws 1,664.0 842.17 13,994.08 71.42 8.18 
Cranes 520.0 38.25 95.63 653.27 38.25 
Crushing/Processing Equipment 1,326.0 115.83 289.59 1,978.16 115.83 
Excavators 5,408.0 497.46 1,243.65 8,495.35 497.46 
Generator Sets <50 hp 3,744.0 1,826.29 41,409.51 222.39 13.58 
Graders 2,236.0 206.88 517.21 3,533.04 206.88 
Paving Equipment 2,808.0 608.24 9,618.34 49.09 5.62 
Plate Compactors 12,636.0 1,832.47 28,820.10 147.09 16.85 
Rubber Tired Dozer 8,632.0 1,199.14 3,997.13 17,807.19 1,598.85 
Signal Boards & Light Plants 2,808.0 48.73 170.56 179.70 22.84 
Sweepers/Scrubbers 10,764.0 1,095.69 1,565.27 10,692.34 1,126.99 
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 18,252.0 1,192.88 1,704.11 11,640.79 1,226.96 
Trenchers 1,144.0 79.45 113.49 775.28 81.72 
Concrete & Dump Trucks 24,856.0 2,186.44 12,050.10 8,219.71 704.43 
Delivery/Haul Trucks 2,860.0 251.58 1,386.52 945.78 81.05 
Water Trucks 3,120.0 343.58 3,205.69 393.10 0.00 
Pick-up Trucks 6,500.0 335.32 3,172.67 277.29 10.10 
Paving Emissions 0 26,174.21 0 0 0 
Fugitive Dust Emissions’ 0 0 0 0 19,282.70 
ie Dah ee Oa Se i . a _ sue tea So ee 
Total (tonslyr): ? 19.98 72.52 34.34 12.60 

(kg/day): 49.67 180.25 85.36 31.31 


ee 
"This total represents fugitive dust emissions with no control measures. Control measures such as application of water and use 
of silt fences will reduce this total substantially. 


* The de minimis values are 50 tons per year (tpy) for VOCs and NOx and 100 tpy for CO. 


Annual Construction-related Air Emissions — 2003 


es ss SSS 


Usage Emissions (Ibs) 

Construction Equipment (hrs) ~ VOCs = = CO NOx PM 
Air Compressors <50 hp 1,508.0 497.15 11,238.14 13.57 3.69 
Bore/Drill Rigs 936.0 129.38 323.46 2,209.54 129.38 
Concrete/Industrial Saws 624.0 315.82 5,247.78 26.78 3.07 
Cranes 624.0 45.90 114.76 783.92 45.90 
Crushing/Processing Equipment 1,040.0 90.85 227.13 1,551.49 90.85 
Excavators 5,148.0 473.54 1,183.86 8,086.92 473.54 
Generator Sets <50 hp 2,704.0 1,318.99 29,906.87 160.62 9.81 
Graders 3,354.0 310.32 775.81 5,299.56 310.32 
Paving Equipment 2,080.0 450.55 7,124.70 36.36 4.17 
Plate Compactors 9,256.0 1,342.31 21,111.02 107.74 12.35 
Rubber Tired Dozer 5,044.0 700.70 2,335.67 10,405.41 934.27 
Signal Boards & Light Plants 2,808.0 48.73 170.56 179.70 22.84 
Sweepers/Scrubbers 7,488.0 762.22 1,088.88 7,438.15 784.00 
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 6,240.0 407.82 582.60 3,979.76 419.47 
Trenchers 494.0 34.31 49.01 334.78 35.29 
Concrete & Dump Trucks 30,628 2,643.53 14,787.58 9,672.70 795.09 
Delivery/Haul Trucks 936 80.79 451.91 295.60 24.30 
Water Trucks 2,392 251.54 2,319.27 290.30 0.00 
Pick-up Trucks 4,420 220.71 2,129.65 182.71 6.87 
Paving Emissions 0 48,683.66 0 0 0 
Fugitive Dust Emissions’ 0 0 0 ) 35,865.58 
ee ——— - (Ibstyr): 58,808.82 101,168.64 51,055.62 39,970.78 
Total (tonslyr): 29.40 50.58 25.53 19.99 
(kg/day): 73.08 125.72 63.45 49.67 


—_—— 
This total represents fugitive dust emissions with no control measures. Control measures such as application of water and use 
of silt fences will reduce this total substantially. 


The de minimis values are 50 tons per year (tpy) for VOCs and NOx and 100 tpy for CO. 


2 


Annual Construction-related Air Emissions — 2004 


Ss se 


Usage Emissions (Ibs) 

Construction Equipment (hrs) VOCs co NOx PM 
Air Compressors <50 hp 1,352.0 445.72 10,075.58 12.17 3.30 
Bore/Drill Rigs 468.0 64.69 161.73 720.50 64.69 
Concrete/Industrial Saws 624.0 315.82 5,247.78 26.78 3.07 
Cranes 676.0 49.73 124.32 553.86 49.73 
Crushing/Processing Equipment 780.0 68.14 170.34 758.88 68.14 
Excavators 1,872.0 172.20 430.49 1,917.85 172.20 
Generator Sets <50 hp 2,600.0 1,268.26 28,756.60 154.44 9.43 
Graders 1,092.0 101.04 252.59 1,125.29 101.04 
Paving Equipment 1,248.0 270.33 4,274.82 21.82 2.50 
Plate Compactors 5,460.0 791.81 12,453.13 63.56 7.28 
Rubber Tired Dozer 780.0 108.36 361.19 1,609.08 144.47 
Signal Boards & Light Plants 8,424.0 146.20 511.69 539.10 68.53 
Sweepers/Scrubbers 7,020.0 714.58 1,020.83 6,973.27 735.00 
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 3,588.0 234.50 335.00 2,288.36 241.20 
Trenchers 676.0 46.95 67.06 458.12 48.29 
Concrete & Dump Trucks 5,460 464.04 2,628.93 1,661.14 131.63 
Delivery/Haul Trucks 1,040 88.39 500.75 316.41 25.07 
Water Trucks 2,028 205.22 1,801.36 236.07 0.00 
Pick-up Trucks 5,148 251.96 2,451.47 207.69 7.83 
Paving Emissions 0 54,965.90 0 0 0 
Fugitive Dust Emissions’ 0 0 0 0 40,493.76 
—_ oO (Ibstyr): «258,808.82 «101,168.64 + ~—=«451,055.62  ~—«39,970.78 
Total (tonslyr): * 29.40 50.58 25.53 19.99 
(kg/day): 73.08 125.72 63.45 49.67 


Se 
"This total represents fugitive dust emissions with no control measures. Control measures such as application of water and use 

of silt fences will reduce this total substantially. 

The de minimis values are 50 tons per year (tpy) for VOCs and NOx and 100 tpy for CO. 
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Annual Construction-related Air Emissions — 2005 


Usage Emissions (Ibs) 

Construction Equipment (hrs) ~~ VOCs ~~ CO NOx #é~PM 
Air Compressors <50 hp 364.0 120.00 2,712.65 3.28 0.89 
Bore/Drill Rigs 208.0 28.75 71.88 320.22 28.75 
Concrete/Industrial Saws 728.0 368.45 6,122.41 31.25 3.58 
Cranes 156.0 11.48 28.69 127.81 11.48 
Crushing/Processing Equipment 208.0 18.17 45.43 202.37 18.17 
Generator Sets <50 hp 832.0 405.84 9,202.11 49.42 3.02 
Graders 364.0 33.68 84.20 375.10 33.68 
Paving Equipment 1,092.0 236.54 3,740.47 19.09 2.19 
Plate Compactors 4,888.0 708.86 11,148.51 56.90 6.52 
Rubber Tired Dozer 884.0 122.80 409.34 1,823.63 163.74 
Signal Boards & Light Plants 2,808.0 48.73 170.56 179.70 22.84 
Sweepers/Scrubbers 4,212.0 428.75 612.50 4,183.96 441.00 
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1,326.0 86.66 123.80 845.70 89.14 
Trenchers 52.0 3.61 5.16 35.24 3.71 
Concrete & Dump Trucks 10,088 854.02 4,830.58 2,975.74 224.52 
Delivery/Haul Trucks 364 30.82 174.30 107.37 8.10 
Water Trucks 1,092 107.97 934.57 122.42 0.00 
Pick-up Trucks 2,808 135.57 1,351.09 112.36 4.27 
Paving Emissions 0 10,469.95 0 0 0 
Fugitive Dust Emissions’ 0 0 0 0 7,713.29 
Total (Ibstyr): 14,220.66 41,768.26 11,571.55 8,778.88 

(tonslyr): ° 7.11 20.88 5.79 4,39 

(kg/day): 17.67 51.91 14.38 10.91 


"This total represents fugitive dust emissions with no control measures. Control measures such as application of water and use 
of silt fences will reduce this total substantially. 


* The de minimis values are 50 tons per year (tpy) for VOCs and NOx and 100 tpy for CO. 


Annual Construction-related Air Emissions — 2006 


a 


Usage Emissions (Ibs) 

Construction Equipment (hrs) VOCs co NOx PM 
Air Compressors <50 hp 572.0 188.57 4,262.74 5.15 1.40 
Bore/Drill Rigs 364.0 50.32 125.79 560.39 50.32 
Concrete/Industrial Saws 364.0 184.23 3,061.21 15.62 1.79 
Cranes 364.0 26.78 66.94 298.23 26.78 
Crush ing/Processing Equipment 208.0 18.17 45.43 202.37 18.17 
Excavators 520.0 47.83 119.58 532.74 47.83 
Generator Sets <50 hp 1,144.0 558.03 12,652.91 67.95 4.15 
Graders 624.0 57.73 144.34 643.02 57.73 
Paving Equipment 572.0 123.90 1,959.29 10.00 1.15 
Plate Compactors 4,030.0 584.43 9,191.59 46.91 5.38 
Rubber Tired Dozer 988.0 137.25 457.50 2,038.17 183.00 
Signal Boards & Light Plants 5,616.0 97.46 341.13 359.40 45.69 
Sweepers/Scrubbers 5,616.0 571.66 816.66 5,578.61 588.00 
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 2,808.0 183.52 262.17 1,790.89 188.76 
Trenchers 104.0 7.22 10.32 70.48 7.43 
Concrete & Dump Trucks 11,440 964.70 5,466.63 3,261.06 233.42 
Delivery/Haul Trucks 520 43.85 248.48 148.23 10.61 
Water Trucks 1,196 117.07 996.29 130.91 0.00 
Pick-up Trucks 3,536 173.06 1,737.63 143.83 5.38 
Paving Emissions 0 11,516.54 0 0 0 
Fugitive Dust Emissions’ 0 0 0 0 8,484.31 
(Ibstyr): 15,652.34 41,966.62 15,903.97 9,961.29 
Total (tonslyr): 7 7.83 20.98 7.95 4.98 
(kg/day): 19.45 52.15 19.76 12.38 


psy 
"This total represents fugitive dust emissions with no control measures. Control measures such as application of water and use 


of silt fences will reduce this total substantially. 


* The de minimis values are 50 tons per year (tpy) for VOCs and NOx and 100 tpy for CO. 
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CERTIFICATE OF THE 
APGEO PAUL CELLUCOI 
coger +=» © SECRETARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 


JANE SHIT 
ZESENANT GOVERNOR ene 
Tel 1617) 727-9800 
B08 DURAN Fa (17 100-278 
SEORETERY MicstAvwyemagnel state ma usfendi 
May 7, 1999 
CERTIFICATE OF THE SECRETARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 
ON THE 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
PROJECT NAME : Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
PROJECT MUNICIPALITY _ : Boston/Winthrop 
PROJECT WATERSHED : Boston Harbor 
EOEA NUMBER : 10458 
PROJECT PROPONENT : Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) 


DATE NOTICED IN MONITOR : F ebruary 23, 1999 


The Secretary of Eavironmental Affairs hereby determines that the Draft Environmental Impact Report 


(DEIR) submitted on this project adequately and properly complies with the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act (M.G.L. c. 30, ss. 61-62H) and with its implementing regulations (301 
C.M.R. 11.00). 


Statement (DEIS) under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This certificate applies to the 
review of the project under MEPA only, and does not restrict the ability of the federal government to act 
on those aspects of the project subject to NEPA. 


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is reviewing the project as a Draft Environmental Impact 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


As described in the DEIR, the proponent's preferred alternative includes a 5,000 foot unidirectional 
runway (Runway 14/32); a 9,300 foot taxiway between Runways 4L/22R and 4R/22L (the Centerfield 
Taxiway); other taxiway improvements; and reduction of runway approach minima. The DEIR evaluates 
implementation of Peak Period Pricing, but does not include this measure as part of the preferred 
alternative. Each of the alternatives was studied for its impacts at different projected future passenger 
levels: a year 1999 estimate of 29 million, and year 2010 estimates of 37.5 and 45 million. Each level 
was studied for a "high fleet" with relatively more operations and a "low fleet" with fewer operations. 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


The proposed project (and especially Runway 14/32) has generated an enormous amount of commentary 
and controversy, both in the MEPA review of the project and in a much broader political context. This 
review has brought to a head many long standing concems about the management of growth at Logan 
Airport, the environmental and community impacts of that growth, and the mitigation of those impacts. 


Within this debate, three principal issues have emerged that will shape the preparation and review of the 
Final EIR for this project. The first is Logan’s role within the regional transportation network. Many 
commenters have argued that the decision on the DEIR should be deferred until there has been further 
study of the possible diversion of passenger traffic to other facilities -- notably the regional girporte at 
Providence, Manchester, and Worcester, and Amtrak's new iii gh-speed rail link to New York -- as a 
soiution to probiems of congestion and deiay at Logan. Some commenters have argued that the oniy 
solution to Logan’s delay problem is the creation of a new second major airport. 


Although I strongly agree on the importance of the regional transportation network, I disagree with the 
contention that Massport’s treatment of this subject in the DEIR has been insufficient. The scope issued 
by then-Secretary Coxe in 1995 did not require the study of a new second airport, and I am not 
reopening that issue in the context of this review. The DEIR suggests that the existing airports at 
Worcester, Manchester, and Providence, seen together, may serve as Boston’s "second airport." In the 
Final EIR, Massport must study the planned improvements at those airports in greater detail, to show the 
effects upon passenger traffic at Logan. The DEIR already estimates a potential diversion of 7.3 million 
passengers/year from Logan to regional alternatives by the year 2010, suggesting that future passenger 
levels at Logan are likely to remain at or below the lower projected level of 37.5 million. If true, this 
could help allay fears about the impacts of "worst case" projections, and it could support Massport’s 
contention that the runway wil! have long-term benefits in reducing delays. Potential commitments or 


mitigations relating to regionai transportation inciude: 

¢ improved ground access to Worcester Airport; 

e widening Route 3 to the New Hampshire border, to improve access to Manchester Airport; 

e unding construction of a rail station at Providence Airport; and 

¢ implementation of the Urban Ring to improve transit access to Logan. 
Delay reductions and environmental benefits at airports can arise out of operational changes, as-well as 
physical improvements. Many commenters have focused on Peak Period Pricing (PPP) as a viable 


alternative to the runway in reducing delays. The analysis in the DEIR suggests that PPP has 
independent value in reducing delay, which increases long-term as passenger levels increase. In the 


C.1 


C.2 


FEIR, f am requiring Massport to enhance its PPP study, including a tightiy crafted exemption that will C.3 
protect greatly affected communities from losing connections to the national air network. 


+ Inthe FEIR, I am requiring Massport to seek FAA approval for a PPP program as soon as it 


begins to yield real benefits. C.4 
e In the Generic EIR (see below), I am requiring Massport to develop a system of market-based, Cc 
revenue-neutral landing fees that would reward cleaner planes with lower charges, on the principle 2 


that "the polluter pays." 


The third major theme that has sounded in this debate is the cumulative impacts of Logan in its entirety. 
In previous MEPA filings, Massport has made the commitment "to reduce or minimize, wherever 
practical, the environmental impacts of the operation of Logan Airport as annual passenger volumes rise 
in the future." The comment letters and the testimony at the public hearings have demonstrated the 
burden of noise, air pollution, and traffic impacts that neighboring communities will continue to bear as 
air traffic increases (whether or not Runway 14/32 is built). I believe that the principle of "environmental 
justice," which so many comments have raised, is largely an expression of this concern, 


Massport has argued that the impacts of the airside improvements project are limited because it does not 
increase the capacity of the airport, or stimulate future demand. I do not fully accept that contention. In 
the FEIR, I am specifying a series of enforceable short-term and long-term mitigation measures, all 
intended to make the neighboring communities quieter, cleaner, and less congested. In addition, 
Massport must-address Logan’s cumulative impacts in the Generic EIR (GEIR), a separate MEPA 
document that is fully revised on a five-year cycle, with annual updates. This fall, Massport must submit 
its latest Annual Update and a proposed scope for the full GEIR revision, to be submitted next summer. I 
am requiring Massport to treat all comments received on the DEIR as potentially applicable to the GEIR 
as well. In the FEIR and/or the GEIR, I have required Massport to: 


¢ WOrk with the MBTA to improve transit access to Logan via the Biue Line and the Alrport C.6 
Intermodal Transit Connection (AITC), 

¢ work with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to limit the use of noisier "hush-kitted" C.7 
aircraft; 

+ set numerical targets for converting ground service equipment to clean fuels; C.8 


provide more accountability for FAA compliance with the Preferential Runway Advisory System C 9 
(PRAS) goals, which are intended to distribute aircraft noise more equitably among affected - 
communities; and 


continue to implement and extend its residential soundproofing program, to ensure full access for C.1 0 
all residents who are entitled to its benefits. 


PURPOSE AND NEED 


According to the DEIR, in 1998 Logan ranked 17th in total passengers (26.5 million) and 11th in 
operations (507,000), but sixth in total delays (143,000 hours). Approximately 47,000 hours of delay 


operational efficiency as passenger levels increase. In other words, the airside projects will 
accommodate existing and projected demand, not generate additional demand. On the other hand, many 
commenters clearly see the preferred alternative as an expansion of Logan Airport (“if you build it, they 


After reviewing the DEIR, I am not convinced that the preferred alternative is purely a capacity neutral 
airfield enhancement, as stated by Massport. While the maximum "capacity" of the airport will remain at 
120 operations per hour with or without the airside improvements, the construction of Runway 14/32 
will allow Logan to operate at or near 120 operations per hour for a greater proportion of the year than it 
currently does. In addition, if delays represent a problem as critical as that presented in the DEIR, there 
may well be some latent demand generated by the airside project. 


I do not, however, believe that developing airport infrastructure automatically creates demand for air 
service. As noted in previous certificates, the most productive focus of MEPA reviews for Logan 
projects is not a discussion of whether a project is accommodating or generating demand per se, but 
rather whether Massport is operating the airport in a manner which minimizes overall environmental 
impacts in light of its obligations under MEPA. 


There are, however, two major issues relating to delays that need further examination. First, the Final 

EIR should thoroughly explain and justify Massport's delay modeling, as a response to a number of 
substantive comments. The Final EIR should explain the differences among Massport, the Federal 11 
Aviation Administration, and the federal Department of Transportation methods of calculating delays, . 
and discuss any implication for the environmental analysis. Information on delays should be presented in 
quantitative terms (e.g., average minutes of delay per flight), and compared over time at least since 1993 

for Logan and other major U.S. airports. 


Secondly, several commenters have questioned Massport’s apparent use of 1993, a very delay prone 
year at Logan, as a base case year. The Final EIR should clarify the base case year used in the delay C.12 
analysis (and other areas, such as noise and air emissions). If 1993 was indeed the base year, the FEIR 

shouia mciude a “sensitivity analysis" using a more recent year (or average of several recent years) as a 
baseline, and evaiuate the effect on the report's conclusions. 


REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION ISSUES 


Regional transportation issues have been a focus of many, if not most, of the comment letters. The scope 
required Massport to study off-site alternatives: specifically, increased use of existing airports and high 
speed rail. In response, the DEIR includes a detailed discussion of Logan's role in the regional 
transportation network, which also includes the rapidly growing regional airports in Providence (4.6 
million passengers in 1998, up 11%) and Manchester, NH (1.9 million passengers in 1998, up 44%), the 
currently underused facility at Worcester (only 77,000 passengers in 1998), (footnote 1 ) and the 
three-hour high speed rail service to New York slated to begin later this year. It estimates a potential 
diversion of 7.3 million passengers/year from Logan to regional alternatives (which also include 
teleconferencing) by the year 2010, based solely on market forces without any additional intervention by 
Massport or other state transportation agencies. The DEIR diversion analysis suggests thai future 
passenger levels at Logan in the design year 2010 are likely to remain at or below the lower projected 
level of 37.5 million, rather than attaining the "worst case" 45 million level. 


But if the regional airports at Manchester, Worcester, and Providence, taken together, are to play the role 
of a second major airport for Boston, then Massport and the other state transportation agencies must 
show that they are doing all they can to ensure the integration of these facilities with Logan as a regional 
airport system. Massport has recently agreed to operate Worcester Airport, and the Massachusetts 
Highway Department (MHD) has committed to studying and constructing better roadway access to the 
airport. EOTC has committed to help fund the construction of a rail station at T.F. Green Airport at 
Providence, which could provide a fast and convenient link to the new Route 128 Station, currently 
under construction (EOEA #1 1099), and to downtown Boston. The planned widening of Route 3 from 
Route 128 to the New Hampshire border by MHD (EOEA #5668), coupled with the potential for 


improved roadway and rail access in New Hampshire. couid increase the accessibility and use of 
Manchester Airport. Finally, the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) has planned a 
series of improvements in transit access to Logan, including the AITC (EOEA #10235), the Blue Line 
modernization (EOEA #8772), and the Urban Ring. 


In response to the high level of public interest and concern over regional transportation issues, the 

analysis in the FEIR must significantly expand upon that in the DEIR. First, the FEIR must report on the C.] 3 
current status of ground access improvements to all four airports proposed by state transportation 

agencies in Massachusetts or other states (including but not limited to the projects mentioned above), 

including projected dates for completion of studies and/or construction. Second, the FEIR must quantify 

the effects of these measures upon projected passenger levels at each of the airports, including 

Logan. (footnote 2) The projections for ridership on Amtrak’s high speed rail, and potential diversions C.14 
from Logan, should also be updated to reflect the best current information. (footnote 3) 


The DEIR suggests that the 45 million annual passenger level used by Massport in its planning will not 

occur by the design year 2010. I believe that it is appropriate to continue to study the 45 million 

passenger scenario, both to assure consistency with previous planning and to analyze a true "worst case" C.1 5 
scenario. However, I caution both Massport and reviewers not to focus on the impacts associated with 

the 45 million passenger scenario, but rather on the impacts of the 37.5 million passenger scenario 

(assuming that figure is supported by the FEIR analysis). 


With renewed focus on diverting passengers from Logan, it is more important than ever that we 
understand the environmental impacts of increased use of regional airports. DEP has commented that a 
regional environmental assessment of airport infrastructure would prove useful in determining whether 
increased use of the regional airports actually minimizes impacts, and the letter from the Conservation 
Law Foundation lays out a potential framework for a nroiect-specific regional analvsis of transportation 
alternatives in the context of the airside project review. (My predecessor as Secretary alse suggested 
such a regionai study in the Certificate on tne ast GEIR.) The FEIR must try to evaluate the 
environmental impacts.of these improvements on a regional, as well as a local basis. 


C.16 


I acknowledge certain difficulties in presenting the cumulative environmental impacts of physically 
unrelated projects. Because Manchester and Providence airports are in other states, and because the 
proposed ground access improvements at Worcester are at such a preliminary stage, I am not requiring 
Massport to perform independent EIR level review of local impacts at those facilities. Rather, Massport 
should rely upon existing reports to summarize information on the predicted levels of environmental 
impacts (such as noise contours, air emissions, vehicle miles traveled, and impacts on wetlands and other 
critical resources) caused by the physical improvements and predicted passenger levels. I also 
acknowledge that the inclusion of any project as part of this analysis, regardless of its apparent benefits, 
will not remove the necessity of independent MEPA review if required by statute and regulation. 


Many commenters have urged the study of a new second major airport as an alternative to this project. C.17 
The scope did not require this analysis, and I am not reopening that issue in the context of the airside 

project review. Many comments have also suggested that commercial service at Hanscom Field in 

Bedford should be considered as a project alternative. Massport argues that commercial service at 

Hanscom is not likely to constitute a feasible alternative to Logan in the foreseeable future, and that 

Hanscom is better suited to remain the region's principal general aviation (GA) airport. (In 1998, there 

were approximately 183,000 GA operations at Hanscom, compared with 31,000 at Logan.) To back up C.18 
Massport’s contention, the Final EIR should address in qualitative terms the environmental impacts of 
commercial service at Hanscom; opportunities to divert an even higher share of Logan's GA operations 

to Hanscom and other regional airports; and any legal impediments to such measures. F inally, New 

Bedford Airport has been suggested as a reliever airport for cargo traffic. Massport should report upon 

the status of MEPA review for the proposed expansion of New Bedford Airport (EOEA #10316), which C.1 9 
had previously involved the filling of an unprecedented area (over 40 acres) of protected wetlands. 


The Proposed Section 61 Findings must detail specific steps to be taken by Massport and other state 
transportation agencies, to ensure that Worcester, Manchester, and Providence airports, together with 


Logan, will operate jointly as the key elements in ane 
network. 


fficient and environmentally balanced regional air 


PEAK PERIOD PRICING 


| the elements under consideration as part of the airside program, the only one not contained in the 


Of al 
preferred alternative is Peak Period Pricing (PPP): the 


received many comments from the airline industry and from groups in small markets (notably the Cape 


g opposition to Peak Period Pricing, even as most 


of these letters have supported the other airside projects. Conversely, I have received many comments 
arguing that PPP alone, without Runway 14/32, should be the preferred alternative for solving the delay 


benefits. I also note that by reducing taxiway delays, PPP helps reduce air pollution and noise. 


nder. 


and the concern of small and relatively remote areas regarding the effects of PPP on access to 
d 


Iu st 

Logan and points beyond. The DEIR appendices document the negative economic impacts of the 
proposed PPP program on certain areas. However, I find that the DEIR has not provided enough 
information to discount PPP as a legitimate (and perhaps even necessary) part of the environmental 


mitigation associated with any airside improvements. 


The Final EIR must include a much more refined analysis of Peak Period Pricing, including a full 
evaluation of positive and negative (footnote 4) environmental impacts. I am concerned that the DEIR 
analysis applies only a single price formula to operations, and that it assumes that the response to PPP 


The analysis should accouni for potential aiterations in flight mix resulting from PPP (i.e., the possibility 
of flight consolidation to Logan or diversion to other airports), and it should draw upon past PPP 


1 1 


analysis, such as the PACE program and the 1993 Strategic Assessment Report. Most importantly, the 


In the Final EIR and the Proposed Section 61 Finding, 


peak-period airline schedules and delays, to be reported i 


Final EIR must also define appropriate conditions at which Massport will begin seeking the necessary 


federal and state regulatory processes, in order to impl 


CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND THE GEIR 


C.20 


C.21 


C.22 


I have received numerous comments suggesting that the review of the airside projects has been 
improperly segmented under MEPA (and NEPA) from the review of airport operations as a whole. The 
issue of cumulative impacts and segmentation is not new to the review of projects at Logan Airport. As 
stated in past Certificates, the Generic EIR (EOEA #3247/5146) is expected to provide a "big picture" 
cumulative analysis of Logan operations, impacts, and mitigation. It complements the project-specific 
EIR for the airside projects, helps to focus the review process of individual EIRs, and ensures that 


segmented project review does not occur in the context of MEPA review at Logan Airport. 


Nonetheless, I emphatically agree that the airside DEIR cannot be viewed in isolation from airport 
operations and impacts as a whole. The GEIR does not replace the project-specific EIR, nor does it 
relieve Massport of its obligations under MEPA for project specific analysis of impacts and mitigation. 
Massport's fundamental environmental commitment, as expressed in the 1994/95 GEIR, is to "reduce or 
minimize, wherever practical, the environmental impacts of the operation of Logan Airport as annual 
passenger volumes rise in the future." The requirements laid out in this Certificate will require Massport 
to address certain cumulative impacts within the context of the project-specific airside Final EIR and in 
the Section 61 Findings, as detailed below. 


ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 


Many of the comments.received have raised the issue of "environmental Justice," as defined under 
Federal Executive Order 12898 and associated guidance materials. Because in the past the legitimate 
environmental interests of low income and minority areas too often have "flown under the radar" of the 
environmental review process, application of the principles of environmental justice is intended to 
ensure that low income and minority populations are accorded the same standard that applies to those in 
other areas. Under E.O. 12898, Massport must fully analyze the environmental impacts of its proposed 
actions on low income and minority populations; show that it has avoided, minimized, or mitigated these 
impacts to the greatest feasible extent; and ensure that its proposed actions do not unduly burden low 
income or minority areas. To assess whether Massport has adequately analyzed the issue for purposes of 


municipalities, and a discussion of the community participation process used in preparing the Draft and 


Oe oi 


C.24 


NOISE 


No other single issue so dominates the comment letters as the issue of aircraft noise, which has united a 
diverse cross section of the metropolitan area. The impassioned oral testimony at the public hearings 


The DEIR includes a detailed assessment of the noise impacts of the proposed Runway 14/32 and the 
other airside projects. The net result of Massport's preferred alternative is to reduce dramatically the 
number of people modeled to be exposed to the highest (>70 dB DNL) levels of noise. At the same time, 
the project is projected to produce a relatively small increase in the number of people exposed to noise in 


Previous certificates on the GEIR have dwelled at length about the issues of noise impacts and C 97 
mitigation. At the core of the noise abatement policy stands the commitment in the 1 994/95 GEIR to : 
“minimizing nighttime noise and to addressing and responding to noise issues and complaints.” Given 

the extremely high level of concern expressed with noise impacts from Logan in generai and from 

Massport's preferred alternative in particular, it is time to turn these general policy goals into specific 

noise mitigation commitments. 


Soundproofing. 


margin of error" for noise modeling.) Given the number of people who are potentially ineligible for C 29 


65 dB contour, even if they wouid otherwise iose their eligibility as a result of this project. 


C.30 
The soundproofing program requires that structures within the 65 dB DNL contour meet certain code 
requirements prior to receiving acoustical treatments. I am concerned that the residences most in need of 
soundproofing will be in low income areas with relatively high proportions of sub-standard housing. The 

Final EIR should explain how often such circumstances have occurred in the past. If some (presumably 

low income) residents are likely to be denied noise mitigation on this grounds, the FEIR and the 

Proposed Section 61 Finding should consider financial or other programs to ensure equal access to noise 
mitigation. 


Compliance with PRAS Goals 


of aircraft noise among all affected communities. The DEIR demonstrates that the implementation of the 
preferred alternative will significantly improve compliance with PRAS goals. F rom the discussion it is 
not clear, however, if compliance with the PRAS goals Tepresent maximum feasible mitigation under 


appropriate (nor has the CAC suggested that step), the Final EIR should discuss whether any updates of 
the PRAS goals are contemplated, and detail any mechanisms for ensuring that the program fulfills its 
objective of creating an equitable noise distribution. 


C.32 


Several commenters have questioned the ievei of FAA's adherence to PRAS goais in the past. Massport 

must show in the FEIR that its prediction of the future effects of the PRAS goals do not over-estimate 

FAA’s ability and willingness to implement them, as based on past experience. In addition, the FEIR 

and the Proposed Section 61 Finding must include protocols for monitoring adherence to the PRAS C.3 3 
goals, and periodic disclosure of the monitoring results (I suggest quarterly reports to the CAC, plus 

annual statements in the GEIR update). 


Upon implementation of the preferred alternative, Runway 27 is projected to see an increase in use, Cc 3 4 
potentially leading to further increases in aircraft overflights over portions of Roxbury, Jamaica Plain, . 
and Brookline. From the comments received, it appears that the compliance with the new flight 

procedures has been incomplete. It also appears that the new Runway 27 corridor tends to narrow the 
geographical area of overflights, thus concentrating noise in certain areas. The Final EIR should discuss 

the relationship between the airside program and the recently-completed Runway 27 EIS, (footnote 5) 

describe any cumuiative impacts on the corridor, and analyze the consistency of the noise impacts with 

the PRAS goals. 


Restricting Night-time F lights and Hush-kitted Aircraft. 


In the near term, the phasing out of stage 2 aircraft by the end of 1999 will produce a decline in the total 

nnual noise produced by Logan aircraft. In the longer term, however, both total annual noise and 
night-time noise are projected to increase as the number of flights in an all Stage 3 fleet rises. Moreover. 
many of the aircraft currently operating at Logan are actually Stage 2 aircraft that have received 
mechanical alterations ("hush-kits") to meet the minimum requirements for stage 3 aircraft. These planes 
are significantly noisier than new aircraft specifically designed to meet stage 3 requirements. 


C.35 | 


As an initial step, I note that the PRAS goals seek tc route all night-time flights over the water between 
12 PM and 6 AM. In the FEIR, Massport should report on the feasibility of extending this preferential 
night-time period to the hours of 10 PM to 7 AM, and the effect of this change on noise levels and 
contours. 


Federal law allows the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to grant a waiver (under FAR Part 161) C.36 
to an airport operator to restrict the number or schedule of Stage 3 aircraft. Massport should begin 

discussions now with FAA, with the goal of instituting restrictions, either locally or nationally, on 

hush-kitted stage 3 aircraft. The GEIR should report on the status of those consultations and discuss the 
specific types of information needed to pursue a Part 161 waiver. Since developing limitations on Stage 

3 operations will necessarily involve the federal government, I urge the members of the Congressional 
delegation to help pursue this issue further with FAA. 


AIR QUALITY 


The DEIR argues that the preferred alternative will lead to air quality improvements by increasing the 
operating efficiency of the airport, thereby better accommodating existing demand. (footnote 6) As 
stated above, I am not convinced that Massport's preferred alternative is capacity neutral, although I 
disagree with those commenters who have suggested that the addition of a sixth runway will be the 
primary factor in drawing additional air traffic to Logan Airport. 


Even accepting Massport's arguments about the air quality benefits of its preferred alternative, the 
airside project raises issues of cumulative air quality that Massport must address. Logan Airport 
currently ranks as the sixth largest source of NO, emissions in the Commonwealth, and by 2012 itis 
likely to become one of the three largest such sources. Currently, aircraft emissions are the onlv mobile 
air poliution sources included in the State implementation Plan (SIP) emissions inventory that are not 
slated for meaningful near- or long-term emissions reductions. Nationally, pollution emissions from 
aircraft and airports represent the largest uncontrolled sources of air pollution. NO, is an ozone 


precursor. Although Eastern Massachusetts has fared well in meeting one-hour standards for ozone over 
the past few years, recently there were 65 exceedences of the more stringent 8-hour standard adopted by 
the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), over 12 days, at 14 different monitoring stations. It 
is quite likely that additional emissions reduction beyond those already in the SIP will prove necessary 
for Massachusetts to meet the 8-hour standard. 


As previous certificates have stressed, it is the total air pollution from the airport -- whether from planes, 
the ground fleet servicing these aircraft, or the vehicles Carrying passengers and employees -- which C.37 
requires mitigation. Previous GEIRs have done ing émissi 


= 
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thorough job of documenting emissions from Logan 


Airport and in predicting trends based on varion passenger level forecasts. Now it is time to implement 
the bread goal of maint: ining or reducing Logan’s overall environmental impacts, even as annual 
passenger volumes rise in the future. 


GROUND TRANSPORTATION 


Numerous comments argue that the DEIR should have included a detailed analysis of ground 
transportation issues, because of the cumulative impacts of landside and airside operations at Logan 
Airport. The issue of ground transportation is clearly relevant to any discussion of cumulative impacts, 
and is an important component of any cumulative air quality analysis. However, the GEIR includes a 
substantial body of analysis on ground transportation issues, and the Section 61 Finding for the West 
Garage project includes enforceable commitments for ground transportation mitigation. Because 
Massport is dealing with this issue in other documents, I will not require a detailed analysis of 
Massport's ground transportation strategy within the Final EIR, but rather focus on the following issues. 


One of the comerstones of Massport's ground access strategy is a commitment to a 35.2% mode share C.39 
for High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) when passenger volumes reach 37.5 million annually. As previous 
certificates have pointed out on numerous occasions, although this goal translates into an increase in 

HOV mode shares from the present, it also tepresents a substantial increase in the absolute number of 
non-HOV trips to the airport, due to the large increase in total number of passengers. Massport has not 

shown how these non-HOV trips will be accommodated under the parking freeze. 


Massport should consider a higher target percentage for HOV at 37.5 million annual passengers, and C 40 
discuss the issue in the GEIR. Massport should also consider enforcement mechanisms for whatever 

HOV percentage emerges (for example, committing to set aside a sliding scale of funding for 

HOV<Atansit promotion and improvements if HOV goals do not reach the levels to which Massport has 
committed). In the GEIR, Massport should also consider the consolidation of rental car lots and the C.41 
courtesy vehicles serving them. I understand that this form of air quality mitigation is in practice at other 
airports in the United States. 


Finally, the Final EIR and the analysis in the next GEIR should reflect proposed MBTA improvements C.42 
in transit access to Logan, including the AITC, the Blue Line modernization, and the Urban Ring. In 

particular, the Urban Ring project, shortly scheduled to conclude its major investment study and begin 

MEPA review, promises not only to improve transit access to Logan, but also to enhance mobility, 

economic development, and the quality of life in many of the communities most affected by the airport 

-- East Boston, South Boston, Roxbur , Cambridge, Somerville, Everett, and Chelsea. 


UNIDIRECTIONALITY OF RUNWAY 14/32 C 43 


The DEIR analyzes only the environmental impacts of a unidirectional Runway 14/32, with both take 

offs and landings following an easterly flight path largely over water. Any proposal to use the runway in 

a bidirectional manner wouid need additional MEPA review, including the scoping, preparation, and 

review of an entirely new EIR document. Ever since the Airside Improvements project was first C44 
proposed, Massport has publicly committed to keeping Runway 14/32 asa unidirectional runway. The : 
Proposed Section 61 Findings in the Final EIR should include this enforceable commitment to 
unidirectionality. The Final EIR should also document any other legal or administrative processes, or 

any operational or environmental constraints, that can assure unidirectionality. In particular, Massport 
should detail how the modified court injunction can assure unidirectional use of Runway 14/32, how any 
FAA regulations may affect use of the runway, and whether any physical constraints (e.g., the Hyatt 

Hotel) would preclude or restrict the possible bidirectional use of Runway 14/32. 


C.45 
CONSTRUCTION PERIOD 


The Final EIR should include a detailed construction management plan that quantifies the number of 
daily and total truck trips. The Final EIR should also address the cumulative impacts of those C4 6 


construction activities for the airside proiecis occurring simuitaneousiv with Cenirai Artery/Tunnei 

construction in East Boston, other projects at Logan Airport, and any other major construction activities 
planned to occur in East Boston. The Final EIR should also disclose the full impacts of any nighttime C.47 
construction, and include an analysis of nighttime construction noise in residential areas potentially : 
affected. 


The Final EIR and the GEIR should also discuss the feasibility of Massport’s participation in the Clean Cc 
Air Construction Initiative, both with respect to this project and other construction projects at the airport. 48 
This program involves retrofitting existing heavy construction equipment with emissions control 

technology. (The Central Artery/Tunnel project is already participating in this program, and the 

Department of Environmental Protection is actively discussing an expansion of the program with several 

other public agencies.) The Proposed Section 61 F indings should include appropriate commitments for 
construction period mitigation, in particular for the traffic, air quality, and noise impacts discussed 

above. 


Massport's preferred alternative involves a substantial amount of soil excavation. The Department of C.49 
Environmental Protection has raised several issues regarding excavate classification and management, to 
which the Final EIR should respond in detail. 


OPEN SPACE/PARKLAND 


The Boston area is fortunate to have large areas of open space, such as the Emerald Necklace, Arnold C 50 
Arboretum, Franklin Park, and the Harbor Islands, that provide a refuge from busy urban life. Noise : 
from passing aircraft can clearly impact the quality of these open Spaces, and reduce their value for 
recreation or quiet contemplation. Although the legislation that created the Harbor Islands National 
Recreation Area relieved Masspon and the FAA of Federal section 4(i) requirements for this project, it 

‘did not exempt impacts on the Harbor Islands from environmental review under MEPA. The Finai EiR 
should analyze the environmental impacts of the airside projects (including cumulative impacts with 

other airport operations) on the Harbor Islands, Arnold Arboretum, Franklin Park, and the Emerald 
Necklace. I understand the desire to direct flight corridors over the least densely populated areas, and 
recognize that in the final analysis, such policies may be justifiable. However, that analysis must take 

place, to fully evaluate impacts and develop maximum feasible mitigation. 


RARE SPECIES C54 
Massport's preferred alternative will impact the nesting and feeding habitat of the state endangered 
Upland Sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda) and will constitute the "taking" of a state-protected species 
under the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act. The DEIR commits to both on-site and off-site 
mitigation for rare species impacts. The discussion of on-site mitigation in the DEIR is generally 
adequaie. However, the Finai EIR shouid provide greater detail on the proposed off-site mitigation, 
including iie specifics of the habitat restoration proposed at the Massachusetts Military Reservation. The 
Final EIR should also include sufficient information for the Natural Heritage Program to evaluate the 
merits of a Conservation Permit. The Proposed Section 61 Finding should include all on-site and off-site 
mitigation for impacts to rare species. 


NOTICE OF PROJECT CHANGE 


At the time the DEIR was filed, Massport also filed a Notice of Project Change, based upon the 
three-year lapse in time since the filing of the ENF, and it requested a determination that no further 


in light of the factors set forth in Section 1 1.10(6) of the MEPA Regulations, that any issues arising out 


of the lapse of time can be adequately addressed in the FETP cr the CEIR, as the cese mey be. 


C.52 


SECTION 61 FINDINGS 


The Final EIR should include Proposed Section 61 Findings for each area of impact associated with 
Massport's preferred alternative. I remind Massport of the importance of the Section 61 F indings as a 


mechanism for formalizing the mitigation commitments that emerge from the EIR process, and I expect 
that the Section 61 Findings will commit to appropriate mitigation. 


COMMENTS 


The Final EIR should include a copy of this Certificate and copies of all comments received, and it C.53 
should respond to all substantive comments received. In particular, I wish to highlight the comments 
received from the United States Environmental Protection Agency, the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection, the Community Advisory Committee to Massport (and individual CAC 
members), the Conservation Law Foundation, the various New England state transportation agencies, 

the City of Boston Environmental Services Division, the La Salle Partnership, and the letters received 

from elected public officials. Together, these comment letters summarize most of the major substantive 
environmental issues raised by opponents, proponents, and neutral reviewers. 


CIRCULATION 


For those who submitted form letters for which addresses are available, Massport should send a Notice C.54 
of Availability of the Final EIR and include information on comment deadlines and the time-sensitive 
nature of the review process. For those who submitted individual comment letters, Massnort should 
Circulate an Executive Summary of the Final EIR. The Executive Summary should include a cover letter 
with information on comment deadiines (including the time-sensitive nature of the documents under 
review), and information on where to obtain a full copy of the Final EIR. Massport should circulate the 
full Final EIR to its standard distribution list of agencies and community groups, as well as any 
additional parties specified in Section 11.16 of the MEPA regulations. Massport should Circulate a full 
copy of the Final EIR to the municipal libraries (including branch libraries) of Boston, Winthrop, 
Everett, Revere, Nahant, Malden, Medford, Melrose, Somerville, Cambridge, Chelsea, Brookline, 
Dedham, Milton, Quincy, Braintree, Weymouth, Hingham, Hull, Provincetown, Edgartown, and 
Nantucket. Massport should promptly furnish a full copy of the EIR to any party who requests a copy. 


FOOTNOTES 


¢ Footnote 1. The DEIR renorts passenger emplanements in Table 2 4-1, Thece are only 50% of 


total passengers. 


Footnote 2. I suggest that the estimated impacts of teleconferencing should be discounted in this 
analysis, unless Massport can make a compelling case why this would affect Logan differently 
from other regional airports. 

Footnote 3. I also note the importance of maintaining South Station as the gateway to Amtrak's 
high speed rail link to New York, while the City of Boston pursues air rights development over 
the tracks. The EIR currently being prepared for that project (EOEA #9131) must contain a 
detailed construction mitigation Program to ensure the smooth functioning of the station. 
Footnote 4. I note the potential for increased reliance on early morning and late evening flights as 
one potentially negative impact from PPP. 

e Footnote 5. The review of the Runway 27 flight path was conducted at the federal level only. 

¢ Footnote 6. The comment from the Environmental Protection Agency (among others) has raised 
several concerms with the assumptions used in the air quality analysis. The Final EIR should 
address these fully, to justify the conclusion that Massport's preferred alternative is associated 
with the lowest level of air quality impacts. 


Dated: May 7, 1999 


Bob Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 


Comments received : 


2/26/99 David Bartol 
3/2/99 David Prusky 

3/3/99 Ann Hershfang 

3/5/99 Mary Dreitlein 

3/11/99 Joseph Kowalczyk 

3/12/99 Charlie Ferguson 

3/15/99 Eagle Hill Civic Association 

3/15/99 Regina Marchi 

3/18/99 Christopher Blackler 

3/18/99 Myra Love 

3/18/99 Martha Merson 

3/18/99 Charles and Anna Dulcetta 

3/19/99 Ellen Winkler 

3/19/99 Barbara Bishop 

3/22/99 Monika Corneille 

3/22/99 Elizabeth Mazzarini 

3/25/99 Brian Gallagher 

3/26/99 Mark and Cathryn Stettler 

3/29/99 Wiiliam Falcetano (2) 

3/29/99 Danielle Toth 

3/29/99 Sal Lopes 

3/29/99 Natalie Diffloth 

3/30/99 Richard Lynds Esq. 

3/30/99 Daniel and Jacqueline Llewellyn 
3/31/99 Vincent Tino 

3/31/99 Sean Shanahan 

3/31/99 Corrine Case 

4/2/99 Marjorie Rilleau Kallman 

4/2/99 Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association 
4/2/99 Greater Gardner Chamber of Commerce 
4/2/99 Geraldine Townsend 

4/2/99 William Townsend 

4/2/99 David Banta and Caroline Coggeshall 
4/4/53 Swissoiei 

4/6/99 Manchester Airport Director 

4/6/99 Mary Quinn 

4/6/99 Marriott Copley Place 

4/6/99 Nantucket Island Chamber of Commerce 
4/7/99 Richard Jordan 

4/7/99 Laura Orlando 

4/7/99 Community Advisory Committee to Massport 
4/7/99 Frank and Eileen Furey 

4/7/99 Krolman Corporation 

4/7/99 William Falcetano 

4/7/99 Quincy Representative to the Community Advisory Committee to Massport 
4/7/99 Cape Air 

4/7/99 Logan Airlines Management Council Cargo Subcommittee 


4/7/59 Logan Airlines Management Council 

4/7/59 Massachusens Business Roundtable 

4/7/99 Thomas Kershaw 

4/7/99 City of Quincy City Council 

4/7/99 Maryann Mahony 

4/7/99 Squantum Community Association 

4/7/99 Paul Guzzi 

4/7/99 Ron Wayland 

4/7/99 City of Boston Mayor Thomas Menino 

4/7/99 PRI Automation 

4/7/99 Representative Robert DeLeo 

4/7/99 Senator Henri Rauschenbach 

4/7/99 transcripts of oral testimony at 4/7 FAA/MEPA meeting 
4/7/99 video of 4/7 FAA/MEPA meeting 

4/8/99 transcripts of oral testimony at 4/8 FAA/MEPA meeting 
4/8/99 video of 4/8 FAA/MEPA meeting 

4/8/99 Mary Quinn 

4/8/99 Nantucket Board of Selectmen 

4/8/99 Marriott Long Wharf 

4/8/99 William Manning 

4/8/99 Nancy Crombie 

4/8/99 Eleanora Olivolo 

4/8/99 Winthrop Noise Air Pollution and Airport Hazards Committee 
4/8/99 Jim McBride 

4/8/99 City of Chelsea City Councillor Preston Galarneau 
4/8/99 U.S. Representative Edward Markey 

4/8/99 Ron Wayland 

4/8/99 British Airways 

8/99 Mary Furlong 

4/8/99 Robert Hazel 

4/8/99 Scott Godfrey, Air Transport Association 

4/8/99 Mike Furlong 

4/8/99 Craig and Linda Jolliffe 

4/9/99 anonymous 

4/9/99 Fitcorp 

4/9/99 Richard Gill 

4/9/99 Gregory DePatto 

4/12/99 anonymous 

4/12/99 New England Guatemalan Alliance 

4/12/99 Krolman Presentations 

4/12/99 National Association of Industrial and Office Properties 
4/12/99 Tufts Associates 


4/12/99 Mariott Peabody 

4/12/99 Pepresentative Eric Turkington 
4/12/99 Eagle Hill Civic Association 
4/13/99 Patricia Grasso 

4/13/99 Mary Dreitlein 

4/13/99 Nancy Brayton 

4/13/99 Diana Goode 

4/13/99 Anne Rogers 

4/13/99 Charles Cann 

4/13/99 Judith and John Silck 

4/13/99 British Airways 

4/13/99 City of Cambridge City Council 
4/13/99 Emily Peckham 

4/14/99 Daniel Toner 

4/14/99 Paul Puzzanghero 


4/14/39 Git and Bonnie Lavoie 

4/14/99 Lynn Mazzarubia 

4/14/99 Vincent Ferne 

4/14/99 Sherburne, Powers, Holland, & Knight 
4/14/99 Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau 
4/14/99 City of Revere Planning and Community Development Department 
4/14/99 David Foss 

4/14/99 Madeleine Carlson 

4/14/99 Olympia Mastrocola 

4/14/99 John and Barbara Tomenico 

4/14/99 Carmen Domenico 

4/14/99 Town of Winthrop Noise Air Pollution and Airport Hazards Committee 
4/15/99 U.S. Representative Edward Markey 
4/15/99 Barbara Kaplan 

4/15/99 John Archibald 

4/16/99 National Association of State Aviation Officials 
4/16/99 Sandra Kunz (Braintree Representative to CAC) 
4/16/99 James Sliker 

4/16/99 Lynn Thornton 

4/16/99 Gerard Finch 

4/16/99 Christine Toole 

4/16/99 Will Lyman 

4/16/99 Marty Epp 

4/16/99 Daniel Barnett 

4/16/99 Thomas Finnigan 

4/16/99 Danielle Toth 

4/16/99 Jacqueline Gambarini 

4/16/99 Mike Lew 

4/16/99 Peter Clarke 

4/16/99 Sal Lopes 

4/16/99 Todd Payton 

4/16/99 Senator Michael Morrissey 

4/16/99 Jacques Weissgerber 

4/16/99 EMC Corporation 

4/16/99 Andrea Taaffe 

4/16/99 Suzan Kelly 

4/16/99 Marie and James Stamos 

4/16/99 Alan Wright 

4/16/99 Slade Gorton & Co, Inc. 

4/19/99 Jack Dolan 

4/19/99 Derek Dyer 

4/19/99 Nancy Doherty 

4/20/35 MM. Grazia Wiarzot 

4/20/59 Michael Mercadante 

4/20/99 Mo Lotman 

4/20/99 Barbara White 

4/20/99 Cape Cod Commission 

4/20/99 William Weiser 

4/20/99 Irving Fischman PhD 

4/20/99 Hispanic-American Chamber of Commerce 
4/20/99 Pauline DePari 

4/20/99 Carolyn and Brent Banulis 

4/20/99 Alice Granahan 

4/20/99 Michael County 

4/20/99 Adrienne Richardson 

4/20/99 James McCaffery 

4/20/99 James Conroy 


4/20/59 Catherine Goidhammer 

4/20/55 Di. ana Wirs. Robert Belknap 

4/20/99 John Richardson 

4/20/99 Edward Lowney 

4/20/99 Cape Cod Economic Development Council 
4/20/99 Carmela D'Amore 

4/20/99 City of Revere City Council 

4/20/99 Robert Green 

4/20/99 JD Russell 

4/20/99 David Weinstein (2) 

4/20/99 Mark Warren 

4/20/99 Pilot Block Neighborhood Association 
4/20/99 Angela Healy 

4/20/99 Marty Epp and Judy Mencher 

4/20/99 Representative Patricia Jehlen 

4/20/99 William Reid 

4/20/99 Elliott Schiffman 

4/20/99 Sterling Giles 

4/20/99 Marine Cotton 

4/20/99 Arthur Johnson 

4/20/99 Robert Wynne 

4/20/99 John Kilroy 

4/20/99 John Archibald 

4/20/99 Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce 
4/20/99 Don Eunson 

4/20/99 Susan Horn 

4/20/99 Michael County 

4/20/99 Lynn Palmer 

4/20/99 Lawrence Paoella 

4/26/99 Continenta! Airlines 

4/20/99 Ellen Band 

4/20/99 Jill Richard 

4/20/99 Robert Fleming 

4/20/99 Lawrence Yager 

4/20/99 Beverly Sky 

4/20/99 Barbara Kaplan 

4/20/99 AIR, Inc (McGowan et al) 

4/21/99 City of Cambridge City Manager 
4/21/99 Michele LaMura 

4/21/99 Elaine McGrath 

4/21/99 Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program 
4/21/99 State of Maine Department of Transportation 
4/21/99 Anastasia Lyman 

4/21/29 Claudia Brede (2) 

4/21/99 Kurt Walier (Cambridge Representative to CAC) 
4/21/99 Town of Hingham Board of Selectmen 
4/21/99 Al Fisher 

4/21/99 Tilghman Evans 

4/21/99 LaSalle Hotel Operating Partnership (by Goulston & Storrs) 
4/21/99 Sandra Gibbs 

4/21/99 Catherine Brayden 

4/21/99 Panamai Manadee 

4/21/99 Debra Biba and Rob Everts 

4/21/99 Deirdre Smith 

4/21/99 Beth Manaster 

4/21/99 Sheryl White 

4/21/99 Carol Rego 


4/21/99 Anthony Esny 
4/21/99 Mrs. Regina Marchi 

4/21/99 Barbara McDonough 

4/21/99 Allison Stieber 

4/21/99 Martha Gjesteby 

4/21/99 Dovi Abbey (Roxbury Representative to CAC) 
4/21/99 M. Blossom Hoag 

4/21/99 Ethan Hoag 

4/21/99 Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Nucci 

4/21/99 Nantucket Planning and Economic Development Commission 
4/21/99 Cheryl Balukonis 

4/21/99 Mary Berninger 

4/21/99 Peter Alachi 

4/21/99 Noise Pollution Clearinghouse 

4/21/99 Richard Salini 

4/21/99 anonymous 

4/22/99 S. Kay Gibbs 

4/22/99 William Manning 

4/22/99 Town of Provincetown Town Manager 

4/22/99 Cape Air 

4/22/99 Dorchester Allied Neighborhood Associations 
4/22/99 City of Chelsea City Councilor Marilyn Portnoy 
4/22/99 Senate President Thomas Birmingham 

4/22/99 Representative Timothy Toomey 

4/22/99 City of Somerville Board of Alderman 

4/22/99 Chester Atkins for Save Our Heritage 

4/22/99 City of Boston City Councillor Paul Scapicchio 
4/22/99 Friends of Belle Isle Marsh 

4/22/99 Representative Christopher Fallon 

4/22/99 Representative Liz Malia 

4/22/99 Representative Paul Demakis _ 

4/22/99 Acting Mayor of Somerville William Roche 
4/22/99 Massachusetts Audubon Society 

4/22/99 Michael Dukakis, former Governor 

4/22/99 Fred Salvucci 

4/22/99 United States Environmental Protection Agency 
4/22/99 Senator Robert Travaglini 

4/22/99 City of Somerville Alderman William White 
4/22/99 State of Vermont Agency of Transportation 
4/22/99 The Franklin Park Coalition 

4/22/99 Constance Cecil 

4/22/99 Robert and Kathleen Hathaway 

4/22/99 City of Malden Representative to the Community Advisory Committee to Massport 
4/22/99 Margaret Sanfilippo 

4/22/99 Ellis Neighborhood Association, Inc. 

4/22/99 Susan Strauss 

4/22/99 Town of Winthrop Noise Air Pollution and Airport Hazards Committee Environmental 
Health Facts Subcommittee 

4/22/99 Marguerite Scott 

4/22/99 Brian Culver 

4/22/99 Thomas McNiff 

4/22/99 Jerry Shine 

4/22/99 Margaret Webster 

4/22/99 Jane Sauer 

4/22/99 Barbara Kaplan 

4/22/99 Stephen Muench, Executive Director MAC 
4/22/99 Darryl Pomicter 


4/22/99 American Airlines 
4/22/99 Ramon Bueno and Debra Weisberg 

4/22/99 Dick Bauer 

4/22/99 Lauri Webster 

4/22/99 Tad Flynn 

4/22/99 Ann Hershfang 

4/22/99 Provincetown Municipal Airport Commission 
4/22/99 Beacon Hill Civic Association, Inc. 

4/22/99 John Mahony : 

4/22/99 Catherine Goldhammer 

4/22/99 Claudia Brede 

4/22/99 Peter Alachi 

4/22/99 Kimberly Iris Mills 

4/22/99 Elizabeth Aberg 

4/22/99 Anita Martin 

4/22/99 Barnstable Municipal Airport Commission 
4/22/99 Stephen Thress 

4/22/99 Dr. Jo Loughnane 

4/22/99 Deborah Santiano-McHatton 

4/22/99 Edwina Yezierski 

4/22/99 Brian Merrick 

4/22/99 Alicia Stoddard 

4/22/99 Duane Andrews RN 

4/22/99 Ron Morgese 

4/22/99 Robert Ridolfi 

4/22/99 Mary Jane Quinn (with photos) 

4/22/99 Richard Goldhammer (Hingham Representative to CAC) 
4/22/99 Lynn Conroy 

4/22/99 Jeannette MacDonald 

4/22/99 Robert Carney 

4/22/99 The New: England Council 

4/22/99 Robert Billings 

4/22/99 Doris Hogan 

4/22/99 T. Brown 

4/22/99 anonymous 

4/22/99 Jacques Weissgerber 

4/22/99 Franklyn and Barbara Schafer 

4/22/99 Nina Garfinkle 

4/22/99 Christopher Morton 

4/22/99 Stephanie Moura and Kate Keeler 

4/22/99 The South Boston Environmental Health Watch 
4/22/99 East Boston Land Use Advisory Council 
4/22/99 Gerard Snerry 

4/22/99 John O'Connor 

4/22/99 Robert and Katherine Strojny 

4/22/99 Lisa Scannell 

4/22/99 Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association (with petition signed by 304 people opposed to 
project and 19 form letters opposed to project) 
4/22/99 E. Vincent Sullivan 

4/22/99 Mark Ingaciola 

4/22/99 Bradford and Jane Tripp 

4/22/99 Harold and Lorraine Lincoln 

4/22/99 Charles and Susan Berry 

4/22/99 Alice Granahan 

4/22/99 Provincetown AIDS Support 

4/22/99 Carla Wilbur 

4/22/99 Mary Jane Quinn (with video from Mary Jane Quinn and Elaine McGrath) 


4/23/99 Representative Byron Rushing 
4/23/99 Beachmont Neighborhood Association, Inc. 

4/23/99 Town of Hull Board of Selectmen (by Town Manager) 
4/23/99 Building and Construction Trades Council of the Metropolitan District 
4/23/99 Jean Riesman 

4/23/99 The Seaport Alliance for a Neighborhood Design 
4/23/99 Karen Rucker 

4/23/99 Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association (with petition signed by 17 people opposed to 
project) 

4/23/99 Barbara Bishop 

4/23/99 Boston Harbor Islands Advisory Council 

4/23/99 International Union of OPerating Engineers 

4/23/99 Anthony Petruccelli 

4/23/99 City of Chelsea City Manager Guy Santagate 
4/23/99 Town of Winthrop Board of Selectmen 

4/23/99 Mary Ellen Welch 

4/23/99 U.S. Representative John Joseph Moakley 

4/23/99 U.S. Department of the Interior 

4/23/99 Carol Kiley 

4/23/99 Roberta Horn 

4/23/99 Bernice Mader 

4/23/99 City of Chelsea City Councillor Rochelle Bennett 
4/23/99 Jack Christin, Jr. 

4/23/99 Amanda Sawires 

4/23/99 Jon Burk 

4/23/99 Albert Engelhart 

4/23/99 Mary Moynihan 

4/23/99 John McKennan 

4/23/99 Alice Mahoney 

4/23/99 Aihanse of Boston Neighborhoods 

4/23/99 Ronald Fama 

4/23/99 Iron Workers District Council of New England 
4/23/99 Provincetown Business Guild (with petition with 87 signatures in support of project) 
4/23/99 Masspirg 

4/23/99 Irv Englander 

4/23/99 Senator Stephen Lynch 

4/23/99 Charlestown Business Association 

4/23/99 MJ Research, Inc. 

4/23/99 Chelsea Waterfront Association 

4/23/99 N.E.E.D. Logan 

4/23/99 Representative Eugene O'F laherty 

4/23/99 Representative Kevin Fitzgerald 

4/23/99 Joseph Guiino (Meirose Representative to the CAC) 
4/23/99 GreenWorks (John O'Connor) 

4/23/99 Conservation Law Foundation 

4/23/99 Bear Stearns Co. 

4/23/99 Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce 

4/23/99 Mona Thaler 

4/23/99 AIR, Inc. (by McGowan et al) 

4/23/99 Massachusetts Sierra Club 

4/23/99 Matthew Baronas 

4/23/99 100 Captain's Row Condominium Trust 

4/23/99 Admiral's Way Condominium Trust 

4/23/99 Leeward Heights Condominium Trust 

4/23/99 100 Commandant's Way Condominium Trust 
4/23/99 Clipper Condominium Trust 

4/23/99 Breakwater Condominium Trust 


4/23/95 City of Boston Mayor Thomas Menino 

4:23/59 City of Boston Environmental Services 

4/23/99 Metropolitan Area Planning Council 

4/23/99 Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay, Inc. 
4/23/99 Edith De Angelis 

4/23/99 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
4/26/99 Fidelity Investments 

4/26/99 City of Boston City Councillor Charles Yancey 
4/26/99 Lory Newmeyer and Steve Cooper 

4/26/99 Stephen Lathrop , 

4/26/99 Lauri Webster 

4/26/99 Teamsters Union Local 379 

4/26/99 Edward D'Alelio 

4/26/99 Town of Hull Planning Board 

4/26/99 International Union of Operating Engineers Local 4 
4/26/99 Robert De Mayo 

4/26/99 Back Bay Photo Imaging 

4/26/99 Mark and Cathryn Stettler 

4/26/99 Sarah Buermann 

4/26/99 Ivan and Nancy Blecher 

4/26/99 Barry Corden 

4/26/99 Provincetown Municipal Airport Commission 
4/26/99 Representative Joseph Sullivan 

4/26/99 Winthrop Chamber of Commerce 

4/26/99 Charlestown Business Association 

4/26/99 Francis McHugh : 

4/26/99 Air Transport Association 

4/26/99 Sharon Fisher 

4/27/34 City of Somerville Board of Alderman (with video) 
4/27/99 Charlie Ferguson 

4/27/99 Melissa Sciter 

4/27/99 Fuld and Company 

4/28/99 Heather Hughes 

4/28/99 Charlie Ferguson 

4/28/99 McCarthy, Allegretto & McCarthy 

4/28/99 Construction and General Laborers' Union Local 22 
4/28/99 Arthur Hartnett , 
4/28/99 Frances Keyes 

4/29/99 National Association of Railroad Passengers 
4/30/99 Cape Cod Legislative Delegation 

4/30/99 Edwina Yezierski 

4/30/99 Alex Geourntas (Roslindale/Hyde Park Representative to the CAC) 
4/30/99 Louis iSano 

various dates 687 form letters in opposition to the project 
various dates 57 phone calls in opposition to the project and 1 phone call in support 


BAD/ASP/asp 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT ~ SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Certificate of the Secretary of 
Environmental Affairs on the 
Logan Airside Improvements 

Planning Project Draft EIR 


Comment 


Code Topic1 Topic 2 Response 


_ Regional _ Regional Airports = Although | strongly agree on the importance of the regional | Comment noted. 

| Transportation _ transportation network, | disagree with the contention that 

: _ Massport's treatment of this subject in the DEIR has been 
_ insufficient. The scope issued by then-Secretary Coxe in 

_ 1995 did not require the study of a new second airport, an 


am not reopening that issue in the context of this review. 


_ The DEIR suggests that the existing airports at Worcester, | An expanded and updated discussion of the regional 

_ Manchester, and Providence, seen together, may serve as__ alternatives is presented in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
_ Boston's "second airport." In the Final EIR, Massport must _ DEIS/FEIR. Massport supports all the planned improvement 
_ study the planned improvements at those airports in rojects that will enhance the attractiveness of the regional 

| greater detail, to show the effects upon passenger traffic a iports as alternatives to Logan Airport. Refer to Section 2.9 
_ Logan...Potential commitments or mitigation relating to _ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the 

_ regional transportation include: _ upcoming New England Airports System Study. 


_ lf improved ground access to Worcester Airport; 


“Regional — 


_ Regional Airports 
_ Transportation | 


| Mi widening Route 3 to the New Hampshire border, to 
_ improve access to Manchester Airport; 


lf funding construction of a rail station at Providence 
__ Airport; and 


implementation of the Urban Ring to improve transit 
- access to Logan. 


Altematives ——-PeakPPeriod =... am requiring Massport to enhance its PPP study, -—_-—Refer to Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR foran 


© Pricing __ including a tightly crafted exemption that will protect greatly expanded discussion of PPP. An exemption program designed to 
__ affected communities from losing connections to the national _—_protect services to small communities most reliant on Boston for 
_ air network. _ access to the national air transport system is described in 


_ Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The section 


» Peak Period _ [am requiring Massport to seek FAA approval fora PPP | Masspo ps necessary to implement PPP with 

» Pricing _ program as soon as it begins to yield real benefits. __ an appropriate exemption program when such a program is 
: _ appropriate. No formall FAA approval of PPP is required. Also, 

_ tefer to response to Comment C.21. 
Emission-Based n the Generic EIR (see below), | am requiring Massport — The EOEA May 7, 1999 Certificate on the Airside Project : 
_ Landing Fees _ to develop a system of market-based, revenue-neutral Draft EIS/EIR requested that Massport undertake a feasibility 
» landing fees that would reward cleaner planes with lower _ study of implementing measures to reduce Nox emissions at 
_ charges on the principle that "the polluter pays." ' Logan. This study is currently underway and will be presented 
: to MEPA by the end of March 2001. : 


~ Massport is working with the MBTA to improve transit access 


C4 Altematives: 


Ground 


C6 Access To Logan __ Inthe FEIR andlor the GEIR, | have required Massport to 


_ Transportation | work with the MBTA to improve transit access to Logan via_—to Logan Airport via the Blue Line and the 
: i _ the Blue Line and the Airport Intermodal Transit _ Airport Intermodal Transit Connector (AITC). Section 2.7 of 
_ Connection (AITC); _ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the proposed 


_ MBTA improvements in transit access to Logan Airport. The 
_ Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR), reports on the 
_ status of these ground transit improvement projects. 


i ont a fad tas die a Bt ee bata lion ae 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


eed. Tepe} Tople 2 1. a a eee 
C. 7 | Noise " Hushkitted _ Inthe FEIR and/or the GEIR, | have required Massport to 
i _ Aircraft _ work with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to limit 


_ the use of noisier “hush-kitted” aircraft, 


_ Air Quality 


Alternative Fuels 


(In the FEIR and/or the GEIR, | have required Massport to 
_ set numerical targets for converting ground service 
_ equipment to clean fuels; 


in the FEIR and/or the GEIR, | have required Massport to 

_ provide more accountability for FAA compliance with the 

_ Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) goals, 

_ which are intended to distribute aircraft noise more 
equitably among affected communities. 


_ Soundproofing —_—Intthe FEIR and/or the GEIR, | have required Massport to 

: - continue to implement and extend its residential 
soundproofing program, to ensure full access for all 
residents who are entitled to its benefits. 


..[T]he Final EIR should thoroughly explain and justify 

_ Massport’s delay modeling, as a response to a number of 
_ substantive comments. The Final EIR should explain the 
"differences among Massport, the Federal Aviation 

_ Administration, and the Federal Department of 

” Transportation methods of calculating delays, and discuss 
~ any implication for the environmental analysis. Information 
_ ondelays should be presented in quantitative terms (e.g., 


at least since 1993 for Logan and other ‘major | U. S. -aitports. | 


..The Final EIR should clarify the base case year used in 
_ the delay analysis (and other areas, such as noise and air 
_ emissions). If 1993 was indeed the base year, the FEIR 

_ should include a “sensitivity analysis” using a more recent 
_ year (or average of several recent years) as a baseline, 

_ and evaluate the effect on the report’s conclusions. 


C13 Regional | Regional Airports _...[T]he FEIR must report on the current status of ground 
| Transportation _ access improvements to all four airports proposed by 
: _ State transportation agencies in Massachusetts or other 
" States ... including projected dates for completion of 


Gn eode an 7 rer as eee ee eee ae ee 
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aes 


_ Massport’s initial efforts have been to focus discussion with — 


_ Section 8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FE 
_ sound insulation proposed for the affected residences that fall _ 
_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative as 
_ defined by the 29M Low Fleet scenario. Massport reported on 
_ progress on its existing sound insulation program in the 
_ Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). In addition 

_ sound insulation will be provided for affected residences : 
_ impacted by the Preferred Alternative as discussed in Section 


_ average minutes of delay per flight), and compared over time 


Response 


Logan Airport carriers to encourage substitution of full Stage 3 


_ Certified aircraft for hushkitted aircraft where feasible. Both the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR 

_ (previously GEIR) discuss the status of and potential for 

| reducing the use of hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. Refer to 

_ Section 8.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) reports on 
_ Masspor'’s Alternative Fuels Vehicle program and on 

_ Massport’s efforts to encourage the use of alternative fuel 

_ vehicles. 


_ Massport has developed PRAS goals to which the FAA 
_ attempts to achieve given weather and safety conditions. 
_ Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

_ evaluation of existing measures for monitoring PRAS : 
_ achievement and demonstrates that the FAA has improved its 
_ performance relative to the PRAS goals. The 
_ Preferred Alternative mitigation program includes additional 
_ reporting requirements recommended to enhance the Massport 


nitoring effort. 


‘e 


6.8 of the ‘Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Chapter 4 of the Supplemental DEISIFEIR contains adiscussion 
n the estimation and modeling of flight delays used in the Airside 


Project. Chapter 1 and Appendix C include a description of 
_ Measures used by FAA and U.S. DOT to calculate delay, the 


mitations of those measures, an explanation of computer models 


for estimating flight delays, and historical delay data at 
_ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. 


_ Using 1993 had the benefit of representing a worst case 

_ scenario for both noise impacts and delays due to 

_ over-scheduling. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes 

_ delay and environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect current 
_ conditions and provide context to the delay problem at 

_ Logan Airport. The No Action Alternative is the appropriate 
_ “base” comparison for assessing future year conditions and 
_ the effectiveness of the Airside Project. The Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR expands upon the discussion between current 

~ and historical conditions and can be found in Section 4.2 of 
» the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the 
_ impact of planned ground access improvement projects at 
_ Logan Airport and the regional airports on passenger traffic 


levels and high-speed rail passenger diversion estimates. 


studies and/or construction. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment: 
C14 Regional | Regional Airports _...[T]he FEIR must quantify the effects of these 
: Transportation — measures upon projected passenger levels at each of 


the airports, including Logan. The projections for 

_ ridership on Amtrak's high-speed rail, and potential 

_ diversions from Logan, should also be updated to reflect 
_ the best current information. 


.. caution both Massport and reviewers not to focus on 
_ the impacts associated with the 45 million passenger 

' scenario, but rather on the impacts of the 37.5 million 
assenger scenario 


9 
_ Transportation 


..[I]t is more important than ever that we understand the 
nvironmental impacts of increased use of regional 
irports... The FEIR must try to evaluate the 
nvironmental impacts of these improvements on a 

_ regional, as well as a local basis...Because Manchester 
_ and Providence airports are in other states, and because 


| ae Scone 
_ Transportation 


re at such a preliminary stage, | am not requiring 
Massport to perform independent EIR level review of 
local impacts at those facilities. Rather, Massport should 
ely upon existing reports to summarize information on 

_ the predicted levels of environmental impacts (such as 


_ noise contours, air emissions, vehicle miles traveled, and 
_ impacts on wetlands and other critical resources) caused 


_ by the physical improvements and predicted passenger 
els... 


ny commenters have urged the study of a new second 
major airport as an alternative to this project. The scope 
id not require this analysis, and | am not reopening that 


| Transportation 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIR 


Response 


_ Section 2.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses 


issue in the context of the airside project review. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/Finat EIR 


assenger and activity growth at the regional airports and 


| their effect on Logan Airport's projected passenger and 


ctivity levels, With regard to ridership projections on 
Amtrak's high-speed rail, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
lescribed in detail the best current information. No updated 
rojections are available. Refer to Appendix B of the 
upplemental DEIS/FEIR for Amtrak's letter stating that no 
evised ridership estimates are available. 


Extensive analysis of impacts of the 37.5 million scenario is 


_ discussed in detail in Chapters 5 and 6 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. 


\ppendix B of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR describes 
vailable environmental documents for the regional airports 
T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester, Worcester Regional 


_ and Hanscom Field airports) and summarizes predicted 

_ levels of environmental impacts of proposed improvement 
_ projects and forecast activity levels. 

_ the proposed ground access improvements at Worcester 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code 


C18 


Comment 


Topic 1 Topic 2 


Regional | Rgional Airports 
| Transportation 


: Many comments have also suggested t that commercial service 
: atHanscom Field in Bedford should be considered as a project 
: altemative. Massport argues that commercial service at 

_ Hanscomis not likely to constitute a feasible altemative to 

» Logan in the foreseeable future....[T]o back up Massport's 

: contention, the Final EIR should address in qualitative terms 

_ the environmental impacts of commercial service at Hanscom; 
_ opportunities to divert an even higher share of Logan’s GA 

_ operations to Hanscom and other regional airports and any 

- legal impediments to such measures. 


» Regional 


| _ New Bedford Airport has been suggested as a reliever airport 
_ Transportation 


» for cargo traffic. Massport should report upon the status of 

_ MEPA review for the proposed expansion of New Bedford 

_ Airport (EOEA #10316), which had previously involved the 

_ filling of an unprecedented area (over 40 acres) of protected 
etlands. 


C19 _ Regional Airports 


-C.20 
_ Transportation 


i The Proposed Section 61 Findings must detail specific steps to 
_ be taken by Massport and other state transportation agencies, 
_ to ensure that Worcester, Manchester, and Providence 


: aimports, together with Logan, will operate jointly as the key 


_ Regional Airports 


: air network. 
C21 _ Peak Period 


- Alternatives 
: _ Pricing 


| find that the DEIR has not provided enough information to. 
discount PPP as a legitimate (and perhaps even necessary) 
part of the environmental mitigation associated with any 
__airside improvements. The Final EIR must include a much 

_ more refined analysis of Peak Period Pricing, including a full 


_ evaluation of positive and negative environmental impacts... 


_ The analysis should account for potential alterations in flight - 


_ mix resulting from PPP (i.e., the possibility of flight 

_ consolidation to Logan or diversion to other airports), and it 
_ should draw upon past PPP analysis, such as the PACE 

| program and the 1993 Strategic Assessment Report. Most 


_ importantly, the Final EIR should re-analyze the delay effects 


_ ofa PPP program that contains a tightly crafted exemption 

_ for greatly affected communities, to ensure that they do not 
" lose access, through Logan or other regional airports, to the 
_ national air network. 


ok 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIR 


_ elements in an efficient and environmentally balanced regional 


Response 


"| The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field in 

| the analysis of regional altematives. Hanscom Field, which serves i 

| asa general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, already i 

_ accommodates a significant number of aircraft operations 

| (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field activity 

_ includes private, business, charter, and air taxi operations that 

_ might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, 

_ began commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, 

| offering limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets 

| —Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, 

_ Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is 

also conducting operations between Hanscom and New York 

_ LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports commercial service 

: at Hanscom Field consistent with its established policy (60-seat 

_ regulation), it believes that Hanscom Field will maintain its role as 

_ amajor general aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity 

_ to Logan, Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will 

| prevent its development as a significant commercial airport. 

_ Additionally, commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely 

» to move a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of passengers on 

» Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to other Logan Airport 

| flights. However, any new commercial service initiatives proposed 

_ for Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for consistency with the 

_ Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), its Annual Updates, and applicable 

_ regulatory limitations, and shall be considered by the 

_ Hanscom Field Advisory Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field. The 

' environmental impacts of commercial services at Hanscom Field 

| are summarized from the HGEIR and appear in Appendix B of 


in Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


| Referto Chapter of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


See also the Proposed Section 61 Findings in Section 8.7 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an updated 
_ discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis of the 

_ implications of an illustrative conceptual small community 
"exemption program. 

_ PPP was included among the Airside Project alternatives to 

_ address delays caused by over-scheduling. In the current : 
_ environment, airline over-scheduling is not a significant contributor 
_ to Logan Airport delays and, therefore, PPP was not i 
_ Tfecommended for immediate implementation. In addition, PPP 

_ imposes significant costs on regional airlines and is expected to 

_ restrict access to certain markets. 

_ The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport is 

_ discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

' Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

_ analysis of a PPP Exemption program. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 _ Comment __Response 


 C.22 ~ Refer to Section 4.5.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora 
: _ discussion of the proposed PPP Monitoring Program, which is 
lesigned to identify the conditions when airline overscheduling 
_ will become a significant contributor of delay. See also the 
Proposed Section 61 Findings in Section 8.7 of the 
ee DEIS/FEIR. 


Peak Period - Inthe Final EIR and the Proposed Section 61 Findings, 

_ Pricing _ Massport should commit to regular monitoring of 

i _ peak-period airline schedules and delays, to be reported in 
_ the Generic EIR and its Annual Updates. 


- Alternatives - 


The Final EIR must also define appropriate conditions at 
which Massport will begin seeking the necessary federal 
nd state regulatory processes, in order to implement a 
perly Structured PPP P program. — 


.. the Final EIR should include more detailed — grap ics ; showing affected population and land 
lemographic data on the affected populations in both _ uses are set out in Chapters 5 and 6 of the Supplemental 

_ tabular and graphic form, analysis of the full range of _ DEIS/FEIR. Also, data on noise-affected population have 
impacts (including noise impacts within the 60 dB _ been added or made clearer in tables in the Supplemental 
‘ontour), a comparison of the affected population with  — DEIS/FEIR. 

hat of Boston and the other affected municipalities, and 
discussion of the community participation process used 
in preparing the Draft and Final EIRs. 


Peak Period 
_ Pricing 


_ Public Process _ 


C24 Environmental 
_ Review 
_ Process 


_ There was an extensive public participation and review 

_ process during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public 

_ comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 

_ the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public 
_ scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 
_ subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To : 
_ assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with 
_ awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport _ 
_ Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), 

_ which consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 

_ Tepresentatives from 24 communities surrounding 

_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry ; 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 

_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 

_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 

_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the CAC 

_ consultants. In addition, Massport made 29 presentations to 

_ elected officials, most of whom represent Logan Airport's 

_ neighboring communities, and Massport held 45 meetings 

_ with community and business leaders, reaching an audience 

_ of more than 3,000 people. During the public comment period 

_ onthe Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held two public hearings. 


_ Indanuary 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. Atthe 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 

_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 
letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 

_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 

» series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project’s technical consulting team and other independent 

_ indust 
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Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIR 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_Code 


Comment 


Topic 1 _Topic 2 


~ Tam convinced that simply ‘soundproofing the most affected 
_ residences and completing the phase-in of quieter Stage 3 
_ aircraft, which is required under Federal law by the end of 
_ 1999, cannot be the final answers to the issue of noise 
_ mitigation. 


_ Mitigation oo 


_ ... The Final EIR should quantify the number of "new" 

_ people within each noise contour under the preferred 
alternative. It should also present information on the 60-65 
_ dB noise contour within the text, and not just in the 

i appendices. 


Nighttime Noise 
: = commitment in the 1994/95 GEIR to ‘minimizing nighttime 
"Noise and to addressing and responding to noise issues and 
complaints.” . . wtti is time totum these general policy goals into 


i ropos ion 61 Finding should 
__ contain feasible implementation measures to ensure full 

_ access to the soundproofing program for all residents who are 
ntitled to its benefits. 


: Given. the number of people who are potentially ineligible for 


_ soundproofing because of modeling limitations, in the Final EIR — 


_ Massport should examine further refinements to its contours 
that would ensure full access to soundproofing for all affected 
residents. Also in the Final EIR, Massport must commit to 

_ providing soundproofing for all residents currently within the 

_ 65dB contour, even if they would otherise lose their eligibility 
asa result of this project. 


PSST es (SSeS oy nee eter a ee ot eee Rta Se 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIR 


7 Massport's Noise Rules and FAA: -approved sound insulation 
"program have been only two elements of its overall noise 

_ abatement program. An expanded discussion of Massport’s Noise 

_ Abatement Program is included in Chapter 8 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. Massport is currently supporting FAA’s effort to improve 
_ conformance to the new Runway 27 flight corridor and explored 
_ Means of extending its sound insulation program through innovative 
_ investigation of hill effects on sound propagation as discussed in the 


~ Refer to response to Comment C.7. 
_ Massport is committed to a comprehensive noise abatement 
_ program, including addressing nighttime noise, as set out in 
__fesponse to Comment C.25. 


- Atthe core of the noise abatement policy standsthe 


__Response 


Logan Airport 1999 ESPR. Massport is also actively involved in 


_ encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 
_altemative airports, and is committed to monitoring and improving 


the PRAS. 


_ Refer to Tables 5.2-3 and 6.2-3 through 6.2-5 of the 

' Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for population data down to DNL 
values of 60 dB. Also, refer to newly included and newly i 
_ excluded populations attributable to the Preferred Altemative in 
_Tables 6.2-6 through 6.2-7 of the ‘Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


lassport is committed to ensuring access to sound insulation for all 


_ eligible dwelling units. See also the Proposed Section 61 Findings in 
_ Section 8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. i 


Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have 
been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and 


_ Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 

_ locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through modification of 

_ source levels to better account for over-water sound propagation 
and apparent use of higher engine power settings than are normally . 
_ assumed in the noise model's database (Refer to Appendix F of the 
_ Logan Airport 1996 Annual Update). In 1998, differences between 
_ Measured and modeled noise became even less when Massport 

_ upgraded its monitoring system and began to report noise caused 

_ only by aircraft - a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 
_ levels predicted by the noise model. At sites having exposure levels : 
_ of 60 dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring system 

_ brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of 

_ each other. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR 

__ (previously GEIR)). Massport continues to investigate possible 

_ causes for remaining differences (such as from hill effects) and 
continues to pursue FAA approval of noise model adjustments that 

~ would permit expansion of its sound insulation program to include 
__ the effects of terrain. Massport also expects to extend eligibility ines 
_ to include boundaries that follow local streets rather than strict noise 
_ contour lines. Nevertheless, Massport continues to believe thatthe 
_ FAA's INM noise model used in the Airside Project noise analyses 

_ accurately represents expected noise exposure. 


_ To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding is 

_ available, the proposed sound insulation program will include: (}) all 
__ residences that fall within the Preferred Altemative's 65 dB 

_ Day-Night Sound Level contour when compared to the 

Airside Project's No Action Altemative’s 65 dB Day-Night Sound 

_ Level contour, and (ii) Massport and the FAA will continue to sound 
_ insulate and work to complete the current 2-year sound insulation 


program as presented in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR. For the 


_ éligible residences, the FAA. will fund building code upgrades, to the 


xtent sound insulation i Improvements. — 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_Comment 


Lam concemed that the residences most in need of - 

_ soundproofing will be in low income areas with relatively 
_ high proportions of sub-standard housing. The Final EIR 
| should explain how often such circumstances have 

_ occurred in the past. If some (presumably low income) 
"residents are likely to be denied noise mitigation on this 
_ grounds, the FEIR and the Proposed Section 61 Finding 
_ should consider financial or other programs to ensure 

_ equal access to noise mitigation. 


Code _ Topic 1 


- C.30 _ Noise 


Topic 2 
Soundproofing 


__..the Final EIR should discuss whether any updates of the 
_ PRAS goals are contemplated, and detail any mechanisms 
_ for ensuring that the program fulfils its objective of creating 
_ an equitable noise distribution. 


Massport must show in the FEIR that its prediction of the 
future effects of the PRAS goals do not over-estimate 

_ FAA's ability and willingness to implement them, as based 
_ on past experience. 


po 61 Finding must 
_ include protocols for monitoring adherence to the PRAS 
_ goals, and periodic disclosure of the monitoring results... 


_ The Final EIR should discuss the relationship between the 
_ airside program and the recently completed Runway 27 
EIS, describe any cumulative impacts on the corridor, and 
_ analyze the consistency of the noise impacts with the 

_ PRAS goals. 


"the PRAS goals seek to route all nighttime flights over 


ae / en race eset 
i _ the water between 12PM and 6AM. In the FEIR, Massport 


_ Nighttime Noise 


_ nighttime period to the hours of 10 PM to 7 AM, and the 


Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the | - - 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIR 


| Federal requirements typically exclude the FAA from any 

» responsibility to bring a building up to code when the 
_ structure is sub-standard but otherwise qualifies to participate 
_ in an airport sponsored sound insulation program. However, 
| to address impacts in particular projects such as the 

_ proposed Airside Project, FAA has discretion to use grant 

_ funds to bring buildings up to code as part of the mitigation 

_ program to the extent such improvements are required to 

_ proceed with the sound insulation work. The mitigation 

_ program for the Airside Project includes use of grant funds for 
_ such purposes. For the eligible residences, the FAA will fund 
_ building code improvements, to the extent necessary, to 

_ implement effective sound insulation treatment. See also the 

_ Proposed Section 61 Findings in Section 8.7 of the 


Section 5. 2. 3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR addresses. 


Response — 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR demonstrates 

_ that there have been no significant demographic changes to 
_ warrant an update of the PRAS goals. The 

_ Preferred Alternative mitigation program includes additional 

_ teporting requirements recommended to enhance the PRAS 

! monitoring effort. Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ addresses the reductions in numbers of most highly exposed 
' people that benefit from improved PRAS achievement under 
_ the Preferred Alternative. These reductions are consistent 


with the PRAS goals. 
Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR demonstrates _ 


_ that the FAA has improved its performance in achieving the 

_ PRAS goals since the enhanced PRAS was installed. The 

_ Preferred Alternative mitigation program includes several new 
_ elements for an expanded PRAS monitoring and reporting 

_ system to encourage FAA controllers. The unidirectional 

i Runway 14/32 would enable FAA controllers to significantly 
improve achievement of PRAS goals. 


efer to Section 4. 3. 5 5 on PRAS monitoring and ‘Section 8. 5 of. 


_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR regarding Massport’s continued 
_ commitment to improve PRAS monitoring and periodic 
_ disclosure. See also the Proposed Section 61 Findings in 


Section 8. 7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


differences in flight tracks between the Supplemental 


_ DEIS/FEIR, the Runway 27 EIS, and the Logan Airport 1997 
_ and 1998 Annual Updates. Updates of the noise contours 

_ from operations on all runways, including for Runway 27, is 
discussed i in Section 6.2 of the ‘Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Section 4. 3, 6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
_ analysis of extending the preferential nighttime period from 
_ should report on the feasibility of extending this preferential 


10 PM to 7 AM. 


effect of this change on noise levels and contours. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Hushkitted 
» Aircraft 


_ goal of instituting restrictions, either locally or nationally, on 
_hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. 


: C.37 : Emissions-Based 
_ Landing Fees _ or reducing Logan's overall environmental impacts, even 


_ as annual passenger volumes rise in the future. 


- Air Quality — 


| To make this commitment more effective, in the GEIR 

_ Massport must examine the feasibility of a system of 

_ market-based, revenue-neutral landing fees that reward 
_ Cleaner planes with lower charges, on the principle that 


- “the polluter pays.” ... In the GEIR, | am directing Massport 


"to develop and model a system of emissions-based 
_ landing fees. 


san initial step toward reducing emissions, ‘Massport 
» should set numerical annual targets in the GEIR for the 
- conversion of its tenants’ ground service equipment to clean 
uels, and for providing electric power to aircraft at all gates. 


Alternative Fuels 


| Ground | Access ToLogan — One of the comerstones of Massport’s ground access 

' Transportation | _ strategy is a commitment to a 35.2% mode share for High 
_ Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) when passenger volumes 

_ teach 37.5 million annually. ...[Allthough this goal 

_ translates into an increase in HOV mode shares from the 
_ present, it also represents a substantial increase in the 


_ absolute number of non-HOV trips to the airport, due to the 


_ large increase in total number of passengers. Massport 
_ has not shown how these non-HOV trips will be 
_ accommodated under the parking freeze. 


Massport should consider a higher target percentage for 
_ HOV at 37.5 million annual passengers, and discuss the 


Access To Logan Masport should also consider enforcement mechanisms 
whatever HOV percentage emerges... 


oa ale 
Transportation 


C41 Ground Mitigation Inthe 2 GEIR, N Massport should also consider the 
| Transportation : consolidation of rental car lots and the courtesy vehicles 
serving them. 


Ground Access To Logan ..[T]he Fi Final EIR and the analysis inthe | next GEIR should 
» Transportation _ feflect proposed MBTA improvements in transit access to 


CA 


- Logan, including the AITC, the Blue Line modernization, and 


: : _ the Urban Ring. 
C43 Alternatives Runway 14/32 Any proposal to use Runway 14/32 in a bidirectional 


_ scoping, preparation, and review of an entirely new EIR 


_ document. 
C44 Environmental =MEPA —_The Proposed Section 61 Findings in the Final EIR should 
» Review Process — _ include this enforceable commitment to unidirectionality. The 


_ Final EIR should also document any other legal or 
_ administrative processes, or any operational or 
___ environmental constraints that can assure unidirectionality. 


Mitigation ~The Final EIR should include a detailed construction 
management plan that quantifies the number of daily and 
_ total truck trips. 


C45 Construction 


oe ee 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIR 


UM AYY 


Massport should begin discussions now ‘with FAA, ‘with the 


Now is the time to implement the broad goal of maintaining Refer to ) response to Comment C5. 


_ Response 


~ Massport commits to continue discussions with airlines with 
_ the goal of reducing use of hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft at 
_ Logan Airport. 


uipment and vehicles. 


_ The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (formerly the GEIR) which was 
__ filed on December 15, 2000, examines the feasibility of a 

_ higher target percentage for air passenger HOV ridership 

_ than 35.2 percent and discusses parking demand and 

| management. 


import 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR), which was fled 


ga 
_ on December 15, 2000, discusses the benefits of consolidating 
rental car lots and the courtesy vehicles serving | them. — : 


if Refer to response to Comment C: 6. 


. Massport agrees with this comment. The projected 
_ manner would need additional MEPA review, including the 


unidirectional use of Runway 14/32 is based upon operational, 


efficiency and safety concems, as well as environmental 
- considerations. Moreover, the environmental analyses : 
_ developed for the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR are based upon the 
_ proposed runway being used in a unidirectional manner (ie., it 
_ will be available only for arrivals and departures conducted over . 
_ Boston Harbor). The unidirectional limitation is inherent tothe 
_ Runway 14/32 concept that is the subject of the Federal and 

_ state environmental review processes. 


"Draft Section 61 Findings are in Section 8.7 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Refer to the discussion of unidirectionality in Section 8.5 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Adiscussion of the construction phasing, truck trips, and 

_ mitigation measures to be employed during construction of the 
_ Preferred Alternative is presented in Section 6.9 of the : 
- Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ As specified in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR, Massport will use 
_ the results of its alternative fuel survey to evaluate the feasibility of 
__ Setting altemative fuel targets for tenant ground service i 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 2 


Comment 


_ those construction activities for the airside projects occurring 

__ simultaneously with Central Artery/Tunnel construction in 
East Boston, other projects at Logan Airport, and any other 

» major construction activities planned to occur in East Boston. 


"The Final EIR should also disclose the full impacts of any 
nighttime construction, and include an analysis of nighttime 
_ construction noise in residential areas potentially affected. 


he Final EIR and the GEIR should also discuss the 

- feasibility of Massport's participation in the Clean Air 

_ Construction Initiative, both with respect to this project and 
_ other construction projects at the airport. The Proposed 

" Section 61 Findings should include appropriate 

_ commitments for construction period mitigation, in 
particular for the traffic, air quality, and noise impacts 

_ discussed above. 


| Construction 


Construction 


Massport’s preferred alternative involves a substantial 
_ amount of soil excavation. The Department of 

_ Environmental Protection has raised several issues 

_ regarding excavate classification and management, to 
_ which the Final EIR should respond in detail. 


Soil/Sediment 


Reuse/Disposal 


_ Open Spa 


i analyze the environmental impacts 
| Parkland 


_ of the airside projects (including cumulative impacts with 
_ other airport operations) on the Harbor Islands, Arnold 
| Arboretum, Franklin Park, and the Emerald Necklace. 


Response 
_ The Final EIR should also address the cumulative impacts of 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


The cumulative construction impacts associated with the airside 
__ projects occurring simultaneously with the Central Artery/Tunnel 
_ (CATT) construction and other projects at Logan Airport and in 
_ East Boston are not anticipated to be significant because of 
_ project coordination and mitigation programs that will reduce 
_ construction period impacts. The peak cumulative construction 
_ traffic would occur in 2003, mostly as a result of concurrent CA/T 
_ construction on the airport. Truck traffic associated with 
_ construction decreases significantly after 2003 as CVT 
_ construction on the airport is completed. Refer to Section 7.5 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of cumulative 
instruction im 


PP! : 
_ analysis of nighttime construction noise in potentially affected 
_ residential areas. There is no significant impact. i 


$ stated in Section 6.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
Massport is committed to implementing the Clean Air 
Construction Initiative in cooperation with MADEP and 

_ Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management 

» (NESCAUM). Furthermore, construction will conform to 

_ FAA AC 150/5370-10A, Standards for Specifying Construction 
_ of Airports. 


_ See also the Proposed Section 61 Findings in Section 8.7 of 
he Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR presented language to 

_ provide context for Governors Island soil classification that 

_ was initially conducted before the current Massachusetts 

_ Contingency Plan (MCP) was implemented. The volume of 
_ excavate has been reduced as a result of the on-going i 
_ removal of stockpiled Central Artery/Tunnel soil material from 
- Governors Island, and the findings of a subsurface 

_ investigation program show that much of the existing soil 

_ material on the airport is suitable for construction and 

_ therefore does not have to be removed. The Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR has been revised to incorporate DEP comments 
- and to minimize confusion between the two classification 

_ terminologies. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains additional analysis of 

_ the project relative to parklands. As depicted in Figure 6.3-4 

_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the Arnold Arboretum, 

_ Emerald Necklace, and Franklin Park are well outside the 

- 65 dB DNL noise contour associated with the 

_ Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the Airside Project will have 
_ no impact on these parklands. In addition, the 

- Boston Harbor Islands, while within the No Action Alternative 
- 65 dB DNL noise contour, will have no noise increase under 
the Preferred Alternative. Refer to Section 6.3 of the 


_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of 


_ parklands. See also 49 U.S.C. Section 47101 (h) (2) which 
_ provides that Logan Airport operations are not deemed to 


_ constitute use of the Boston Harbor Islands. 


Cliente eee Sales ENT Acpe ee  a 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code ‘Topic 1 Comment 


he discussion of on-site mitigation [for rare species 
_ impacts] in the DEIR is generally adequate. The Final EIR 
_ should provide greater detail on the proposed off-site 

_ mitigation, including the specifics of the habitat restoration 
| proposed at the Massachusetts Military Reservation. The 

_ Final EIR should also include sufficient information for the 

_ Natural Heritage Program to evaluate the merits of a 

_ Conservation Permit. The Proposed Section 61 Finding 

» should include all on-site and off-site mitigation for impacts 
_ to rare species. 


C51 Ecosystem ‘Rare Species 


- The Final EIR should include Proposed Section 61 

_ Findings for each area of impact associated with 

_ Massport's preferred alternative. | remind Massport of 
_ the importance of the Section 61 Findings as a 

_ mechanism for formalizing the mitigation commitments 

_ that emerge from the EIR process, and | expect that the 

_ Section 61 Findings will commit to appropriate mitigation 


The Final EIR should include a copy of this Certificate 
and copies of all comments received, and it should 
_ respond to all substantive comments received. 


' Process 


Environmental 
_ Review 
Process 


For those who submitted form letters for which 

_ addresses are available, Massport should send a Notice 
_ of Availability of the Final EIR and include information on 
_ comment deadlines and the time-sensitive nature of the 

_ review process. For those who submitted individual 

- comment letters, Massport should circulate an Executive 
- Summary of the Final EIR. ... Massport should circulate 
_ the full Final EIR to its standard distribution list of 

- agencies and community groups, as well as to any 


_ Environmental 
- Review 
_ Process 


-FAANEPA 


_ additional parties specified in Section 11.16 of the MEPA | 
- as well as to additional parties specified in Section 11.16 of 

_ the MEPA regulations. A Supplemental DEIS/FEIR will be 

_ furnished to any party who requests a copy. 


_ regulations....[Massport should] furnish a full copy of the 
_ EIR to any party who requests a copy. 


Cae ee ue eee ee ae 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft EIR 


_ Massport has developed a comprehensive on-site and off-site 
_ Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


coordination with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 

Endangered Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such 

abitat at Logan Airport from construction of the 

Centerfield Taxiway. The plan strives to enhance protection 

f remaining Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport 

without increasing the aviation safety hazards typically i 
sociated with birds or hazards to the birds. Additionally, itis 

xpected that an area of former Upland Sandpiper habitat at 

Camp Edwards on Cape Cod will be restored to grassland 

abitat by removing woody and shrub vegetation to 


_ encourage enhancement of the Upland Sandpiper regional 
| population. This restoration effort provides a unique 
_ Opportunity to expand grasslands in the Commonwealth far 


xceeding the +40 acres to be lost at Logan Airport. In the 


_ event that such a program at Camp Edwards is not available, 


n appropriate alternative program acceptable to the NHESP 


will be developed and implemented. Additional details of the 
_ Upland Sandpiper mitigation plan are presented in 
' Section 6.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


raft Section 61 Findings are in Section 8.7 of the 
upplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


The Final EIR includes a copy of the MEPA Certificate and 


_ copies of all comments received. The Final EIR also includes 

_ responses to all substantive comments. i 
A Notice of Availability of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has 

_ been sent to those who submitted form letters for which 

_ addresses are available. The Notice includes information on 

_ comment deadlines. 


_ An Executive Summary of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has 
_ been circulated to those who submitted individual comment 
_ letters. 


_ A Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has been sent to Massport’s 


standard distribution list of agencies and community groups 
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MICHAEL E. CAPUANO 
attach | a 
EON BANIGNG AND ; x 22 
COM NANCIAL SERVICES Congress of th e Ginited States DISTRICT OFFICE: 
Suacousarree aw Carrral MARKETS. seh fe oe 110 Finsy Syaeer 
ay | Bouse of Representatives Covmmpat. MATE! 
eo ie Célavhington, WC 20515-2108 Reason’ 
. ON SCIENCE ; 
ase ponents : May 13, 1999 
Administrator: 
Federal Aviation Administration 
800 Independence Ave, SW 
Washington, DC 20591 


Dear Administrator Garvey, 


I write to express my deep and continuing concem regarding the Massachusetts Port Authority’s 
proposal to consthuct Runway 14/32 at Logan Intemational Airport and to urge that you advise 
against further agtion to develop the runway. 

i 


Lopan has reached capacity. Though the airport may technically have the physical capability to 1.1 
accommodate further increases in traffic, the human and social costs are prohibitively high. 

Moreover, expansion of the airport is at this me, absent a more thorough and comprehensive 

plan and firm timetable to implement such plan, an insufficent response to Logan's traffic 

problems. With or without construction af a new runway, estimates of the increase in Logan's air 

traffic over the next ten ycars alone arc as high as seventy percent - and some projections indicate 

more than double today’s air traffic by the middle of the next ceatury. 


For more than twenty years, state officials, in cooperation with other agencics, community 

groups, and businesses, have advocated a regional approach. Unfortunately, no clear mission has 

been developed and little action has becn taken to address the problem in a thoughtful and 1.2 
forward-looking way. Today, the state is making great progress toward improving the terminals 

and other land-side facilities at Logan, but it has promoted Runway 14/32 as its only proposal to 

improve the region's air traffic configuration. A more comprehensive, regional approach has 

gone unaddressed. . 


A full consideration of alternatives is needed before a piecemeal response is approved. Some 1.3 
proposals not yet thoroughly considered include immediate implementation of incentive “Deak- : 
pricing,” diversion of small aircraft to altemate airports, and more effective use of underublized 

regional airports such as Hanscom Airfield (only a few minutes drive froma Boston’s downtown), 

the Municipal Airport in Worcester, Massachusests, Weymouth Airport in Weymouth, 1.45 
Massachusetts, T. FP. Green Airport in Providence, Rhode Island, Manchester Airport m 

Manchester, New Hampshire, and Pease Airport in Portsmouth, New Hampshire. 

I urge the FAA to demand full consideration of a comprehensive plan for air traffic in Fasten 
Massachusetts before proceeding with patchwork projects that only provide short-term solutions 

for a long-term problem. Before any major action is taken, a comprehensive plan and a definitive 

schedule for implementation must be in place, and adequate funding must be secured. 


Thank you for your attention to this matter of great importance to our regioual economy, and to 
the health and welfare of the people of Easter Massachusetts. 


ely, 
Michacl Capuano 


Member of Congress 
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Letter 1 
US Congressman Michael Capuano 


bote Tope foplee cn ee Ne Fie ae oe 
| Purpose and _ Economic Though the airport may technically have the physical The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
| Need ' Costs _ Capability to accommodate further increases in traffic, the DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 
: / 


/ : _ human and social costs are prohibitively high. | Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
i | scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 
_ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 
| programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 
_ associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 


| looking way. ... A more comprehensive, regional approach _ discussion of regional alternatives. 
jas gone unaddressed. : 


~ Regional - Regional | For more than twenty years, state officials, in cooperation _ The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEP, ping 
_ Transportation Airports _ with other agencies, community groups, and businesses,  _ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 

' | have advocated a regional approach. Unfortunately, no _ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 

/ "clear mission has been developed and little action has been | levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
_ taken to address the problem in a thoughtful and forward- _ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 

_ and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
_ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

__ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
_ analysis in Chapter 2 indicates, these off-airport alternatives 
_ are expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at 

_ Logan Airport, but they will not eliminate airside delays at 

_ Logan Airport that occur because of a third Operating runway 
_ during periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, : 
_ which specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and i 
_ provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 
_ benefits will only increase in the future, even as 

_ developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail to 

_ New York act to reduce the rate of future growth at 


Some proposals not yet thoroughly considered include 
_ immediate implementation of incentive “peak-pricing” 


Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
updated discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis 
_ of the implications of an illustrative conceptual small 

- community exemption program. 


i | The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport 
is discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
i _ Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

i / _ analysis of a PPP Exemption program. Previous attempts at 
: : / | differential landing fee programs at Logan Airport and the 

_ analysis presented in the 1993 Strategic Assessment Report 
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Comment Response 


Some proposals not yet thoroughly considered include zing takeoffs based on aircraft size might 
diversion of small aircraft to alternate airports, and more _ reduce delays, the air traffic control system of the 
effective use of underutilized regional airports such as United States, which the FAA operates, is based on a / 


_ Airports 


Hanscom Airfield, the Municipal Airport in Worcester, __ first-come, first-serve policy under most circumstances. Any 
Weymouth Airport, T.F. Green Airport, Manchester Airport, change in this policy would require a major federal decision 
and Pease Airport. _ and would involve a massive overhaul of the entire air traffic 


" control system, including procedures, manuals, software, 

_ controller/pilot training, etc. Changing the policy for a single 

__ airport would be nearly impossible for administrative reasons 
_ and would create serious safety issues with non-standard 
"procedures. 


_ The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 
/ _ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 

_ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 

: : levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 
discussion of regional alternatives. 


Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 
and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
' _ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 
efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
analysis in Chapter 2 indicates, these off-airport alternatives 
"are expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at 
Logan Airport, but they will not eliminate airside delays at 
Logan Airport that occur because of a third operating runway 
during periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, 
which specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and 
_ provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 
_ benefits will only increase in the future, even as 
i | developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail to 
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7TH DistTaict, MASSACHUSETTS ; Cette ee See 2uy 
COMMERCE COMMITTEE DISTRICT OFFICES: 
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isc Congress of the United States prea 
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April 7, 1999 
LETTER 2 ‘ 
John P. DeVillars, Regional Administrator 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region One 
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114-2023 
Dear Mr. DeVillars: 
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed expansion of Logan Intemational Airport, including the 9 1 


planned construction of Runway 14/32. The construction of this new runway would expand Logan’s capacity for 


Alternative 1A, the state proposal described by the Massachusetts Port Authority in its Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report (DEIS/DEIR), details the agency’s plan to expand and improve Logan. This alternative consists of 
the construction of Runway 14/32, as well as the construction of a new Centerfield Taxiway and the reduction of the 
approach minimums on Runways 22L, 27, 15R, and 33L. Iam urging you to join me in opposition to the 
implementation of this alternative. 


According to the aforementioned document, the primary reason for implementation of Runway 14/32 is to alleviate 2.2 
delays caused by the use of a less-than-three Tunway configuration when Logan is burdened by winds coming from 


High Fleet scenarios, in which more planes are used and overscheduling becomes a factor in delays during peak 
times, Runway 14/32 becomes more of a hindrance than an assistance. 


Massport projects that in a 37.5 million High Fleet passenger scenario, there will be approximately 250,000 annual 
hours of delay with the implementation of Alternative 1A. If Alternative 2 were implemented, which omits the 
construction of 14/32 but includes Peak Period Pricin , delays would amount to approximately 205,000 hours. The 


For decades, communities surrounding Logan International Airport have been adversely affected by hostile 
environmental conditions, including noise pollution, air pollution and ground traffic. Noise pollution has steadily 
increased over the vears in Logan’s neighboring communities such as Revere, Winthrop, and East Boston. Residents 
of these areas have battled consistently without much success in attempting to decrease existing levels of air traffic 


Page 2 
John P. DeVillars 
April 7, 1999 


over their communities. The operation of Runway 14/32 will cause a shift in the flight tracks over the Greater 
Boston Area and the volume of flights traveling over specific communities. The DEIR claims those communities that 
have experienced the heaviest volume of overflights, like Winthrop and East Boston, will endure less air traffic while 
other fringe communities, such as Everett, will bear a much greater number of overflights. 


Although the runway will assist in lessening the intensity of noise in some affected areas, the implementation of 14/32 
will widen the overall scope of communities exposed to noise levels greater or equal to 65 dB by 2%. Based on 


(16,892) and Alternative 4 (17,531), representing the continuation of present conditions at the airport, affect a 

smaller amount of residents in the Greater Boston area. This pattern is also apparent in the 1999 High Fleet and the 

2010 noise levels for both the 37.5 Million Low and High Fleets. 

I am firmly convinced that we must examine closely the status of our regional aviation transportation system before 2 3 
we implement any new structural changes at Logan International Airport. It is projected that the Route 128 and I- 

495 corridors will experience this commonwealth’s greatest population increases as we approach the new millennium. 

It is the responsibility of both the federal and state governments to devise a strategy that ensures that some of the 

burden at Logan is relieved by those regional commercial airports that would welcome increases in regularly- 

scheduled passenger service. I agree with Boston Mayor Tom Menino that a “blue ribbon panel” should be 2. 4 
established to devise such a regional aviation transportation strategy. 

We must consider the adverse environmental impacts on those communities surrounding this airport. The primary 

goal for its construction is to alleviate delays caused when Logan is burdened by heavy Northwest winds. In some 

future scenarios, this short-term solution will Serve its intended purpose. However, without a plan for the optimal use 

of our regional airports to alleviate these pressures from Logan, I cannot support the implementation of a new 

runway or any additional expansion of Logan Airport. 


Thank you in advance for your consideration. I look forward to reviewing the EPA’s response to these concerns. If 


you have any questions or would like to further discuss this matter, please feel free to reach me by contacting my 
Medford District Office at (781)396-2900. 


Sincerely, 


Clr 29, Meer 


Edward J. Markey 


cc: Jane F. Garvey, Administrator 
Federal Aviation Administration 
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Code» Tepe) Tople2 i er cee Rete? 
' | The construction of this new runway would expand he Preferred Alternative will not create additional passenger 
Logan's capacity for operations and increase its current _ demand or flight operations at Logan Airport. The 
potential for future growth. _ Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 


_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 

| airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 

_ Instead, Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 
_ this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that 

_ now require controllers to operate on only one or two 

_ runways, compared to the typical three-runway configurations 
sed at Logan Airport. The runway will not increase 

ogan Airport’s normal operating capacity, nor will it 
ncourage or induce an increase in aircraft operations. 


he runway will substantially reduce delays that occur during 
orthwest wind conditions. Preventing these delays will 
epresent a real benefit to the passengers and airlines that 

_ Currently experience them. However, because these wind 

_ conditions and the associated delays are not regular or 

| predictable and cannot be readily anticipated, it is not 

_ expected that their prevention will stimulate growth in 

_ Logan Airport passenger demand above and beyond the 
rates that would have occurred absent the runway. 


Instead, growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be 
_ principally driven by local and national economic conditions, 
| competition and pricing within the airline industry, and the 

| distribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 
_ Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. The 

_ broad range of forecasts considered in the Airside Project 

_ operational and environmental analyses capture any potential 
_ variation in future passenger and aircraft activity at 

_ Logan Airport. The environmental impacts associated with 

_ these alternative forecasts have been evaluated in the 
Logan Airport Airside analysis and GEIRs. 


In High Fleet scenarios, in which more planes are used 


— Inthe current environment, airline overscheduling is not a 


Alternatives 


| Runway 14/32 


"and over scheduling becomes a factor in delays during significant contributor to Logan Airport delays. Proposed 
| peak times, Runway 14/32 becomes more of a hindrance — Runway 14/32 and all other proposed projects would reduce 
_ [in reducing delays] than an assistance. 


current and future delays and enhance safety. The sooner that 
_ these improvements are implemented, the more long-term 
delay benefits will be realized. 
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Comment 


| We must examine closely the status of our regional 

_ aviation transportation system before we implement any 
| new structural changes at Logan International Airport. It is 
the responsibility of both the federal and state 
governments to devise a strategy that ensures that some 
of the burden at Logan is relieved by those regional 
commercial airports that would welcome increases in 
regularly scheduled passenger service. 


Code 
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: Environmental 
' Review Process 


_ ‘blue ribbon panel’ should be established to devise such a 


i regional aviation transportation strategy. 


_ InJanuary 2000, in response to the FAA's rev 


| discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
_ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 


to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
recognized and has been a proponent of regional alternatives 
to Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, 
Massport has implemented a regional strategy to enhance 
the use of regional alternatives to Logan Airport. In the 

Draft EIS/EIR, Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual 
passengers that could be absorbed by regional alternatives 
that include use of T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 
Worcester Regional airports, as well as the new high-speed 


| fail to New York. In the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport 
| recognizes that these developments will slow Logan Airport’s 
_ passenger traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 


7.5 million passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather 
loser to 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may 
ot be achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives 
an play an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic 
rowth at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's 
inability to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand 
uring northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is 
lesigned to correct the problem with Logan Airport’s layout, is 
ecessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
enefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
nly increase in the future, even as developments at the 


regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 


Logan Airport. 


the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS to 
address specific issues identified by the FAA following input from 
a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA's direction, 
three SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the Govemor of 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three were appointed 
by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the direction of the New 
England Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel convened in March of 
2000 and then met at least monthly with a final meeting in 


| December of 2000. A total of 12 meetings were held. To provide 
_ the appropriate background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with 
__an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to 
key letters written by members of the public, concemed agencies 
and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a series 

_ of 15 visual and written presentations from the Project's technical 

_ consulting team and other independent industry experts. 


Over the last ten years, various agencies and transportation 
planning organizations have conducted a number of studies that 
address regional transportation issues. These studies have 
concluded that The Airside Project at Logan Airport, the 
expansion of the regional airports, and the implementation of 
high-speed rail are necessary for meeting the short-term and 
long-term inter-city travel needs of the New England region. 
These regional recommendations are in various stages of 
implementation. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of regional transportation 
altematives to Logan Airport and steps Massport has taken to 


_ foster increased use of these alternatives. 

: Massport has a history of engaging in cooperative regional 

_ transportation planning and continues its efforts to promote an 

_ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. Massport’s 
_ most recent endeavors include its co-sponsorship of the Regional 
_ Transportation Summit of New England Governors in 


_ November 1999, attendance at a second summit in December 
_ 2000, and its assumption of operating responsibility for the 
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LETTER 3 


April 22, 1999 


The Honorable Robert Durand 

Secretary of Environmental A ffairs 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Attention MEPA Office, EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


(£02) 225-9273 
Fax: (202) 225 3094 
_— 
Unrreo States 
Surre 3110 
Way 
Bostor:, MA 02210 
(617) 565-2920 
(617) 439-5460 
Fax: (617) 639-5157 
—__ 
4 Courr S-acerz 
TAUNTON, HHA 02760 
(S08) @22-3675 
Fax: (506, 50-3520 
2 —_. 
Brocxtox Fecete: Bunce: 
166 Main Street 
BROCKTON. MA 02301 
(508) 586-5555 
Fax: (508) SEO—~<692 


As United States Representative for the 9% Congressional District, I am submitting the attached 
‘letter to be included as part of the official public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIS/EIR”) for the Logan Airside 


Improvements Planning Project. 


The unfair negative environmental impact of proposed Runway 14/32 is simply too severe given 
the i 


very limited and short term nature of its delay reduction benefits. Under no circums 


should this proposal be approved. Instead, it is critical that this deeply flawed Draft EIS/EIR be 


replaced with a comprehensive, long term solution that fairly and effectively addresses our 


i Josep Mdakley 
ember of Congress 


nshaié eaeude: ‘*<C UN RULES 
RANKING Demccranc Memeen 
—_ 


KEVIN RYAN 
CHIEF OF Stare 
WASHINGTON 


Pesce wciaie Congress of the United States 
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s0st0n Mouse of Representatives 
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March 29, 1999 


Mrs. Jane Garvey 
Administrator 

Federal Aviation Administration 
800 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20591 


Dear Administrator Garvey: 


(202) . ~~ <unIy 


Fax: (202) 225-3984 
CV—_—_— 


Uniteg States Coun: 
_ Sure 3119 bactice: 
1 Covatwouse Way 
B8Oston, MA 02210 
(617) 565-2920 
(617) 439-s46q 
Fax: (617) c3¢_sye> 


—_ 
€ Court S-=¢2- 


SS 
Brockton Feceee. Bono: 
166 Main Street 
Brockton, MA 02301 
(S08) S86-¢555 
Fax: (S08) S€9-~<6¢2 


I am writing to express my serious concer with deficiencies in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) on the Logan Airside Project, particularly as they pertain to the new proposed 
Runway 14/32. This document proposes to substantially expand Logan International Airport 
without adequately examining the significant environmental impact on communities surrounding 
the airport or the alternatives to Logan’s expansion. These deficiencies zre so substantial that the 
Federal Aviation Administration should withdraw support from the current document and re- 


evaluate solutions to Logan’s delay issue. 


Specifically, the EIS does not adequately comply with President Clinton’s Executive Order on’ 3.1 
Environmental Justice of February 11, 1994. This order directs al] federal agencies to identify 

and address all disproportionately high and adverse environmental effects of its programs, 

policies and activities on low-income and minority populations. This document ignores the basic 


requirement of identifying minority and low-income populations affected by 


adequately address the disproportionately high environmental impact that Logan’s ex 


will have on these residents. 


pansion 


What is even more disturbing is that the EIS Proposes this disproportionate environmental impact 39 


on the low income and minority residents in communities surrounding Logan Airport without 


The EIS is also deficient in not treating increased utilization of existing regional airports 
including Manchester, T.F. Green (Providence) and Worcester as alternatives to Logan 


expansion. 


The EIS further fails to identify any reasonable maximum limit on activity that Logan Airport 
can accommodate. While the stated purpose of the proposed Runway 14/32 is to reduce delays at 
Logan Airport, Massport forecasts such a significant increase in the number of aircraft operations 
that delays will reach current levels within five years after the proposed Tunway is built. The 


For these reasons, the current Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Logan Airside 
Project is deficient and should be replaced with a study that is much broader in scope. This study 


I greatly appreciate your outstanding leadership in planning and developing a safe and efficient 
national airports system and I look forward to working with you on this important issue, 


@) Cphgl Gakley 
Member of Congress 
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Comment 


pecifically, the EIS does not adequately comply with 

_ President Clinton’s Executive Order on Environmental 

_ Justice of February 11, 1994. This document ignores the 
basic requirement of identifying minority and low income 
populations affected by proposals contained within the 
EIS, despite the fact that the document predicts 
substantial increases in air traffic over portions of the 
Boston neighborhoods of Jamaica Plain, Roxbury, 

_ South Boston, East Boston, the South End and the City of 
| Chelsea. While these communities contain significant 

| minority and low income populations, no effort is made 
within the EIS to identify these populations or to 
(dequately address the disproportionately high 
nvironmental impact that Logan's expansion will have on 
hese residents. 


_ Justice 


Response 


The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 
populations were defined in accordance with Federal 
Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the 
Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 
environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 
populations was expanded to include households at 

150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 
no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 
and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 
of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 


_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 


household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 
predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an i 
increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
is not a significant adverse impact. The minority and 
low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 
affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 


_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 
_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 
_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

_ sound insulation. A discussion of the Environmental Justice 

_ analysis is presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter 3: US Congressman J. Joseph Moakley 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Regional The EIS proposes this disproportionate environmental The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental 

_ Airports _ impact without fully examining a reasonable range of _ DEIS/FEIR contain analysis on an appropriate range of 

: | alternatives to Logan's expansion. Atno pointdoes the _ alternatives as required by Federal and state scoping 

i : / _ EIS analysis address the potential of increased utilization directives issued under NEPA and MEPA respectively. 

of Hanscom Field. The EIS is also deficient in not treating Further analysis in these environmental review documents 
i _ increased utilization of existing regional airports including _ indicates that there is no disproportionate environmental / 

_ Manchester, T.F. Green (Providence) and Worcester as _ impact associated with the Preferred Alternative. i 


_ alternatives to Logan expansion. _ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental 

: DEIS/FEIR provide an evaluation of the regional airports at 

/ _ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester, and Worcester and i 

: _ their potential impacts on Logan Airport. Hanscom Field is the 
| region’s premier general aviation facility and accommodated 
_ over 180,000 aircraft operations in 1998. The regional : 
| airports are expected to accommodate an increasing share of | 

_ the overall growth in air travel demand within the greater 

_ Boston area. This will provide some relief to the growth 

_ pressures at Logan Airport. Nevertheless, the proposed / 

_ Logan Airport Airside Project is necessary and provides clear 

_ benefits at current traffic levels. These benefits will only 

_ increase in the future, even as developments at the regional 

_ airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 

_ Logan Airport. The FAA will be an active participant in the 

_ upcoming New England Airports System Study which will 

_ evaluate the impact of recent regional airport developments 

_ on Logan Airport, identify constraints to regional airports 

| growth and highlight strategies for optimizing New England's 

__ regional aviation system. Refer to Section 2.9 of the 

Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental —— 


Regional 
_ Transportation 


he EIS also fails in addressing a badly needed peak — 


_ period management program for Logan. The scope of _ DEIS/FEIR contain analysis of PPP as a demand 
_ analysis must be expanded to show the impact of this _ management alternative at Logan Airport. Massport has 
option... _ developed an action plan as described in Section 4.5 of the 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to address 
_ overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. 


he EIS further fails to identify any reasonable maximum 


The Airside Project will not change Logan Airport’s airfield 


i | Restrictions —_limit on activity that Logan Airport can accommodate. A | capacity of approximately 120 aircraft operations per hour. 

/ " clear and reasonable ceiling on operations at Logan must _ Regarding caps on airport operations, federal constitutional 

be established before any environmentally sound _ provisions (preemption, commerce clauses, equal protection), 
proposal to alleviate delay can be considered. ' federal aviation statutes and regulations, and contractual 


_ provisions related to covenants in connection with the Federal _ 
_ Airport Improvement Program grants which Massport 

| receives, restrict Massport’s ability to control the number of 
"aircraft operations at Logan Airport. Massport has undertaken 
_ acomprehensive mitigation program, such as Logan 
_ Airport Noise Rules, for those areas that fall within its powers 

: "as proprietor of Logan Airport, which are not preempted 


Letter 3: US Congressman J. Joseph Moakley 


Mi 


ent o% 
a Nig * UNITED STATES SEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
” Office of the Undar Secretary for 
£ Oceans and Atmoasephere 
Mares of Washington, D.C. 20230 


March 23, 1999 


LETTER 4 


Mr. John C. Silva 
Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


Sincerely, 


Susan Wat a 
Susan B. Fruchter 
Acting NEPA Coordinator 


Enclosure 


MEMORANDUM FOR: __ Susan B. Fruchter 
Acting NEPA Coordinator 


FROM: Charles W. Challstrom 
Acting Director, National Geodetic Survey 

SUBJECT: DEYS-9902-04-Lopan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Boston, Massachusetts 


The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of the National Geodetic Survey’s 
(NGS) responsibility and expertise and in terms of the impact of the proposed: actions on NGS 
activities and projects. : : 


affected by the Proposed project. 


For further information about these monuments, please contact Rick Yorczyk; SSMC3, 
NOAA, N/NGS; 1315 East West Highway; Silver Spring, Maryland 20910; 
telephone: 301-713-3230 x142; fax: 301-713-4175. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 4 
Department of Commerce, Susan B. Fruchter 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Mitigation | ifthere are any planned activities which will disturb or The Preferred Alternative will not result in any disruption, 
i | destroy [horizontal and vertical geodetic control monuments} _ destruction, or relocation of any horizontal or vertical geodetic 
_ NGS requires not less than 90 days’ notification in advance _ control monuments. 
" of such activities in order to plan for their relocation. NGS 
recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of 
_ any relocation(s) required. 


_ NGS will be notified prior to construction if any NGS 
| monuments are identified. 


Letter 4: Department of Commerce, Susan B. Fruchter 


LETTER 5 


United States Department of the Interior 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY us moines 
Washington, D.C. 20240 LS ASETSSG) 


ER-99/193 


Mr. Robert S. Bartanowicz 

Regional Administrator 

New England Region 

Federal Aviation Administration 

12 New England Executive Park : 

Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 igs ass 


Dear Mr. Bartanowicz: 
This is in response to the request for the Department of the Interior's comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation for the Logan Airside Improvements 


Planning Project, Logan Intemational Airport, Boston, Suffolk County, Massachusetts, 


We concur that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the proposed project, if project 5.1 


Historic Preservation Officer in order to determine whether a Memorandum of Agreement 5.2 


The Department of the Interior has no objection to Section 4(f) approval of this project by the 
Department of Transportation. 


We appreciate the Opportunity to provide these comments. 


Sincerely, 


Willie R. Taylor Be 


Director, Office of Environmental 
Policy and Compliance 


cc: Ms. Trudy Coxe, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 02202 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 5 

US Department of the Interior 

Willie R. Taylor, Director 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 


Code  Topic1 i t Response 


he FAA and Massport have consulted with the 
_ with the State Historic Preservation Officer in order to : Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC). The MHC has 
_ determine whether a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) __ concurred with the FAA’s determination that the 


' Parkland 


_ is needed to avoid and/or minimize harm to cultural _ Preferred Alternative will have no adverse effect on significant 
| resources which may be affected by the proposed project, _ historic properties. Refer to Section 6.3.2 of the Supplemental 
_ in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic | DEIS/FEIR for a description of historic properties, 


Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. A signed copy of —_ project impacts and mitigation. 
_ the MOA should be included in the Final Section 4(f) 
_ Evaluation, if one is prepared. 


Letter 5: US Department of the Interior, Willie R. Taylor, Director, 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 


Megat 


"UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 


REGION ( . ; LETTER 6 


JOHN F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203-0001 


OFFICE OF THE 
GIONAL ADMINISTRATOR 


April 22, 1999 


John Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs ~ 

Airports Division, ANE-600 

Federal Aviation Administration 

New England Regional 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project dated February, 1999 (EPA ERP Number D-FAA-B51017-MA)’ 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


In accordance with EPA's responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, we have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) prepared by the Fedcral Aviation Administration (FAA) and the Massachusetts 
Port Authority (Massport) for proposed airside improvements at Logan Airport in Boston, 
Massachusetts. 


The project includes construction of a new runway (runway 14/32), new taxiways and taxiway 
alignments, and reductions in approach minimums on runways 22L, 27, 15R and 33L. In 
addition to the no-build alternative, the DEIS analyzes four sets of alternatives and evaluates the 
relative effectiveness of each in enhancing operational safety and reducing current and future 
aircraft delay at Logan caused by northwest wind and weather conditions. Airport delays are 
presented in the context of forecasts for the year 2010 that predict between 37.5 te 45 million 
passengers 2 year using Logan, a number substantially greater than Logan’s 24.5 million 
passengers in 1998. The range of alternatives in the DEIS focuses solely on “airside” 
improvements as a means of eliminating delay. 


EPA has long opposed efforts to expand the capacity of Logan Airport without first (1) 
adequately mitigating noise and pollution impacts to surrounding communities and the region | 
from existing operations, and (2) adopting a comprehensive, multi-modal regional transportation 
stratcgy. EPA has raised these concems each time Massport has proposed improvements to 
Logan, including in our scoping comments for this EIS in November, 1995. Regrettably, the 
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proposed project and the EIS fail to adequately address either of these concerns. Therefore, 
when considered in the context of the already significant burden on surrounding communities 
from existing airport operations and the absence of an underlying regional transportation 
strategy, I believe the project cannot be justified. 


Specifically, my objections are as follows: . 


The significant community impacts of current Logan operations must be fully 
addressed and mitigated before any expansion of operations is considered. The 
burden borne by the communities near Logan is already enormous, and the efforts to 
mitigate this burden currently fall short of the mark. The soundproofing of homes now 
exposed to high levels of aircraft noise, while of limited value (given that it only reduces 
noise exposure for people when they are inside buildings with shut windows and is not 
effective in homes exposed to higher than 70 dBA), is nevertheless an essential 
commitment whose implementation is as yet not completed. Valid concerns have been 
raised about the computer model used to identify homes eligible for soundproofing. 
Thus, while the DEIS promises as mitigation the soundproofing of all homes newly 
exposed to high levels of aircraft noise as a result of the proposed project, there remains 
uncertainty as to whether the mitigation covers enough homes, and whether Massport and 
FAA will have adequate funding to carry out this commitment. EPA is especially 
concemed that FAA has historically not fully funded its share of the spaUsprooene 
program for Logan. 


In addition, commitments for improvements to the Blue Line Station at Logan, which 
were to provide same-level platform connections between the subway and shuttle buses 
and thereby improve transit access and reduce traffic, have not been kept. Given the 
impacts currently felt by affected communities and the inadequacy of previously 
promised relief, it is not reasonable to ask these communities to accept the impacts of 
further expansion at Logan unless and until current impacts are fully mitigated. 


The DEIS fails to consider adequately environmental justice issues, specifically 
whether there are disproportionate environmental impacts to low-income and 
minority populations. The environmental justice analysis in the DEIS does not meet 
federal: obligations conceming environmental justice. ‘This is especially problematic i In 
light of the fact that the proposed project wiii resuit in a threefold inctease in aircraft 
overitights in East Boston, Cheisea, Roxbury, and other communities with jarge 
populations of low-income and minonity people. The brief and narrowly focused 
discussion of this important subject falls short in several ways. First, FAA’s and 
Massport’s conclusion that minority and low-income communities do not experience 
disproportionately high impacts does not appear to be credible. The analytic basis for the 
conclusion is insufficient since critical demographic and other relevant health data are 
missing. Moreover, the DEIS docs not compare the demographits of communities served 
by this project to the demographics of communities bearing the burden of the project’s 
impacts. Second, the environmental justice analysis in the DEIS focuses solely on noise 
and ignores credible public comments identifying air quality, odor, traffic and other 
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6.2 


6. 
6.4 
6.9 
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impacts that cumulatively burden surrounding communities with high percentages of 
low-income and minority populations. For all of the above reasons, the cursory attention 
to environmental justice issues in the DEIS is not acceptable. 


The DEIS does not reflect a regional, long-term strategy for New England’s 
transportation infrastructure. Massport and the FAA cannot look solély to airside 
improvements to address its flight delay problems. The DEIS thoroughly describes the 
positive steps that Massport and the FAA have taken to contribute to regional 
transportation planning, including their support for use of regional airports. But the core 
of the analysis nevertheless simply assumes that Logan’s flight operations will grow 
unchecked over the next decade regardless of successful development of altematives, and 
does not include in its analysis broader options to manage Logan’s growth and the 
resulting delays. In order to manage growth so that it reduces rather than increases 
environmental impacts on nearby communities, Massport and the FAA must pursue even 
more aggressively a long-term, multi-modal regional transportation strategy. 


Our challenge is a transportation challenge, not simply an aviation challenge, and thus 
requires the full and active investment of time and resources by not only Massport and 
the FAA but also other state and federal transportation agencies such as the Executive 
Office of Transportation and Construction, Amtrak, and the U. S. Department of 
Transportation. The goals should be ]) to increase alternatives to air travel through 
Logan, not only through use of T. F. Green in Rhode Island, Worcester Airport in 
Massachusetts, Manchester Airport in New Hampshire and other regional airports, but 
also through intercity high-speed rail connections supported by a North-South Station 
link; 2) to establish efficient mass transit access to and between the regional airports; and 
3) to reduce Logan’s traffic impacts on surrounding communities by such measures as a 
free shuttle service between South Station and Logan, an intermodal terminal at Route 
128, and the Urban Ring. 


In addition, Massport should reduce the small plane mix from Logan's peak traffic hours 
through a peak period pricing strategy, implemented with appropriate sensitivity to the 
needs of communities served exclusively by smaller aircraft. Additional analysis is 
critical to determine whether the imposition of peak period pricing now would help send 
the necessary market signals to ensure that airlines’ plans result in the most efficient use 
of Logan Airport (including smarter use of other regional airports, and, for smaller 
carers, the use of planes capable of handling more passengers). Absent a 
comprehensive plan, the DEIS projects that within five years of project completion, 
delays at Logan will exceed current levels. This forccast suggests that unchecked growth 
cannot be a responsible planning assumption for this airport. The efforts of Massport and 
other regional transportation officials should be aimed first at developing a 
comprehensive plan, not a narrowly-focused airside improvement project with only short- 
term effects on delays at Logan. 


The DEJS’s analysis of noise impacts rests on questionable model inputs and 
precepts. The affected communities have raised serious and credible concerns about the 
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6.7 
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6.9 


6.10 


6.11 


4. 


ability of the computer modeling relied upon in the DEIS to accurately reflect noise levels _ 


associated with Logan operations and to select homes eligible for soundproofing. These 
concems are based on in situ noise monitoring which appears to demonstrate that 
computer modeling underestimates actual noise levels, at least in some neighborhoods. 
The DEIS does not properly address this deficiency and thus does not adequately 
represent the likely actual noise impacts. Furthermore, the noise increases to 
neighborhoods that fall outside the FAA’s 65-dBA contour remain inadequately 
acknowledged and addressed, as do the very high noise levels that occur each time 
aircraft fly over or by neighborhoods. The DEIS does not fully disclose the sleep 
disruption and other impacts that occur in these instances, nor does it address cumulative 
noise impacts to account for all noise, not just modeled aircraft noise, as is required under 
NEPA. In addition, the use of 1993 is not appropriate as the base year for analysis as it 
does not represent existing conditions and may minimize the relative noise impacts from 
the preferred altemative when compared with what appears to have been an especially 
noisy base year. 


. The DEIS analyses ignore the critical question of whether the improvements will 
spur additional growth at the airport. In compaming the alternatives, both the noise 
and air quality analyses assume that the future passenger/flight operations growth at 
Logan will remain constant regardless of whether or not the runway 14/32 is constructed. 
The analysis thereby avoids any serious consideration of what appears to be one of the 
most critical questions posed by this project-- whether the proposed improvements, 
especially when combined with landside-improveinents, cumulatively facilitate future 
growth in flight operations and passenger traffic with corresponding increases in noise, 
traffic, and air pollution impacts. 


Efficient operations at Logan are clearly important to the New England economy. However, 
efficiency gains through proposed infrastructure improvements should only be advanced if they 
can be achieved without sacrificing the well-being of the communities around the airport and the 
region at large. Smart growth requires efficient transportation, but it also requires that we 
preserve and enhance the livability of established, urban communities. A comprehensive 
transportation strategy that looks beyond quick fixes at Logan can meet both goals. As discussed 
in this letter and in the attachment, the current DEIS presents a project with serious impacts in an 
analysis that lacks adequate consideration of alternate strategies to achieve Proj ect goals. I 
request that Masspart end FAA withdraw the DEYS and instead focus on developing 4 more 
comprehensive regional approach tc transportation in New ingianc. I would be pieased to work 
with Massport, the FAA, and the affected communities in the region to that end. 


Despite the concems expressed in this letter and the attached analysis, I want to acknowledge the 
professional and fully cooperative spirit of Massport and the FAA in their work with us since the 
DEIS was published. Peter Blute, Betty Desrosiers, and their team have demonstrated a total 
commitment to honest, open dialogue with EPA. They have advanced their arguments 
professionally and forcefully and without fail have responded thoughtfully to our questions. For 
this we owe them our appreciation and respect. 
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Please feel free to contact me or Elizabeth Higgins of my staff at 617/918-1051 if you wish to 
discuss these comments further. 


Sincerely, 
ae a . 

AS ay | 

John P. DeVillars 

Regional Administrator 

Attachment 

cc: 

Governor Paul Cellucci 


Peter Blute, Massport 
Robert Durand, EOEA 


Attachment to EPA’s Comment Letter 
on Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 


The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed airside improvements at 
Logan Airport fails to provide an adequate review of the environmental impacts and the full 
range of alternatives to the project. The preceding cover letter summarizes the primary 
conclusions from EPA’s review of the DEIS. This attachment provides support for those . 
conclusions and raises some additional technical concerns. 


Narrow Scope of DEIS Analysis and Alternatives 


Failure to Address EPA’s EIS Scoping Comments: The DEIS fails to address fundamental 
issues raised in EPA’s 1995 scoping letter. Most importantly, the scope of the DEIS, with its 


focus on construction of proposed runway 14/32 and the taxiway improvements, is too limited 
and fails to seriously consider regional improvements as alternatives to the Logan runway 
project. The limited scope of analysis represents a missed opportunity for a comprehensive 6.17 
analysis and merely compounds difficult decision making surrounding changes to Logan's 
operations. As EPA indicated in its previous comments, the DEIS should have identified a 
targeted regional strategy including both existing and potential capacity, as well as regional 
pricing and marketing to enhance the capacity and efficiency of and access to, all New England 
airports. The FAA, as the federal egency responsitie for cur nation’s air travei, has 4 
responsibility to maximize the regional efficiency of the airport network in New England. In this 
case, EPA would expect the FAA to coordinate the efforts of Massport and the other regional 
airports, but also to actively involve other federal counterparts at the Federal Transit 
Administration and the U. S. DOT to explore regional strategies to increase the availability of 
other airports as an alternative to Logan. Further, Massport has a responsibility to work closely 
with the appropriate state and federal agencies to develop such a regional strategy. 


As EPA indicated in comments on the DEIS scope, the airside and landside projects are 
functionally linked, and as such, they should be evaluated together in a comprehensive EIS. The 
current analysis focuses entirely in airside issues with no real analysis of opportunities for 
Massport to integrate landside and airside planning to enable Logan to improve operations and 
handie the substantially greater numbers cf passengers anticipated for the coming decades. In 6.18 
response to our scoping comments, the DEIS explains that the analysis is based on background 
planning information provided in the state Generic Environmental Impact Report (GEIR) and 
that the DEIS is based on the FAA scope which was developed through a public comment 
process. Unfortunately, our comments on the appropriate scope of analysis for the EJS were 
largely discounted, and the GEIR, a document prepared under the mules of state law; does not 
meet the requirements of NEPA. Thus, rcliance on the GEIR to ces NEPA’ s requirements for 
a cumulative impact analysis is not appropriate. 


A-l 


SRS BOSE AL 


ian: EPA recommends that, rather — 
than proceeding with the environmental review of the taxiway and runway improvements, 
Massport and FAA focus instead on establishing a strategy to make Logan Airport a more 
efficient transportation center with less impact on surrounding communities, by improving mass 
transit access to the Airport and preventing growth in the number of flight operations. 


One means to reduce the growth pressures on Logan Airport is to enhance the current intercity 
transportation options. The DEIS does reflect the fine and successful work by both private 
enterprise and regional transportation officials to encourage greater use of Green and Manchester 
Airports and to complete the high-speed rail link with New York. Without question, these efforts 
will improve travel options for New Englanders and better manage growth at Logan Airport. 
However, Massport, in cooperation with EOTC, U. S. DOT, Amtrak, and other transportation 
agencies, should take active measures to promote high speed rail as one of the best alternatives 
to air travel that could help to reduce demands on Logan. These efforts should not be limited to 
high speed rail but should also encourage and market the use of other regional airports to the 
benefit of Logan and surrounding communities. Moreover, we believe the EJS should clearly 
identify mitigation commitments by Massport to improve mass transit to those airports and to 
solidify transit links among the regional airports similar to the bus links available between Dulles 
and National or LaGuardia and JFK. 


In addition, the implementation of peak period pricing should be a piece of the regional 
transportation strategy. Peak period pricing, implemented with sensitivity to the needs of New 
England communities served by smaller airports that rely principally on smaller aircraft, could 
serve to reduce flight operations during peak hours and increase the proportional share of larger 
aircraft, thereby making the aipori more efficient in handing a large volume of passengers with 
fewer aircraft operations. ‘he DEYS clearly demonstrates that peak period pricing would serve to 
lessen delays substantially in the high growth future scenarios (e.g., 45 million passengers/high 
fleet, 45 million passengers/low fleet or 37.5 million passengers/high fleet). However, the DEIS 
concludes that peak period pricing is not warranted because current flight operations do not 
exceed 120 operations per hour. Under current conditions approximately 40 percent of the 
operations at Logan serve approximately 10 percent of the passengers in regional aircraft. 1f 22 
percent of the operations were to handle the same number of passengers, Logan could operate 
comfortably at 95-100 movements an hour. Additional analysis is critical to determine whether 
the imposition of peak period pricing now would help send the necessary market signals to 
ensure that airlines’ plans result in the most efficient use of Logan Airport (iricluding smarter use 
of other regional airports and, for smaller carriers, the use of planes capable of handling more 
passengers). Massport shares this responsibility with the airlines. Such an evaluation should 
include én appropriate sensitivity analysis to Lelp determine tne operations/nour level where peak 
period pricing becomes effective. 


According to the DEIS, Massport appears willing to consider peak period pricing only when 
Logan actually experiences over scheduling. For this measure, Massport is prepared to wait and 
see if peak period pricing is necessary. On the other hand, the DEIS details Massport’s argument 
that it needs a new runway now, despite the exponential growth in passenger traffic through 
Green and Manchester. Following such logic, EPA questions why Massport doesn't wait on its 
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6.19 


6.20 


6.21 


6.22 


6.23 


decision to construct 4 new runway until it is clear whether thé region really needs an expanded 


Logan, thereby giving the regional airports a chance to capture more traffic, consistent with the 
impressive gains made at Manchester and Green. 


Additional delay reduction benefits may be obtained from managing/prionitizing takeoffs so that 
large planes with more passengers are given preference over smaller planes during peak periods 
of delay. Such a change may help to shift the market to fewer larger planes making fewer flights 
or scheduling changes by smaller planes to avoid periods of peak operation prone to delay. 


Finally, the proposed project offers only short term relief (five years) for delay problems it is - 


6.24 


intended to resolve. Massport should extend the planning horizon for the analysis (currently only §.25 


at ten years) as part of supplemental efforts to investigate longer term solutions. The solutions 
should actively integrate Logan operations with regional transportation planning (airside and 
landside integration). 


Air Quality Analysis 


General: Because of the substantial growth in operations at Logan Airport, the DEIS generally 
reflects no significant improvements in air quality attributable to the Airport. Under the future 
scenarios for the year 2010 evaluated in the DEIS, the number of passengers are forecast to 
increase from 1998's 26.5 million passengers to 37.5 or 45 million passengers. More 
Significantly, aircraft operations are forecasted to increase from 1998's 507,000 to between 
543,000 and 656,000 operations. Increases in aircraft operations projected in the DEIS will 
result in additional air pollution, offsetting the anticipated benefits of lower-emitting aircra® and 
other airpori-reiated vehicles. Despite reductions in emissions from individual aircraft, ground 
vehicles, and passenger cars as a result of tighter emission standards and fleet tumover, the DEIS 
finds that emissions of nitrogen oxides (NO ), volatile organic compounds (VOC) and carbon 
monoxide (CQ) will remain roughly the same or increase slightly by 2010. Because of the 
increase in aircraft operations, the affected communities will not share in the full benefits of 
lower emission levels from many of the individual sources of pollution. 


The DEIS’s conclusion that the preferred alternative will have the least negative air quality 
linpacts is a result of certain questionable assumptions. The DEIS finds that the preferred 

alternative (taxiway improvements and Runway 14/32) will result in lower emissions of the 
pollutants CO, VOCs, and NO, than any of the other alternatives, including the no action 
altemative. The air quality analysis assumes that the airport-related motor vehicle emissions and 
the number cf flight operations will be identical for ail the alternatives. The only variables 
among the altematives are emissions uttributable to airside delays. Consequently, the preferred 
altemative, which results in the least delays, inevitably has fewer emissions. 


Unfortunately, these assumptions underlying the air quality analysis ignore the possibility that 
certain alternatives may result in more passengers or more flight operations. If the airport 
increases its airside efficiency and reduces delays, it is plausible that airlines will choose to’ 
increase flights to Logan (as opposed to regional airports such as Manchester, Green or 
Worcester). Without an analysis of whether an additional runway will affect future growth of 


A-3 


6.26 


flight operations, the veiidity ef the air quality cenciusions (that Runway 14/32 and taxiway 

improvements wili result in fewer emissions than the alternatives) are questionabie. The DEIS 

should have analyzed whether increased airside efficiency affects the number of flight operations 
‘in the future. If the answer is yes, the air quality analysis should be structured in a way to discemm 


the true comparative impacts of each alternative. 


Additional Technical Air Analysis Comments: a 
National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for Fine Particulate Matter: Table 5.3-1 


reflects the current NAAQS for criteria pollutants. However, the table contains the incorrect 6.27 
24-hour NAAQS for fine particulate matter. Rather than 50 ug/m, the standard is 65.ug/m. 
(Note: While EPA proposed a 24-hour standard of 50, the final standard was set at 65 ug/m.) 


Use of Revised Ozone Standard: In Section 5.3.1.2 (page 5-41 and 42), the Draft EIS/R reflects 

ambient levels of criteria air pollutants measured at the three closest Massachusetts DEP 

monitoring stations. These levels are reflected in Table 5.3-2. The Draft EIS/R compares these 6.28 
ambient levels with the one-hour ground-level ozone standard of 0.12 part per million (ppm). In 

July 1997, EPA revised its ozone standard to an eight-hour standard of 0.08 ppm. The DEIS 

should use this more stringent standard as the point of comparison. 


Environmental Justice 
Federal Environmental Justice Policy 


The DEIS does no} satisfy either the stated invent er the specific directives of the federai 
environmental justice policy. The obligations of the FAA to address environmental justice issues 
are grounded in at least three separate mandates: 1. Executive Order 12898 Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-income Populations; 2. 
Department of Transportation Order on Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-income Populations; and 3. Environmental Justice Guidance under the 
National Environmental Policy Act issued by the Council on Environmental Quality. In 
developing a DEIS, these documents direct FAA to : 


: collect and analyze data relevant to environmental justice issues, 

. analyze adverse impacts, — i 
: explore issues of cumulative exposure, : 
. examine public health issues. 

. 190K broadly et interrelated secial, cultural, and economic effects, and 
. Gevelop strategies for meaningful public participation. 


The Executive Order: Under the Executive Order, Federal agencies should identify and address 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their activities on 
minority and low-income populations, and provide meaningful public participation in meeting 
that objective. The Executive Order articulates two requirements regarding the need to develop 
data that can be used to perform relevant analysis in the NEPA context. First, each federal 
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agensy should collect, maintain, and eualyze information essessing and companng 

esvironmietal ané human health risks borne by populations identified by race, national origin, or 
income. An agency then should use that information to determine whether its programs, policies, . 
and activities have disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on 
minority and low-income populations. Second, each federal agency should collect, maintain, and 
analyze information on the race, national origin, and income level for areas surrounding facilities 
expected to have substantial envizonmentay human health, or economic effects on the 


surrounding populations. 


The DOT Order: Under the DOT Order, activities - including planning activities — with the 
potential to have disproportionately high and adverse effects' on human health or the 

environment are sufficient to trigger the need to consider effects on minority and low-income 
populations. 


Further, the DOT Order explicitly addresses the issue of preventing disproportional and high 
adverse impacts. In that context, it directs DOT to administer its programs in a manner 
consistent with requirements under NEPA so as to identify the risk of discrimination early in the 
program or policy development process. In implementing the requirements under NEPA, the 
Agency is directed to obtain the following infonnation: 


a population served and/or affected by race, color or national origin, and income 
level; 


u proposed steps to guard against disproportionately high and adverse effects on the 
sasis of race, color, or nationai origin; and 


. present and proposed membership by race, color, or national origin in any 


'The DOT Order defines adverse effects very broadly. Adverse effects are the totality of 
Significant individual or cumulative human health or environmental Snes including interrelated social and 
economic effects which may include but are not limited to 


bodily impairment, infirmity, illness or death 

air, noise, and water pollution and soil contamination 

destruction or disruption of man-made or natural resources: 

destruction or diminution of aesthetic values 

destruction or disruption of community cohesion or a community's 
economic vitality 

destruction or disruption of the availability of public and private facilities and 
services 

vibration 

adverse employment effects 

displacement of persons, businesses, farms, or nonprofit organizations 
increased traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion or separation of minority or low- 
income individuals within a given community or from the broader community 
denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits of DOT 
programs, policies, or activities 
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pianning or advisory bedy. 4 


In addition, the DOT Order identifics actions to address disproportionately high and adverse 
effects. DOT agencies are directed to ensure that programs and policies having 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-income populations will only be 
carried out if further mitigation mcasures or alternatives avoiding or reducing those effects are 
not practicable. In determining practicability, the social, economic, and environmental effects of 


the mitigation will be taken into account. 


Finally, the DOT Order contemplates meaningful opportunities for public involvement by 
minority and low-income communities during the planning and development of DOT activities. 
Specifically, the agency is to provide the public information addressing the concems of minority 
and low-income populations regarding health and environmental impacts. 


CEQ Guidance: The CEQ guidance defines key terms in Executive Order 12898.? CEQ 
recommends that the additional guidance be applied with flexibility and that its defined terms be 
considered “a point of departure rather than conclusive direction in applying the terms of the 
Executive Order.” 


The CEQ guidance clearly states that environmental justice principles are “wholly consistent 
with the purposes and policies of NEPA.” Although there is no standard formula for identifying 
environmental justice issues in NEPA reviews, agencies are expected to address the issues in a 
clear, concise, and comprehensible manner. In particular, agencies should consider 


a public health data and industry data concerning the potential for multipie or 
cumulative exposure to health or environmental hazards in the affected population 
even if the effects of such exposure are not within the control or subject to the 
-discretion of the agency proposing the action, 


. historical pattems of exposure to environmental hazards, and 


a interrelated cultural, social, occupational, historical, or economic factors that may 
amplify natural and physical environmental effects (such factors should include 
the physical sensitivity of the community to particular impacts, the effect of any 
disruption on community structure, and the nature and degree of the impact on the 

' physical and social structure of the community). 


Because enviro:imental justice issues may arise at any point in the NEPA process, CEQ 
encourages agencies to consider those issues “at each and every step of the process.” 


*The defined terms include: low-income population, minority, minority population, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health effects, disproportionately high and adverse 
environmental effects. 
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A: the cuvsei, in the scoping phase of the NEPA process, agencies should determine the 
demographics of the affected area. 


In the alternatives phase, if the agency has concluded that a disproportionately high and adverse 
health or environmental impact on minority or low-income populations will result from the 
proposed action or alternatives, CEQ directs the agency to consider the distribution as well as the 
magnitude of the disproportionate impacts. In weighing that factor, the agency should consider 
input from the affected community as well as the magnitude of the impacts associated with 
alternatives having less disproportionate adverse effects on minority or low-income populations. 


In the analysis phase, after identifying a disproportionately high and adverse health or 
environmental effect on a minority or low-income population, CEQ directs agencies to analyze 
how such effects are distributed within the affected community. CEQ recommends that any 
available data be displayed spatially so that the public can see the distribution of health and 
environmental impacts among the demographic population groups. The display should be 
modified to reflect any additional qualitative or quantitative information obtained through the 
public participation process. 


If an agency has identified potential environmental justice issues, the agency is directed to state 
clearly and concisely in the DEIS whether a disproportionately high and adverse health or 
environmental impact on minority and low-income populations is likely to result from the 
proposed action. The Agency should cite specific information so that the public can understand 
the rationale for the agency’s conclusion. 


Agencies aiso are directed to develop effective public participation strategies including active 
outreach to affected groups and to assure meaningful community representation as early as 
possible at all stages of the process. 


FAA Compliance with Federal Environmental Justice Policy 


As stated previously, the DEIS does not satisfy either the intent or the specific directives of the 
federal government's environmental justice policy as expressed in the Executive Order, the DOT 
Order, and the CEQ Guidance. The DEIS does not demonstrate an effort to implement that 
policy proactively. Despite CEQ's statement that its guidance should be applied with flexibility, 
the DEIS uses extremely narrow definitions of low-income and minority populations. Use of 
such narrow definitions allows the FAA to conclude that there are no environmental justice 
issues because co few peopie fall within the narrowly defined categories. Major deficiencies in 
the DEIS ere identified below. 


Data Collection and Analysis: The DEIJS presents no detailed demographic data for the 
communities surrounding Logan Airport nor does it identify the impacted community with any 
geographic precision. The impacted community is only identified by noise contours presented 
on avery small-scale map. There is no expianation regarding the issues considered in 
identifying the study area. There is no map clearly indicating the location of the study area. 
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6.29 


6.30 


Although required by the DOT Final Order, the DEIS does not define the populations served or 
affected by race, color, national origin, and income level. Table 8.7-1 is the only table presented 
in the environmental justice analysis. That table does not clearly indicate where the noise- 
exposed population is located, nor does it provide any detail in describing the demographics of 
that population. It is impossible for any individual citizen to tell from the table whether he or she 
is in the noise exposed population. In addition, none of the information is mapped so that the 
public can see the distribution of health and environmental impacts across population groups. 


Adverse Impacts: Contrary to the requirements of the Executive Order and the DOT Order, the 
DEIS presents little data and analysis on a broad range of potential adverse impacts. Because the 
environmental justice analysis in the report is brief and provides little basis for its conclusion that 
noise is the only adverse impact, especially in the context of cumulative impacts, it is impossible 
to review the rationale or data used in reaching that conclusion. Ironically, that is just the 
circumstance that federal environmental justice policy is intended to remedy. 


- Cumulative Exposure: The CEQ Guidance directs agencies to consider the potential for 
multiple or cumulative exposure to health and environmental hazards even if the effects of the 
cumulative exposure are not within the control of the agency action. The DEIS offers no 
information regarding the health of the communities surrounding Logan. There is no mention of 
historical patterns of exposure to environmental hazards. There is no meaningful discussion of 
multiple or cumulative exposure. And there is no opportunity to review the conclusions 
regarding cumulative exposure in the DEIS since there is no detailed description of other sources 
to which low-income and minority communities surrounding Logan are exposed. EPA 
understands that, for purposes of determining eligibility of homes for soundproofing, FAA may 
only rely on noise generated by aircraft operations. However, in preparing the environmental 
justice portion of the DEIS, the cumulative noise impacts from all sources in affected 
neighborhoods i is a critical consideration. 


Health Issues: Despite the requirement in the Executive Order, the DOT Order, and the CEQ 
Guidance that public health issues be examined, there is no discussion of the public health issues 
often raised by minority and low-income communities, such as asthma, respiratory distress, or 
attention deficit disorder. Most remarkably, there is no discussion of hearing loss, an obvious 
health concer to any population exposed to excessive noise. Without any discussion of baseline 
health conditions, it is impossible to evaluate the incremental impacts or risk associated with the 
proposed agency action. 


Social, Cultural, and Economic Factors: Although it is required by the CEQ Guidance, there is 


no discussion of interrelated social, cultural, occupational, historical, and economic factors that 
may increase the environmental effects of the proposed action. The DEIS does not address 
factors seemingly relevant at Logan Airport, including the physical sensitivity of the community 
to specific impacts, the effect of any disruption on community structure, and the nature of the 
impact on the physical and social structure of the community. For example, the DEIS appears to 
assume that soundproofing complctely addresses noise impacts in a neighborhood. There is no 
mention that over-flights impair residents’ use of their porches or yards. Double-pane windows 
cannot protect the conversations on the street and front stoop that bind a community together. 
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6.31 


6.32 


6.33 


6.34 


6.35 


Public Participation: Kather than responding directly to community concems, the FAA i instead 

citen focuses on its compliance with process requirements. Many substantive issues were raised 
in comments on the scoping document. Often the response to those comments merely noted the 
public participation process without responding substantively in a manner indicating that the 
comment was considered carefully. EPA understands that Massport did have a series of 
meetings several years ago on these airside improvements. However, several community groups 
and members of Logan’s Citizens Advisory Council complained to EPA that Massport and FAA 
failed to respond to specific requests made from October 1997 to late 1998 to engage ina 
concrete discussion with the community about plans for air side improvements at Logan, and that 
when the consultation did resume, it was just before release of the DEIS. Community input 
during this final decision-making period would have been particularly appropriate. 


Noise Analysis 


General Comments: It remains unclear how Massport and the FAA will be able to 
comprehensively “guarantee” unidirectional use (over the harbor only) of Runway 14/32. 
Without such a guarantee, it is uncertain whether assumptions about noise impacts from mmnway 
14/32 accurately characterize future conditions. The EIS argues that the proposed new runway 
will help Logan to attain PRAS goals. There are two problems with this premise. First, based on 
the recent public debate concerning PRAS goals, it is not evident that these goals reflect current 
community interests. Second, the focus on PRAS goals as a benefit of the proposed runway 
inappropriately shifts the focus away from consideration of alternatives to reduce use of Logan 
(or air travel for that matter) as a means to eliminate delay. Asserting that the FAA wil! be able 
to distribute rise impacts more flexibiy across impacted communities does nothing to cddress 
the question of whether those noise impacts are necessary or adequately mitigated. 


Technical Comments 


1. Use of 1993 as Base Year: The use of 1993 as the base year is not appropnate. In general, 
the normal airport analysis starts with a base year that represents the current situation. Clearly, 
the use of 1993 data does not provide the reader with the current situation, particularly as it 
relates to aircraft type, aircraft operations, population and residences. While it maybe true that 
the1993 noise impacts were a “worst case” due to the large number of stage 2 aircraft, we do not 
believe that it represents the current situation. Moreover, the comparison of the alternatives with 
a particularly high noise year may serve to minimize what might otherwise be significant 
changes from the current 1999 level of noise experiences by nearby community residents. For 
historic purposes it may be of some use, but it shouid not repiace the current (base) situation. 
Since the EIS refezences the fact thal newer information exists (see page 5-32, “1997 Annual 
Update for 1997 contours"), it is unclear why at the very least 1997 was not used as the 
base/current year. 


In addition, the EIS indicates that the noise model used 1990 Census Tiger Files to predict the 
populations levels in the noise contours for the 1993 noisc contours. We recommend that the 
document provide appropriate justification that 1990 population data is appropriate for use in 
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6.36 


6.37 


6.38 


6.39 


6.40 


1$93 without the use of any adjustment. It is also nc: clear what census éata was used for 
modeling 1999 and 2010 years. 


2. Use of 1999 as Operational Year: The use of 1999 as the runway operational yearisnot 6.41 
appropriate since the new runway will not be operational this year. Therefore, we recommend 
that FAA provide additional new runway operational year modeling. 


3. Noise Contour Maps: Various maps in the noise analysis need to be supplemented. 
Specifically: ; 


While the “satellite view” contour maps are useful, there is a need for contour maps that 
have far greater detail. The contour maps in appendix L are better, but even those are not 
of the scale that we expect to see in FAA NEPA documents. It is likely that these maps 
will need to be of the fold out variety in order to show the appropriate scale; 6.49 

: Detailed land use maps in color with noise contour overlays should also be provided. 

The actual land use as it relates to local zoning should be discussed in the appropriate 
sections of the document. These maps should be of the same scale as the as the new 
contour map requested above; 


‘ To enhance the discussion related to reduction of the 70 and 75 dBA contour areas and 
the slight increase the 65 dBA contour, we recommend supplemental maps be provided 
(with possible use of color) that clearly highlight were these changes occur. 


4. Airport Layout Map: Since the basic FAA act'on is the approval of the modified Airport 6.43 
Layout Plan, the document should contain a copy ci potn the existing and proposed Airport 
Layout Pian (ari appropriate scale will probably require the use of a fold out maps). 


5. Greater Detail in Operation and Fleet Mix Information: Detailed operation and fleet mix 

tables need to be provided for all modeled years. These tables should show: aircraft type, 

average daily operations, arrivals day, arrivals night, departure day and departure night. These 6.44 
data should match the input data used in the INN. The new tables should be sub-classed by 

commercial, commuter/air taxi, military and general aviation operations. 


6. Discussion of 60 dBA Contours: Although the 60 dBA contours in the technical appendices 

do provide additional information, this information should be provided in the main volume of the 6.45 
EIS. We recommend that FAA show and discuss any areas within the 60 dBA contour that ° 
would experience a 3 dBA increase in accordance with the 1992 FICON guidance. 


7. Detailed Grid Point SEL Data: While the noise analysis does provide some Lmax data, we 6.46 


recommend that this information be supplemented with detailed grid point SEL data for selected 
representative sites. 
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Construction Mitigatioz 


The DEIS identifies several construction period mitigation measures, including the suppression 

of fugitive dust. Massport should commit to mitigative measures to control emissions from the 
heavy-duty engine construction equipment involved in any airport improvements. An excellent 
model for such mitigation is the Central Artery/Tunnel’s Clean Air Construction project, a 

project spearheaded jointly by EPA-New England, several Massachusetts state offices, the 6.47 
Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management (NESCAUM) and the Manufacturers of : 
Emission Control Association. Under the Clean Air Construction project, seventy constriction 
machines (including front end loaders, backhoes, excavators, cranes and air compressors) have 

been retrofitted with pollution control devices (oxidation catalysts or particulate filters) in order 

to reduce particulate matter, hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide and toxics. In its construction 
contracts, Massport should require contractors to participate in this program of retrofitting 
construction equipment. More information on this construction initiative can be found at 
NESCAUM’s website www.nescaum.org. 


Rating 
For the reasons discussed above, EPA has rated this EIS “Environmental Objections; Insufficient 


Information” in accordance with EPA’s national rating system, a description of which is 
attached. 


wees UVES IVINS ANU FOLLOW-UP ACTION 


Environmental Impact of the Action 


LO-Lack cf Objections ef 2 
The EPA review has not identified any potential impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. 


The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be 
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 


EC--Environmental Concerns A 
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided"tn order to fully protect 


the environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application 
of mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead 


agency to reduce these impacts. 


EO--Environmental Objections rae 

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to 
provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial 
changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the 
no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these 


impacts. 


EU--Environmentally Unsatisfactory ; ; 
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they 


are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends 
to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not 
corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ. 


Adequacy of the Impact Statement 


“ategory 1-Adequaté 
-PA believes that draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred 
alternative and thosé of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further 
analysis or data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying 


language or information. 


Category 2--Insufficlent Information ; 
The draft ElS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that 
should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new 
reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, 
which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, 
analyses, or discussion should be included in the fina! EIS. 


Category 3--inadequatse 
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental - 
impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are 
outside of the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order 
to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional 
information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that.they should have full public 
review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the 
NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public 
comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts 
‘involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. - 
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Letter 6 
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
John P. DeVillars, Regional Administrator 


Response 


Code _ Topic Topic 2 


Noise Soundproofing _ The mitigation program will include all residences impacted 
: _ Of all homes newly exposed to high levels of aircraft noise _ through implementation of the Preferred Alternative. 
| as. result of the proposed project, there remains _ Logan Airport has one of the most comprehensive and 
"uncertainty as to whether the mitigation covers enough _ progressive sound insulation programs of any airport in the 
_ homes, and whether Massport and FAA will have adequate _ country. It was initiated in 1980 before any airport began 
_ funding to carry out this commitment. "receiving federal funding to soundproof homes under FAR Part 


i : _ 150. Itis the only program in the country to offer residents extra 
: : _ sound insulation treatment in a “toom of preference” chosen by | 
_ the homeowner and itis the only program in the country that 
"received FAA approval to expand the area of eligibility by 
© accounting for hill effects. In addition, as of the 1999-2000 
construction season, FAA grants covering 80 percent of the 
_ cost of sound insulation (paid for by airline ticket taxes), 
_ combined with funds provided by Massport through Passenger 
_ Facility Charges and landing fees, had fully funded the sound 
_ insulation of all eligible dwelling units in Massport’s current 
_ sound insulation program. Despite this accomplishment, 
_ Massport continues to seek means of expanding its sound 
_ insulation program exclusive of FAA’s decision on this 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. If the FAA approves the 
Preferred Alternative, Massport is committed to expanding the 


..commitments for improvements to the Blue Line Station 
it Logan. .have not been kept. _ located about 400 feet north of the existing Logan Airport 
Station. Massport is consulting with the MBTA on the 
| project's design and operational elements. The new 
Logan Airport Station will include modern passenger 
_ amenities such as wide escalators, oversized elevators, and 
_ real-time flight information displays in the station lobby. It will 
_ also provide a convenient at-grade connection to the 
_ neighborhood, AITC Blue Route and Logan Airport, and may 
| become a stop on the MBTA’s proposed Circumferential 
_ Transit (Urban Ring) service. The Airport Station project has 
| been the subject of EIS review and is proceeding as 
approved in the FHWA-CA‘T review process. 


Transportation 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment _ Response 


63 _ Environmental - Demographic The analytic basis for.. [FAA's and Massport's conclusion | The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides detailed analysis of 
i | Justice | Data | that minority and low-income communities do not | environmental justice requirements. Refer to Section6.80f | 
experience disproportionately high impacts] is insufficient the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 

since critical demographic and other relevant health data populations were defined in accordance with Federal 

are missing. Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the 


_ Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 

_ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 

| populations was expanded to include households at 

_ 180 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 

_ no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 
"and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population in 

_ the 65 dB DNL and above contour for the 

_ Preferred Alternative is minority, compared to the 

_ Suffolk County minority population of 38 percent. Less than 

_ two percent of the population within the 65 dB DNL contour 

| for the Preferred Alternative has a household income less 

_ than 150 percent of poverty level. The additional area within 

_ the 65 dB DNL noise contour associated with the 

_ Preferred Alternative includes a predominately Hispanic 

" neighborhood in Chelsea which is predicted under worst case : 

_ assumptions to experience an increase of 0.6 dB or less. 

_ Under FAA standards, this change is not a significant adverse 

_ impact. The minority and low-income populations in 

| South Boston and East Boston affected by the 

_ Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are almost identical 

» to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL contour for the 

_ Preferred Alternative does not extend into Jamaica Plain, ; 

_ Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the increased noise 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour will be provided to affected 
communities in the form of residential sound insulation. 


_.the DEIS does not compare the demographics of Refer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

| Justice _ Data _ communities served by this project to the demographics of _ detailed discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. 
_ communities bearing the.burden of the project's impacts. _ The analysis provides for an appropriate comparison of the 

| alternatives. 

_ The analysis covers all the requirements of Executive Order 

_ 12898, U.S. DOT implementing regulations, and FAA policy. 


The Environmental Justice analyzes the demographics of 
_ those that bear the impact within the 65 DNL contour to the 
| ae that gets the benefit of the project, which is Suffolk 


..the environmental justice analysis in the DEIS focuses Noise was identified as the only off-airport impact associated 
_ solely on noise and ignore credible public comments | with the Preferred Alternative with the potential for impacts to 


_ identifying air quality, odor, traffic and other impacts that » environmental justice populations. Because of improved 
_ cumulatively burden surrounding communities with high | airfield efficiency and shorter delay periods, the 
_ percentage of low-income and minority populations. _ Preferred Alternative is projected to slightly reduce emissions 


_ of air pollutants when compared to the No Action Alternative. 
: : i | Construction will be managed to minimize air, noise and othe 
_ impacts to the adjacent communities. All construction 

/ | _ vehicles will be required to use designated truck routes and t 
avoid local streets. Because of the perceived importance of 

_ cumulative impacts, Chapter 7 of the Supplemental 
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entireties tein enn 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment EATERS 


66 _ Regional ' Regional [Tlo increase alternatives to air travel through Logan...[a Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 

/ _ Transportation — Airports _ regional, long-term transportation goal should be to use] _ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
: __T.F. Green in Rhode Island, Worcester Airport in | Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 

: i : | Massachusetts, Manchester Airport in New Hampshire and development and increased passenger traffic at these 

_ other regional airports... _ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 


Strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. In 
_ addition, FAA AIP funds have been provided since the early 
_ 1990s to initiate development of these regional airports. 
_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 
_ Tegional airports and full use of other regional alternatives, 
_ including high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, 
_ New York. Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of 
the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the conclusion that 
/ | greater use of the regional airports will provide passengers 
i _ within the service area of such airports with a viable 
i "alternative to Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan 

_ Airport's primary service area will remain strong, the 

_ improvements at other regional airports will not eliminate the 

_ need for airside projects at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 
_ 2.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the 
upcoming New England Airports System Study. 


Massport has actively encouraged regional transportation 
_ provide] through intercity high-speed rail connections "alternatives to Logan Airport, including rail. Massport 
supported by a North-South Station link. _ supports intercity rail planning through its membership inthe 
Boston Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). The MPO 
is a cooperative planning board whose membership also 
includes MassHighway, Metropolitan Area Planning Council; 

_ MBTA, and MBTA Advisory Board. As members of the MPO, 

_ Massport and these agencies are responsible for preparing 

_ the Boston Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 
_ the Transportation Plan for the Boston Region. In this 
/ . _ capacity, Massport influences regional transportation plans 
for intercity rail. Massport also holds a seat on the : 

_ Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) of the MBTA’s / 
_ North-South Rail Link Project. The CAC met monthly and : 
_ provided a forum for Massport and the MBTA to coordinate 
their ridership estimates and assessments of the relationship 
of the North-South Rail Link on airport access and airport 
usage. To date, the North-South Rail Link Project has not 
received funding and will not impact Logan Airport over the 
study time frame. Should the North-South Rail Link be 
- constructed, resulting passenger diversions from 
_ Logan Airport to rail could reach 46,700 annual passengers, 
"or less than one-half of one percent of Logan Airport's total 


_ Transportation 


_ Regional Massport, FAA, and other federal and state transportation Massport supports improved ground access to Worcester 
| Transportation Airports _ agencies should] establish efficient mass transit access to _ Regional, T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 

: __ and between the regional airports... _ Logan airports. These projects are discussed in Section 2.9 
: | of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


round ccess to Massport, FAA, and other federal and state transportation Massport has a comprehensive ground access strategy in 
_ Transportation — Logan Airport agencies should] reduce Logan's traffic impacts on _ place including consideration of promoting HOV use and 
_ surrounding communities by such measures as a free | alternative modes of transportation to Logan Airport. The 
| shuttle service between South Station and Logan, an _ status of the South Station and Logan Airport link (the Airport 


_ intermodal terminal at Route 128, and the Urban Ring. | Intermodal Transit Connector), an intermodal terminal at 
| | Route 128, and the Urban Ring were documented in the 
Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). 
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ice aly 


Topic 2 
610 Alternatives 


Peak Period 
Pricing 


Comment 


In addition, Massport should reduce the small plane mix 
from Logan's peak traffic hours through a peak period 
pricing strategy, implemented with appropriate sensitivity to 
_ the needs of communities served exclusively by smaller 

- aircraft. 


i i i 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


| The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a demand 

| management alternative at Logan Airport. Massport has 

_ developed an action plan as described in Section 4.5 of the 
| Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to address 


overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. 


_ Additional analysis is critical to determine whether the 
imposition of peak period pricing now would help send the 
necessary market signals to ensure that airlines’ plans result 
in the most efficient use of Logan Airport (including smarter 
use of other regional airports, and, for smaller carriers, the 
use of planes capable of handling more passengers. 


| 6.12 

" concerns about the ability of the computer modeling relied 
_ upon in the DEIS to accurately reflect noise levels 
associated with Logan operations and to select homes 

_ eligible for soundproofing. These concerns are based on in 
situ noise monitoring which appears to demonstrate that 

| computer modeling underestimates actual noise levels, at 
least in some neighborhoods. The DEIS does not properly 
_ address this deficiency and thus does not adequately 
represent the likely actual noise impacts. 


_ Impacts _ Furthermore, the noise increases to neighborhoods that fall 
| outside the FAA's 65-dBA contour remain inadequately 

_ acknowledged and addressed, as do the very high noise 

| levels that occur each time aircraft fly over or by 
neighborhoods. 


been reported in Logan Airport’s various GEIRs and Annual 
_ Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in locations 
_ were significantly reduced in 1996 through modification of : 


_ Chapter 5 of the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update). Massport 
_ continues to investigate possible causes for remaining 

| differences (such as from hill effects) but believes the FAA’s 

_ INM noise model used in the Airside Project noise analyses 
"accurately represents expected noise exposure. Using results 
_ from a special study of Terrain Modeling analysis ( “hill 
effects”) in Orient Heights and Jeffries Point, Massport 

_ applied for and received approval to apply a correction to 

_ 1999 contours to account for increased levels in Orient 


_ Noise exposure is now rep 
and expected changes in exposure are reported for several 

_ new communities outside the 60 dB DNL contour. For example 
_ refer to Tables 6.2-8 and 6.2-9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Elements of the PPP monitoring system include periodic 


_ review of advance airline schedules, comparisons of 


projected activity levels to airfield capacity, analysis of 


_ resultant levels of delay, discussions with major Logan Airport 
_ carriers to allow for voluntary schedule adjustments, and 
_ development of an action plan, as described in Section 4.5 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, which would be put into place if 
_ overscheduling conditions are not corrected. Results of the 
_ monitoring system were reported in filings on an ongoing 

_ basis. The Peak Period Monitoring System is described in 


Section 4.5.4 of the Supplemental DE 


source levels to better account for over-water sound 
propagation and apparent use of higher engine power settings 
than are normally assumed in the noise model’s database 
(Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 Annual : 
Update). 
In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 
became even less when Massport upgraded its monitoring 
system and began to report noise caused only by aircraft - a 
metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure levels 
predicted by the noise model. 


At sites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this 
improvement to the monitoring system brought measured and 
modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to 


Heights. 


‘0 DNL values of 60 cB, 
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Comment 


| The DEIS does not fully disclose the sleep disruption and 

_ other impacts that occur in these instances, nor does it 

| address cumulative noise impacts to account for alll noise, 
| not just modeled aircraft noise, as is required under NEPA. 


_ The Night Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) was calculated at 
| 23 selected locations for all fleets and scenarios. 

_ Tables 6.2.17 and 6.2.18 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ report these data for the 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet 

| scenarios of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The results show 
_ that, at most locations, the LeqN for the future fleets is lower 
_ than for the 1993 case. Where there is an increase in LeqN, 
_ the reason was the increase in flights for the 

_ No Action Alternative, which generally was mitigated by the 


Response 


| Preferred Alternative. These results indicate that there will be : 
_ less sleep disturbance in the future than that currently 
_ experienced. / 


_ Analysis _ Base Year | In addition, the use of ot app priate as the base 
| Assumptions/ _ year for analysis as it does not represent existing conditions 
_ and may minimize the relative noise impacts from the 


| Methodologies 


_ Preferred Alternative when compared with what appears to 
have been an especially noisy base year. 


Analysis | Passenger 
Assumptions/ —_ Forecasts _ the improvements will spur additional growth at the airport. 
_ In comparing the altematives, both the noise and air quality 


Methodologies 
_ analyses assume that the future passenger/flight operations 
| growth at Logan will remain constant regardless of whether 
_ or not the runway 14/32 is constructed. The analysis 
_ thereby avoids any serious consideration of what appears to 
e one of the most critical questions posed by this project- 
whether the proposed improvements, especially when 
combined with landside improvements, cumulatively 
facilitate future growth in flight operations and passenger 
raffic with corresponding increases in noise, traffic, and air 
olution impacts. 


Refer to Section 7.4.1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ discussion of cumulative noise impacts. 


_ The Preferred Alternative will not create ad 
_ demand or flight operations at Logan Airport. The 
» Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 

_ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. : 
_ Instead, Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 
this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that 


he Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes delay and 


| environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect current conditions 
and to provide context to the delay problem at Logan Airport. 
_ The No Action Alternative is the appropriate “base” 

| comparison for assessing future year conditions and the 

| effectiveness of the Airside Project. The Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR expands upon the discussion between current 

_ and historical conditions and can be found in Section 4.2 of 


the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


passenger 


now require controllers to operate on only one or two / 
runways, compared to the typical three-runway configurations 
used at Logan Airport. The runway will not increase 
Logan Airport's normal operating capacity, nor will it 

encourage or induce an increase in aircraft operations. 
The runway will substantially reduce delays that occur during 
northwest wind conditions. Preventing these delays will ' 
represent a real benefit to the passengers and airlines that 
currently experience them. However, because these wind 
conditions and the associated delays are not regular or 
predictable and cannot be readily anticipated, it is not 


| expected that their prevention will stimulate growth in 
_ Logan Airport passenger demand above and beyond the 
rates that would have occurred absent the runway. 


Instead, growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be 


principally driven by local and national economic conditions, 
competition and pricing within the airline industry, and the 
distribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 
Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. The 
broad range of forecasts considered in the Airside Project 
operational and environmental analyses capture any potential 
variation in future passenger and aircraft activity at 

Logan Airport. The environmental impacts associated with 
these alternative forecasts have been evaluated in the 


_ Logan Airport Airside analysis and GEIR/ESPRs. Section 4.2 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes more detailed 


discussion. 
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Code 


on 


_ Topic 1 
| Regional _ 


_ Transportation 


_ Environmental 
_ Review 
_ Process 


TOPS 


Regional 


_ Airports 


_ MEPA 


Comment 
the scope ‘of the DEIS, with its focus on ‘construction of 


| proposed runway 14/32 and the taxiway improvements, is 

| too limited and fails to seriously consider regional 

| improvements as alternatives to the Logan runway project. 
_ As EPA indicated in its previous comments, the DEIS 

_ should have identified a targeted regional strategy including 
_ both existing and potential capacity, as well as regional 

| pricing and marketing to enhance the capacity and 

__ efficiency of, and access to, all New England airports. 


As EPA indicated in comments on the DEIS scope, the 


_ airside and landside projects are functionally linked, and as 
_ such, they should be evaluated together ina 

_ comprehensive EIS. The current analysis focuses entirely in 
__airside issués with no real analysis of opportunities for 
Massport to integrate landside and airside planning to 

' enable Logan to improve operations and handle the 

_ substantially greater numbers of passenger anticipated for 

| the coming decades. In response to our scoping comments, 
_ the DEIS explains that the analysis is based on background 
_ planning information provided in the state Generic 

_ Environmental Impact Report (GEIR) and that the DEIS is 

_ based on the FAA scope which was developed through a 
"public comment process. Unfortunately, our comments on 

_ the appropriate scope of analysis for the EIS were largely 


iscounted, and the GEIR, a document prepared under the 
ules of state law, does not meet the requirements of NEPA. 
hus, reliance on the GEIR to satisfy NEPA's requirements 
jor a cumulative impact analysis is not appropriate. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


The alternatives in the Supplemental | DEIS/FEIR re respond to 


_ state and Federal scoping directives. Chapter 2 of the / 
| Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a discussion of the 
» Specific role played by the regional transportation alternatives 
__ and steps that Massport has taken to foster use of these i 
_ alternatives. Massport has long recognized and has been a 

| proponent of options to Logan Airport. Together with the 

| regional airports, Massport has implemented a regional 
Strategy to enhance the use of options to Logan Airport. In 
| the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual 
| passengers that could be absorbed by regional alternatives 
_ that include use of T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 

_ Worcester Regional airports, as well as the new high-speed 

_ tail to New York. In the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport 

_ recognizes that these developments will slow Logan Airport’s 

| passenger traffic growth. Massport now expects that 

' Logan Airport will not achieve the 37.5 million passenger 

_ forecasts until 2015, rather than 2010, and the 45 million 

_ passenger forecasts will not be achieved until 2024. While 

_ regional alternatives can play an important role in reducing 

| the rate of future traffic growth at Logan Airport, they do not 

_ address Logan Airport's inability to efficiently accommodate 

_ current levels of demand during northwest wind conditions. 

_ Runway 14/32, which is designed to correct the problem with 

_ Logan Airport's layout, is necessary to correct this deficiency 

_ and provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. 

_ These benefits will only increase in the future, even as 


: 
/ 


developments at the regional airports act to reduce the rate of | 
_ future growth at Logan Airport. 


The proposed improvements analyzed in the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR involve both construction and administrative 
actions that will facilitate aircraft operations (landings, 
takeoffs and taxiing). None of the improvements involve is 
landside facility improvements (e.g., terminals and roadways) 
or related operations. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR analyzes 
in detail the impacts from aircraft operations, including 
analysis of noise and air quality impacts during the years 

1993, 1998 and under future forecast scenarios as wellas 
environmental benefits from certain of the improvement / 
concepts under review. In this respect, the Supplemental ; 
DEIS/FEIR conforms with scoping directives from the lead 

federal agency (the FAA) and with applicable FAA 

environmental orders, all issued in accordance with NEPA, 

and with directives from EOEA issued under MEPA. The 

various GEIR documents, including the Logan Airport 
1998 Annual Update and the 1999 Environmental Status and 
Progress Report (previously GEIR), provide additional i 
analytic context by examining cumulative impacts from airside 
(i.e., aircraft) operations and landside (e.g., vehicular traffic, 
terminal service vehicles) operations at Logan Airport as well 


| as Massport's comprehensive mitigation program. The 


| ESPR/GEIR is specifically incorporated by reference in the 
| Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and in the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR as a background document. Each GEIR/ESPR 
_ submission is subject to public review and comment. The 

_ Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update and the 1999 ESPR 
"analysis is based on the same forecast levels used in the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The GEIR/ESPR informs 
Massport's planning process for all the improvements at 

_ Logan Airport, including the improvements under review in 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Consistent with past practice, 
_ Massport expects that the FAA will take the GEIR/ESPR 

_ analysis into account during its deliberations and ultimate 

_ decision on the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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Code 
619 


Topic 1 . Topic 2 _ Comment 


Ground Access to 
| Transportation — Logan 


EPA recommends that, rather ‘than proceeding with the 
environmental review of the taxiway and runway 
improvements, Massport and FAA focus instead on 
establishing a strategy to make Logan Airport a more 
efficient transportation center with less impact on 

| surrounding communities, by improving mass transit access 
to the Airport and preventing growth in the number of flight 

" operations. 


Regional 
_ Transportation 


Passenger Rail 


One means to reduce the growth pressures on 
_ Logan Airport is to enhance the current intercity 
_ transportation options...Massport, in cooperation with 
_ EOTC, U.S. DOT, Amtrak, and other transportation 
"agencies, should take active measures to promote high 
peed rail... 


aaa. oy 
_ Airports 


These efforts should not be limited to high speed rail but 
| should also encourage and market the use of other regional 
_ airports to the benefit of Logan and surrounding 
- communities. 


Peak Period 
_ Pricing 


the implementation of peak period pricing should be a 
iece of the regional transportation strategy. The DEIS 


lessen delays substantially in the high growth future 
scenarios... Additional analysis is critical to determine 
whether the imposition of peak period pricing now would 
elp send the necessary market signals to ensure that 
irlines' plans result in the most efficient use of 

ogan Airport...Such an evaluation should include an 
appropriate sensitivity analysis to help determine the 

_ operations/hour level where peak period pricing becomes 
effective. 


| Pacer : a ar a cl Gs a at 


According to the DEIS, Massport appears willing to consider 
_ Pricing 


peak period pricing only when Logan actually experiences 
over scheduling. For this measure, Massport is prepared to 
| wait and see if peak period pricing is necessary. On the 

_ other hand, the DEIS details Massport's argument that it 

| needs a new runway now, despite the exponential growth in 
| passenger traffic through Green and Manchester. Following 
"such logic, EPA questions why Massport doesn't wait on its 
_ decision to construct a new runway until it is clear whether 

_ the region really needs an expanded Logan, thereby giving 
_ the regional airports a chance to capture more traffic, 
"consistent with the impressive gains made at Manchester 

_ and Green. 


| Alternatives = Other Non- Additional delay reduction benefits may be obtained from 
/ _ Construction —__ managing/prioritizing takeoffs so the large planes with more 
_ Alternatives —__ passengers are given preference over smaller planes during | 


_ peak periods of delay. 


_ growth over the past several years. Massport estimates that | 
_ In 1999 regional airports diverted 2.4 million passengers from | 


gn p 9g 
_ reduce delays, the air traffic control system of the 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


| Massport is constantly striving to make Logan Airport a a more 

| efficient airport with less impact on surrounding communities. 
_ These efforts include improving mass transit access to Logan — 
Airport. The Airside Project makes Logan Airport more 
_ efficient and will not affect vehicle traffic, transit systems or 

| major roadway intersections. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ discusses all the environmental impacts from the 

_ Airside Project. The ESPR/GEIR and its Annual Updates 

_ discuss Massport’s efforts to lessen Logan Airport's total 

_ environmental footprint, especially impacts from ground 

_ access. However, Massport has developed an action plan as 

_ described in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
_ designed to address overscheduling conditions at Logan 


Airport. 


Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides 


| discussion of the entire region’s air transportation system and | 
| includes a discussion of alternative modes, specifically, 
_ high-speed rail and the extent of Massport’s active 

involvement in this area. Refer to response to Comments 6.6 


and 6.7. 


_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 

_ discussion of the specific role played by the regional 

_ alternatives, and steps Massport has taken to foster 

_ increased use of these alternatives. Refer to response to 


Comments 6.6 and 6.7. 


Massport has developed an action plan as described in 


_ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to 
learly demonstrates that peak period pricing would serve to 


address overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to 


_ responses to Comment 6.10 and 6.11. 


Additional analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


The regional airports at Manchester and 
T.F. Green/Providence have experienced exceptional traffic 


_ Logan Airport. In the future, continued development at the 
_ regional airports should relieve some of the traffic growth 
_ pressures at Logan Airport, resulting in a reduced rate of 
| traffic growth. Nevertheless, regional alternatives do not 
| address Logan Airport's inability to efficiently accommodate 
"current levels of demand during northwest wind conditions. 


Comment 6.17. 


akeoffs based on aircraft size might — 


United States, which the FAA operates, is based on a 


first-come, first-serve policy under most circumstances. Any 
_ change in this policy would require a major federal decision 
_ and would involve significant implications within the entire air 


raffic control system. 
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6. 25 Analysis Planning the proposed project offers only short: term relief (five | The airside analysis demonstrates that the delay reduction 
| Assumptions/ Period years) for delay problems it is intended to resolve. Massport _ benefits of proposed Runway 14/32 and the other 
| Methodologies — _ should extend the planning horizon for the analysis _ recommended airside improvements increase in the future, 
i i "(currently only at ten years) as part of supplemental efforts from 43,000 annual hours of delay reduction under the 29 M 
_ to investigate longer term solutions. The solutions should _ Low Fleet scenario up to 78,000 hours under the 37.5 M 
actively integrate Logan operations with regional | passenger Low Fleet scenario. Delay and environmental 
_ transportation planning (airside and landside integration). _ impacts of the Airside Project were evaluated under a broad 


| range of future operating conditions at Logan Airport. Current 

| traffic trends at Logan Airport and the regional airports 

_ indicate that Logan Airport may not reach 29 million 
_ passengers, presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR as : 
| a “1999” projection, until 2003. Continued air service : 
| expansion at the regional airports and the introduction of i 
_ high-speed rail to New York in December 2000 is expected to 
_ further slow Logan Airport's passenger traffic growth. With / 
_ these developments, Logan Airport is expected to reach 

| 37.5 million passengers in 2015 rather than 2010, and the 

_ 45 million passenger forecasts will not be achieved until 

_ 2024. Thus, the planning forecasts that underlie the delays 
"and environmental analyses cover a planning period of 

_ atleast 20 years. Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ addresses the integration of the Airside Project and regional 
transportation. 


The DEIS's conclusion that the Preferred Alternative will 
have the least negative air quality impacts is a result of 
certain questionable assumptions. The air quality analysis 
assumes that the airport-related motor vehicle emissions 


_ Refer to first paragraph in response to Comment 6.16. 


The air quality analysis was based on facts, findings, and 

_ assumptions that best characterize operational conditions at 
, ; Batt tae | Logan Airport under future alternative growth and development 
and the number of flight operations will be identical for all _ scenarios. The basis for these scenarios and corresponding 


the alternatives. Unfortunately, these assumptions : sie : : 
underlying the air quality analysis ignore the possibility that rl ll Prbeeiiet in occion 24 ofits Suppreroental 


certain alternatives may result in more passengers or more 
flight operations. Without an analysis of whether an 

_ additional runway will affect future growth of flight 

_ operations, the validity of the air quality conclusions...are 

| questionable. The DEIS should have analyzed whether 

| increased airside efficiency affects the number of flight 

_ operations in the future. If the answer is yes, the air quality 
- analysis should be structured in a way to discern the true 
cts of each alternative. 


eflects the current NAAQS for criteria Table 5.4-2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has been 
pollutants. However, the table contains the incorrect 24-hour _ corrected to indicate that the 24 hour standard for 

_ NAAQS for fine particulate matter. Rather than 50 ug/m, the __ fine particulate matter is 65 micrograms per cubic meter. 
standard is 65 ug/m. 


In Section 5.3.1.2 (page 5-41 and 42), the Draft EIS/R During the time that the analysis was conducted for the 
reflects ambient levels of criteria air pollutants measured at Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

the three closest Massachusetts DEP monitoring stations.  _ DEIS/FEIR no definitive standard was in affect because of 
These levels are reflected in Table 5.3-2. The Draft EIS/R _ court challenges. 

compares these ambient levels with the one-hour _ The one-hour standard was applied in the Airside Project 


ground-level ozone standard of 0.12 parts per million (ppm). F : rae 
| in duly 1997, EPA revised its ozone standard to an _ Draft EIS/EIR analysis. The available monitoring data for 


ee _. | ozone eight-hour averages are now included in Section 5.4 of 
_ eight-hour standard of 0.08 ppm. The DEIS should use this tng ape ion DEIS/FEIR. The eight-hour data are 
more stringent standard as the point of comparison. F 


Air Quality 
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6.29 | Environmental _ Demographic ...the DEIS does not satisfy either the intent or the specific 
| _ Justice directives of the federal government's environmental justice 


| Data 
policy as expressed in the Executive Order, the DOT Order, 
and the CEQ Guidance. Despite CEQs statement that its 
guidance should be applied with flexibility, the DEIS uses 
extremely narrow definitions of low-income and minority 
populations. Use of such narrow definitions allows the FAA 
to conclude that there are no environmental justice issues 
because so few people fall within the narrowly defined 
_ categories. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ Low income and minority populations were defined in in 

| accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the United 
_ States DOT Final Order, the Council on Environmental 

_ Quality’s guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the 
| analysis of low-income populations was expanded to include 
_ households at 150 percent of poverty level. The data 

_ presented are based on the most recently available census 
_ data (1990) using Geographic Information System (GIS) 

- technology to analyze impacts at the most detailed level 

_ possible. Refer to Sections 6.8.3 and 6.8.5 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the analytical 

| methodology and results, respectively. 


0g aphic data for the 
_ communities surrounding Logan Airport nor does it identify 


_ Environmental 
| Justice 


Demographic 
_ Data 


_ impacted community is only identified by noise contours 
i presented on a very small-scale map. There is no map 


Environmental 
_ dustice 


Demographic 
Data 


6.31 


igh req y the OT Final Order, the DEIS does 
not define the populations served or affected by race, color, 
national origin, and income level. Table 8.7-1 is the only 
table presented in the environmental justice analysis. That 
_ table does not clearly indicate where the noise-exposed 
_ population is located, nor does it provide any detail in 
| describing the demographics of that population. It is 
_ impossible for any individual citizen to tell from the table 
_ whether he or she is in the noise-exposed population. In 
| addition, none of the information is mapped so that the 
_ public can see the distribution of health and environmental 
| impacts across population groups. 


‘ 


Environmental 


| <a aes 
_ dustice : 


| potential adverse impacts. Because the environmental 

__ justice analysis in the report is brief and provides little basis 
_ for its conclusion that noise is the only adverse impact, 

_ especially in the context of cumulative impacts, it is 

| impossible to review the rationale or data used in reaching 

_ that conclusion. Ironically, that is just the circumstance that 
_ federal environmental justice policy is intended to remedy. 


| Environmental _ Impacts 
_ Justice / 


he CEQ Guidance directs agencies to consider the 

tential for multiple or cumulative exposure to health and 

nvironmental hazards even if the effects of the cumulative 

Xposure are not within the control of the agency action. 

he DEIS offers no information regarding the health of the 

communities surrounding Logan. EPA understands that, for 

: purposes of determining eligibility of homes for 

/ | soundproofing, FAA may only rely on noise, generated by 

| aircraft operations. However, in preparing the environmental 
| justice portion of the DEIS, the cumulative noise impacts 

_ from all sources in affected neighborhoods is a critical 

_ consideration. 


_ noise contours for the No Action and Preferred Alternatives is 
_ presented for each of the communities within the study area 
_ in Tables 6.8-6 through 6.8-10 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR. Figures 6.8.1 and 6.8.2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR provide information on the distribution of median 
_ household income and minority populations within the study 
_ area. 


Refer to new graphics in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


.-DEIS presents little data and analysis on a broad range of 


_ disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income 

_ and minority populations from direct project impacts. The 
"analysis showed some increase in population within the 

| 65 dB contours primarily in the City of Chelsea if the 

_ Preferred Alternative is implemented. Environmental and 

_ health issues within the City of Chelsea were considered in 

_ an effort to assess other cumulative or multiple adverse 

_ exposures. Refer to Section 6.8.6 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for additional information. Available public health 
_ Studies for Boston, Winthrop and Revere were also reviewed 
| and are presented in Section 6.8.7 of the Supplemental 


‘efer to new graphics in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
_ the impacted community with any geographic precision. The 


The estimated population within the 65 dB and 60 dB DNL 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains an ‘expanded analysis i 


_ of Environmental Justice considerations. Noise was identified 
| as the only off-airport impact from the Preferred Alternative 
_ with the potential for environmental justice impacts. The 

_ environmental justice analysis found no disproportionately 

_ high and adverse impacts to low-income and minority i 
_ populations from direct project impacts. However, because 
_ the area added to the 65 dB DNL contour is primarily within 
the City of Chelsea, other environmental and health issues 

| were also considered in an effort to assess other cumulative 

_ or multiple adverse exposures. Refer to Section 6.8.6 of the 


r additional information. 


lustice analysis found no 


DEIS/FEIR. 
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Code ; 


Topic 1 
6.34 


hE Sec ace 


Comment 
| Impacts 


__...there is no discussion of the public health issues often 
raised by minority and low-income communities, such as 

__ asthma, respiratory distress, or attention deficit disorder. 

_ Most remarkably, there is no discussion of hearing loss, an 
_ obvious health concern to any population exposed to 
"excessive noise. Without any discussion of baseline health 
" conditions, itis impossible to evaluate the incremental 

_ impacts or risk associated with the proposed agency action. 


Justice 


__...there is no discussion of interrelated social, cultural, 
_ occupational, historical, and economic factors that may 

_ increase the environmental effects of the proposed action. 
_ For example, the DEIS appears to assume that 

_ soundproofing completely addresses noise impacts ina 

_ neighborhood. There is no mention that over-flights impair 
_ residents" use of their porches or yards. Double-pane 
_ windows cannot protect the conversations on the street and 
_ front stoop that bind a community together. 


_ Justice 


FAA instead often focuses on its compliance with process 
requirements...several community groups and members of 
Logan's Citizens Advisory Council complained to EPA that 
Massport and FAA failed to respond to specific requests 
made from October 1997 to late 1998 to engage ina 
concrete discussion with the community about plans for air 
side improvements at Logan, and that when the 
consultation did resume, it was just before release of the 
DEIS. 


| Participation 


i 
i 


Process 


_ Environmental and health studies relating to the 

_ City of Chelsea were reviewed to assess the potential for 

_ other cumulative or multiple adverse exposures, since the 
_ increase in population within the 65 dB DNL contour 

_ associated with the Preferred Alternative is primarily within 
_ this community. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
_ to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in : 
_ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 

_ Status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 

' comparable public health reports were not available from the 

_ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 

_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 
_ airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 


concern. 


_ While it is true that sound insulation does not alleviate noise 
_ exposure outside, it is an effective technique thathas been 
_ implemented effectively, not only at Logan Airport, but also at 
_ numerous other airports throughout the United States. 


here was an extensive public participation and review 
process during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public 
comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 


_ the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public : 
scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 
| subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To i 
"assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with / 
_ awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport 
_ Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), 

_ which consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 

_ representatives from 24 communities surrounding 

_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 

_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 


professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 
Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 

16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 
just the CAC, and several meetings with the 

CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 

29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
Logan Airport’s neighboring communities, and Massport held 
45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 
comment period on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held 

two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

| input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 

| Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

| least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 

| letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 

_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project’s technical consulting team and other independent 

_ industry experts. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment ‘ Response 


6.37 Alternatives. Runway 14/32 | Itremains unclear how Massport andthe FAA will be able to The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
| comprehensively "guarantee" unidirectional use (over the DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (ie., all 
_ harbor only) of Runway 14/32. "aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 
| Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 
_ the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 
: | approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
: i _ allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 
/ / | with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
: i such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
_ to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 


: _ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
: i physical limitations that reinforce the 

unidirectional requirements of that improvement concept. The 
: _ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 
_ within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the 

_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades applicable 

_ FAA approach surface requirements, thereby precluding 

_ arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor 

__ limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of 

_ available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 

_ maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit : 
_ Operational impacts over residential areas. To reinforce these 
_ important environmental benefits, Massport has designated 
the intended unidirectional limitation on Runway 14/32 as a 

i ' mitigation measure. We anticipate that any state and federal 

_ approvals will also strictly reinforce the unidirectional 
_ limitations intended for Runway 14/32. Refer to Section 8.5 of 
/ _ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of enforcement 
of the unidirectional limitation. 


i 


..based on the recent public debate concerning PRAS 


i The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR demonstrates that there have 


: | goals, it is not evident that these goals reflect current _ been no significant demographic changes to warrant an i 

: i | | community interests...the focus on PRAS goals as a benefit update of the PRAS goals. Massport does not have control of 

: | of the proposed runway inappropriately shifts the focus _ ai travel demand, and continued economic prosperity will 
_ away from consideration of alternatives to reduce use of _inevitably produce more demand for air travel. The 


Logan (or air travel for that matter) as a means to eliminate Preferred Alternative mitigation program includes several new 
lelay. Asserting that the FAA will be able to distribute noise — elements, including sound insulation, an expanded PRAS 
mpacts more flexibly across impacted communities does monitoring and reporting system, and implementation of an 
: thing to address the question of whether those noise _ expanded PPP monitoring system. Construction of 
impacts are necessary or adequately mitigated. _ Runway 14/32 would allow a more balanced geographic 
_ distribution of aircraft operations over populated areas, will 
_ increase the number of over-water operations, and will 
_ reduce noise exposure for close-in communities. 
_ Furthermore, the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also 
| demonstrates the more equitable balance of noise impacts 
_ among communities surrounding Logan Airport that can be 
_ achieved with the Preferred Alternative as opposed to the 
_ imbalance that occurs today and would occur in the future if 
no action is taken. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Dede, -lonle Tope? comme Pescereagent 
6.39 Analysis Base Year _ The use of 1993 as the base year is not appropriate. While 
| Assumptions/ | _ itmay be true that the 1993 noise impacts were a"worst 
_ case" due to the large number of Stage 2 aircraft, we do not 


| Methodologies 


_ comparison of the altematives with a particularly high noise 
"year may serve to minimize what might otherwise be 
: : | significant, changes from the current 1999 level of noise 
| experienced by nearby community residents. Since the EIS 
| references the fact that newer information exists (see page 


| year. 


_ believe that it represents the current situation. Moreover, the 


_ 5-32," 1997 Annual Update for 1997 contours’), itis unclear 
_ why at the very least 1997 was not used as the base/current 


..the EIS indicates that the noise model used 1990 Census 
_ Tiger Files to predict the populations levels in the noise 
_ contours for the 1993 noise contours. We recommend that 
_ the document provide appropriate justification that 1990 
| population data is appropriate for use in 1993 without the 
' use of any adjustment. It is also not clear what census data 
| was used for modeling 1999 and 2010 years. 


i Analy 
| Assumptions/ 
_ Methodologies 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR used 1990 federal census data at the “block” level 
_ forall analysis years, which represents the most recent, 
| detailed level of population data available. Estimates of 

| 1995 population for the municipalities adjacent to 

_ Logan Airport, developed by the Massachusetts Institute for 
_ Social Research, indicate that the population is relatively : 
_ Stable. The 1995 population estimates are not available ata 
_ block group level. Refer to Section 6.8.3 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion. 


; Analy: s 
_ Assumptions/ 
| Methodologies — 


e use of 1999 as the runway operational year is not 
_ appropriate since the new runway will not be operational 
_ this year. Therefore, we recommend that FAA provide 
_ additional new runway operational year modeling. 


as Se Oop eet oS 
upplemented. Specifically: While the "satellite view" 
contour maps are useful, there is a need for contour maps 


re better, but even those are not of the scale that we 


maps will need to be of the fold out variety in order to show 
he appropriate scale; Detailed land use maps in color with 
joise contour overlays should also be provided. The actual 
land use as it relates to local zoning should be discussed in 
he appropriate sections of the document. These maps 


| requested...To enhance the discussion related to reduction 
| of the 70 and 75 dBA contour areas and the slight increase 


provided (with possible use of color) that clearly highlight 
were these changes occur. 


_ Airport Layout Plan, the document should contain a copy of 
_ both the existing and proposed Airport Layout Plan... 


Detailed operation and fleet mix tables need to be provided 
_ for all modeled years. These tables should show: aircraft 

| type, average daily operations, arrivals day, arrivals night, 

_ departure day and departure night. These data should 

_ match the input data used in the INM. The new tables 

| should be sub-classed by commercial, commuter/air taxi, 
military and general aviation operations. 


Massport and the FAA examined a wide range of future : 
_ forecast levels in the Airside Project analysis. Logan Airport’s 
_ fate of growth has slowed partially because of the emerging 
"role of the alternative airports in serving the region's air travel 
_ demand. Logan Airport is not expected to reach the traffic 
_ level associated with the 29 million passenger scenario until 
| 2003, about the time the runway will be operational. Thus, the 
' runway operational analyses for the 29 million passenger 
enario are valid. 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


hat have far greater detail. The contour maps in appendix L 


xpect to see in FAA NEPA documents. It is likely that these | 


should be of the same scale as the as the new contour map 


_ the 65 dBA contour, we recommend supplemental maps be 


Figures 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR show 
the existing and proposed airside features. The cover of the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR also presents the existing and 
_ proposed layout. Modifications to the Airport Layout Plan are 
| effective upon FAA approval. 


Detailed data on each of the fleet mixes that were under 
consideration may be found in Volume 3, Appendices E and 
H of the DEIS/EIR. Additional tables in Appendix E of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provide data on operations and 

_ runway usage used in the analyses of the High Regional Jet 
_ Fleet. 
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Code Topic! — 


Comment Response _ 
645 Noise 


_ Although the 60 dBA contours in the technical appendices _ Refer to Section 6.2.3 and Tables 6.2-6 through 6.2-10 of the 
_ do provide additional information, this information shouldbe Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
_ provided in the main volume of the EIS. We recommend 
_ that FAA show and discuss any areas within the 60 dBA 
" contour that would experience a 3 dBA increase in 

_ accordance with the 1992 FICON guidance. 


Impacts While the noise analysis does provide some Lmax data, we SEL and Lmax are both indicators of noise from a single event 
_ fecommend that this information be supplemented with and are directly correlated with each other, SELs being 
: _ detailed grid point SEL data for selected representative approximately 10 dB higher in value for a given aircraft 


_ sites. 


overflight. This is because the SEL is integrated over time while 
_ Lmaxis an instantaneous sound level. Because of this 
| relationship, tabulating SELs provides no additional information 
_ with which to compare alternatives. For example, in 

| Table 6.2-18 in the Draft EIS/EIR, the first line of data reported 
| for Site 1 on Andrews Street in South Boston shows no 

| difference between Alternatives 1 and 1A, regardless which 

_ fleet is considered. SELs would also show no difference. At 

_ Site 3, where the Lmax decreases between Alternatives 1 and 

_ 1A, a comparable table of SELs would show a decrease of 

_ almost identical magnitude. As the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR indicates, “these Lmax [or SEL] values are not as 
_ useful for assessing the relative noise among various locations 
_ and fleets as are the cumulative metrics such as DNL because 
_ they represent extreme values...and they do not consider how 
Often the noise events occur.” 


| 6.47 Construction Mitigation _ Massport should commit to mitigative measures to control Massport will require contractors to retrofit their heavy 
_ emissions from the heavy-duty engine construction _ construction equipment with advanced pollution control 
_ equipment involved in any airport improvements. In its _ devices in accordance with DEP’s Clean Air Construction 
_ construction contracts, Massport should require contractors __ Initiative. Contractor owned equipment, such as 
to participate in this program of retrofitting construction _ front-end loaders, backhoes, cranes and excavators, will be 
_ equipment. _ retrofitted with oxidation catalysts to filter and break down 


_ hydrocarbons, particulate matter and carbon dioxide from 
_ diesel emissions. Refer to Section 6.9 and Chapter 8 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of air 

_ quality mitigation measures during the construction period. 


a ee en 
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_.. Federal Regions 1&1 


_ Liaison Outreach & Services Program AL 


HISPANIC-AMERICAN ‘U~LS. Department of 


CHAMBER OFCOMMERCE eto ona es ae : ___. Transportation 
ot einer rriaan ae : : Oflce of Small and 

oston, Massachusetts no he a isadvantaged 
Tel: 617.261.HACC/4222 LETTER 7 Business Utilization 


Fax: 617.261.6333 Washington. D.C. 
(888) 775.LOSP/5677 
103342.1733@compuServe.com 


" Friday, April 16, 1999 
Serving 
Connecticut 
Delaware 


Maine : Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
New Hampehive Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
New Jersey — Attention MEPA Office 

Pee tenia 100 Cambridge Street 

Puerto Rico — Boston MA 02205 

Ghode Island 

Virgin telanda Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


individuals, and institutions active in the Spanish and Portuguese speaking markets in the 7 1 


Our organization conducts outreach and information activities on behalf of nearly 
10,000 small and disadvantaged businesses in New England which stand to benefit from the 
above initiatives as potential contractors to transportation agencies. 


In addition, we are advocates for the Hispanic community which comprises much 
of the population around Logan Airport and which stands to benefit directly in terms of jobs 
and economical transportation from modemization of the airport. 


price Yy~ 


Bruce Young Candelaria 
Executive Director/ 
LOSP Director, Regions | & Il 
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Letter 7 

US Department of Transportation, 
Liaison Outreach & Services Program 
Bruce Young Candelaria 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Response 


Regional | The Hispai erce, an 
| Ai _ organization of businesses, individuals, and institutions importance of Logan Airport to the regional economy. 
_ active in the Spanish and Portuguese speaking markets in 
_ the Northeast United States and abroad, supports the : 

_ Logan Modernization Project and a greater emphasis on 

_ regional alternatives for upgrading our transportation 

| infrastructure, including high speed rail and upgrading of 

_ the Worcester airport. The Hispanic community comprises 

_ much of the population around Logan Airport and which 
_ stands to benefit directly in terms of jobs and economical 


7A 
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~~ vva vesLuslers at MPASTB4 
Date: 4/22/99 1:53 PM 
Priority: Normal 
TO: Danielle Rinsler, Flavio Leo 
Subject: EOrA 1Cz.8 Logan Airside Improvements 


LETTER 8 


Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
At tention: MEPA 

Ar. Arthur Pugsley 

EOEA 10458 

100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Executive Director of the Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission, as did 
our Chairman, Sherman w. "Whip" Saltmarsh, Jr. [ also a cosigned the 


First, in your review of the EIS/EIR, I respectfully recommend that you 


Second Major Airport Study, the Strategic Assessment Report, the New 
England Regional Air Service Study, Logan's GEIR. In Many ways, this 


or methodologies were wrong or inaccurate and Some even argue that MEPA 


Sincerely, 


Stephen R. Muench, Executive Director 
Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission 
Ten Park Plaza, Room 6620 

Boston, MA 02116 


8.1 


8.2 
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Letter 8 
MA Aeronautics Commission, 
Steve Muench, Executive Director 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


- Regional _ Regional __... in your review of the EIS/EIR, | respectfully recommend 
| Transportation — Airports _ that you do so with an eye toward all of the previous 
i _ planning and environmental analyses that precede this 
_ EIS/EIR including, but not limited to, the Second Major 
' Airport Study, the Strategic Assessment Report, the New 
: England Regional Air Service Study, Logan’s GEIR. In 
_ many ways, this EIS/EIR represents the next logical 
| process in that long chain of credible planning and 
environmental analyses. 


» Environmental = FAA/NEPA _ [hope that [EOEA and FAA] will review the data before them 
: Review | MEPA _ in light of existing and applicable federal and state laws, 
_ Process : regulations and policies. ... some would argue that certain 
: _ procedures or methodologies were wrong or inaccurate and 

_ some even argue that MEPA and the FAA should adopt new 
| procedures or methodologies. ... | believe that Massport : 
_ employed appropriate procedures and methodologies andthe 
integrity of the process has been maintained. : 
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. Acung Commissione: 


April 22, 1999 


Executive Office of RE: Boston/Winthrop 
Environmental Affairs Logan Airside Improvements 
20th Floor DEIR/EOEA #10458 


100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 


Attn: MEPA Unit 
Dear Secretary Durand: 


The Department of Environmental Protection Northeast Regional 
Office has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Report 
(DEIS/R) submitted by the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) 
for the identification and review of operational and environmental 
implications, of alternatives for reducing current and projected 
levels of aircraft delay at Boston-Logan International Airport (EOEA 
#10458). 


Air Quality: 
Summary 


The air quality analysis presented in the DEIS/R includes both 
an emissions inventory and dispersion modeling. The emissions 
inventory analysis compares the emissions burden of the alternatives 
and concludes that Alternative 1 will generate the least amount of 
carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC), oxides of 
nitrogen (NOx) and particulate matter (PMjo). The dispersion 
modeling results conclude that the highest predicted levels of CO, 
nitrogen dioxide (NO,) and PM are below state and federal 
standards. 


The DEIS/R makes the statement that “Air quality will improve due to 


improved airfield efficiency and shorter delay periods attributable to each 
of the capital improvements.” The project is being proposed by Masspert to 
reduce aircraft delays and the associated costs of such delays during 
certain wind and weather conditions. Massport argues that the project is 
not designed to provide additional capacity for increésed operations at 


Logan Airport. While DEP agrees that the project, ans runway 14/32 in 
particular, will not be the primary factor that will crew additional air 
traffic to Logan, air travel and passenger demand is protected te increase 


dramatically. The air pollution impacts of this additional air traffic are 
substantial and merit the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures 
including, but not limited to, the strategies described selow. 


Massport’s past and future commitments to mitigation measures through 
the environmental review process should be binding and a funding plan should 
be prepared to ensure their implementation. DEP recommends that Massport 
prepare and include this plan in the Final EIS/R. 


Logan Airport Air Pollution Emissions Trends 


Over the past several years, DEP has commented on the GEIR for Logan 
Airport that emissions trends for Logan Airport after 1999 are a large 
concern. In summary, long-term emissions projections indicate that NOx and 
CO emissions will increase in 1999 and in 2010 for total airport emissions. 
Voc emissions decreased from 1990-1997 due to a change in aircraft fleet mix 
and controls on motor vehicles, but have increased since 1997. The 
increases in emissions are directly attributable to increases in aircraft 
operations due to increased passenger demand. The majority of emissions are 
generated by aircraft operations and ground service equipment as illustrated 
by the following tables: 


Total Airport Emissions (kg/day) 


2010 | 
3207 
8343 


Airport and aircraft emissions represent the largest uncontrolled 
source of air pollution nationwide and in Massachusetts. In fact, aircraft 
emissions are the only mobile source of air pollution in the Massachusetts 
State Implementation Plan (SIP) emissions inventory that have not been 
controlled or slated for near- or long-term emissions reductions. 


DEP is particularly concerned about the projected increase in NOx 
emissions. For comparison purposes, airport NOx emissions are equivalent 


9.1 


9.3 


to emissions from major stationary sources including power plants. For the 
1999 summer ozone season (153 days from May 1°* through September 3@), total 
emissicns from Logan Birport rank as the sixth largest source sf Nox 
emissions when compared to the 37 sources regulated under 310 CMR 7.27, the 
NOx Allowance Program. In 2010, after implementation of further Nox 
reductions pursuant to EPA’s NOx SIP Cail, Logan Airport will most bikes 
rank as one of the highest sources of NOx when compared to these same 
sources. 


Aircraft Emissions Reduction Measures and Strategies 


.DEP’s past comments on the GEIR have recommended measures anc 
strategies to reduce emissions from Logan Airport. The recommendations 
include both specific measures as well as policies that could be initiated 
to ensure that future emissions from Logan Airport do not exceed existing 
1999 levels. For example, DEP has commented that emissions at Logan Airport 
should be capped at 1999 levels. The basis for this recommendation is that 
Massachusetts is a serious nonattainment area for ozone and is required 
under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 to meet health-based clean air 
standards by 1999 and to maintain these standards thereafter. In addition, 
EPA adopted a more stringent 8-hour ozone standard in 1997 after a lengthy 
scientific review process. EPA determined that a more stringent standard 
was. needed to protect public health. It is likely that additional emissions 
reductions beyond those already planned for will be needed for Massachusetts 
to meet the 8-hour standard for ozone. 


DEP is encouraged by Massport’s willingness to explore opportunities 
to mitigate expected emissions due to increased activity at Logan. In 
response to the Secretary’s Certificate on the 1997 Annual Update, DEP met 
with Massport on March 30, 1999. As a result of this meeting Massport has 
agreed to assist DEP by providing data to assess the potential emissions 
reductions from implementing emissions-based landing fees. In addition, 
Massport indicated that they are conducting @ survey and inventory cf ground 
service equipment (GSE). DEP believes this inventory will provide important 
data to target and plan for the conversion of GSE to less-polluting 
alternatives. DEP recommends the following strategies and measures as air 
pollution mitigation for Logan Airport. 


Airport Emissions Caps 


McGuire Air Force Base in New Jersey has established an emissions 
budget under the federal General Conformity Rule, 40 CFR Parts 6, 51, and 
53 as part of a proposal for base realignment.+ This emissions budget 
creates a level of emissions for 1996 and 1999 that this airport may not 
exceed for these years or in the future without creating emissions offsets 
or requesting a SIP revision. The budget includes thirty source categories 
of emissions on the base. Another example of a cap approach is John Wayne 
Airport in Orange County California where the number of gate operations is 
limited to a certain number. 


? An emissions budget is defined as the portion of a State 
Implementation Plan’s projected emissions inventory that describe 
the levels of emissions (mobile, stationary, area, etc.) that 
provide for meeting reasonable further progress milestones, 
attainment, and/or maintenance for any criteria pollutant or its 
precursors. 


As mentioned above, DEP suggests that emissions for Logan Airport be 


capped at 1999 Jevels and believes that McGuire Air Force Base and John 95 


Wayne Airport provide exampies that this strategy is workable. 


Economic Incentives for Cleaner Aircraft Engines’ 

European airports have adopted policies where aircraft landing fees 
are established based on the emission characteristics of the aircraft. ar 
example of a results-oriented emissions charge program is in Sweden where 
an aircraft emission charge for NOx and hydrocarbons (HC) was adopted in 
1989. Two years later, HC emissions had declined by 62%, in part due to a 
decision by the domestic airline industry to modify the F28 fleet. Zurich 
Airport adopted an emissions charge in September of 1997 derived by 
decreasing landing fees by 5% and then redistributing the charge based on 
the emissions characteristics of the aircraft. The goal of the variable 
emissions charge is to provide an economic incentive for the airline 
industry to phase in cleaner engines and to deploy cleaner aircraft to areas 
with air quality problems. The Canton of Zurich established the aircraft 
emission charge program with the principle that all emission sources will 
have to contribute their share of emission reductions to meet air quality 
goals. Similar to U.S. airports, European airports are experiencing growth 
in travel demand and the relative contribution of airports to air pollution 
will continue to increase without further control strategies or programs. 


To date, no airport in the United States has established an aircraft 
emissions charge, and this specific type of charge is not referenced in 
federal statute, case law or regulation. There is no direct legal precedent 
establishing the right of states and political subdivisions that own or 
Operate airports to impose aircraft emission charges on commercial airlines. 
However, nothing in federal statute, case law or regulation prohibits the 
establishment of an aircraft emission charge. In fact, aircraft emission 
charges are a fairer approach to allocating the cost of mitigating air 
pollution generated by commercial aircraft than the weight-based landing fee 
system currently in place at most airports. 


DEP’s understanding is that airport operators assess éircra‘* landing 
fees to recover the costs of operating the airport; these fees may inciude 
the cost of environmental compliance. To the extent that Massport and the 
airlines are subject to an emissions cap and are responsible to mitigate eir 
pollution from their activities, the adoption of an emissions-basec landing 
fee system is warranted within the bounds ‘of recovering the cost of 
environmental compliance and as a means to encourage cleaner aircraft 
engines. 


Airside Operational Improvements 


The DEIS/R proposes taxiway improvements including the Centerfield 
Taxiway, reconfiguring the Southwest Corner Taxiway System, extending 
Taxiway Delta and realigning Taxiway November. These improvements will 
reduce aircraft taxi time and associated emissions. DEP recommends that 
other measures be implemented at Logan to further reduce emissions from 
taxiing such as more widespread use of single engine taxiing. Terminal gate 
electrification is another measure with potential to reduce emissions 
significantly. DEP recognizes that these types of policies may be 
voluntary, but recommends that Massport provide further incentives or 
disincentives to increase participation by the airlines. These strategies 
not only reduce emissions, but also provide cost savings to the airline 
industry through fuel savings. Delta Airlines, for example, has reported 
savings of $5.9 million/year at Atlanta Airport alone. 


Ground Service Equipment 


9.6 


9.7 


Massport has made progress converting ground service equipment (GSE) 
and ground service vehicles to clean alternative fuels including compressed 
natural gas (CNG) and electric. DEP is encouraged by a program developed 
under the “Clean Air Partners” where tenants can purchase and be reimbursed 
for electric GSE equipment. However, despite this progress, the emissicns 
inventory of emissions for all pollutants is projected to increase 
significantly in this category. 


As mentioned above, Massport is in the process of inventoryine 
GSE equipment at Logan. DEP believes this inventory is a critical 
first step for Massport to adopt a plan for vehicle and equipment 
conversions with specific emissions reduction targets. In addition 
to a plan for emissions reductions, Massport should actively promote 


these types of strategies and institute leasing agreements with the 


airlines and service providers to convert GSE. 


Ground Access 


Massport reported a decrease in HOV ridership levels from 1996-1997 
in the 1997 GEIR Annual Update. This decrease was a result of another 
decline in the number of MBTA Blue Line transit riders accessing the 
airport; the number of transit riders has been declining since 1994. DEP 
is hopeful that the Blue Line Modernization project as well as the Airport 
Intermodal Transit Connector (AITC) will reverse this decline in transit 
ridership to the airport 


Massport has adopted an airport passenger high occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) modeshare goal of 35.2% when annual airport passengers 
reach 37.5 million. DEP has commented previously that the targeted 
HOV modeshare goal of 35.2% should be higher, but Massport is 
reluctant to set a higher goal citing that HOV ridership increases 
may be harder to attain in the future. Nevertheless, DEP believes 
a higher ‘modeshare is essential to accommodate the projected 
increase jin’ air passengers without increasing air pollution from 
ground aceess vehicles. DEP recommends that MEPA require Masspvort 
to adopt a higher HOV modeshare goal and a specific action pian te 
reverse the trend of declining transit ridership. DEP believes ineseé 
actions should precede the proposed Logan Airside Improvements 
Project. 


One particular strategy that has been adopted by other airports is the 
consolidation of courtesy vehicles that serve rental car companies. 
Currently these courtesy vehicles circle Logan and pick up only their own 
customers. However, when there are no customers waiting, the vehicles 
create needless vehicle miles traveled (VMT), congestion and air pollution 
emissions. DEP recommends that Massport explore this strategy. 


Construction Period Impacts 


As MEPA is aware, last year the Central Artery Project, in’ cooperation 
with EPA-Region I, EOEA, Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management 
(NESCAUM) and DEP, with assistance from the Manufacturers of Emission 
Control Association (MECA), launched the Clean Air ConStruction Initiative. 
This program is the first in the nation to retrofit existing heavy 
construction equipment used at major public works/infrastructure projects 
with pollution control devices targeted at reducing diesel emissions and, 
consequently, reducing the localized.adverse health impacts and nuisance 
conditions they may create. To date, ten (10) pieces of Central Artery 
construction equipment have been retrofitted and another sixty (60) pieces 


9.8 


9.9 


are scheduled to be retrofitted by mid-1999. 


In addition to implementation of diesel retrofit activities for the 
CA/T Project, DEP is actively discussing similar mitigation 


actions for one or more projects being proposed by MBIA and MWRA and is 
planning to initiate discussicns relative to a number of other large 
construction prejects within the Boston Area. 


Sine! 


DEP believes that the implementation of additional ciesel emission 


controls on on-site heavy construction equipment cer Sionnri cane vy 
mitigate localized, adverse air quality impacts. DEP recommencs that 
MEPA include in its EIR scope the requirement that sich actions be 
assessed by Massport for impiementation as part of 4i: Construction 


activities related to construction at Logan Airport. 


Parking Controls 


Logan Airport and a portion of East Boston are subject to a parking 
freeze on airport-related parking. These parking freezes are included 
in the SIP as a measure to reduce ground-level ozone and carbon 
monoxide. Since the amendment of the Logan Freeze and adoption of the 
East Boston Freeze in 1989, Massport has made progress in relocating 
employee parking off of the airport and in encouraging less-polluting 
modes of access to the airport. However, DEP is aware of a 
proliferation of airport-related parking uses outside of the freeze 
boundaries most notably in Chelsea and in South Boston. DEP recommends 
that Massport complete a comprehensive inventory of all airport-related 
parking serving Logan and, if necessary, propose a management plan that 
is consistent with the goals of the parking freezes. 


Study of Regional Transportation Alternatives 


The DEIS/R reiterates Massport’s estimate in the GEIR update that 
up to 7.3 million passengers can be diverted from Logan Airport to 
surrounding regional airports, rail and video teleconferencing. In 
comments on the 1994/1995 GEIR Update, DEP cited the need for an 
assessment and a comparison of the environmental impacts of regional 
aviation alternatives. The context of these comments is that DEP is in 
the positidn of reviewing many proposed airport protects without 


adequate ’ information to assess their environmental impacts 
comparatively. DEP believes these comments are still relevant 
particularly in the context of the proposed prcject. AS sucn, DEP 


recommends a more detailed study to look at the environmentél impaécts of 
the potential passenger diversion from Logan to allow for a compérison. 
Study components should include, at a minimum, impacts on air quality, 
vehicle miles traveled and wetlands. 


Excavate and Building Demolition Materials: 


Section 6.6 of the DEIS/R describes Masspert's proposed procedures 
for management of the approximately 900,000 c.y. of excavate and 
building demolition materiais (240,000 c.y. of this total relates to the 
need for removal and off-site management of a portion of the CA/T soils 
currently located on Governors Island that would interfere with the 
proposed runway 14/32). 


e Page 6-99 describes the “approach" Massport is taking with regard 
to management of these materials which is, .""...no excavation 
materials from Logan, no matter what the characterization results, 
will be disposed at sensitive areas, such as residential, 
recreational or wetland areas." DEP completely concurs with this 
approach and applauds Massport for taking such a protective 
position. : 


9.10 


9.11 


9.12 


9.13 


e Page 6-116 describes the anticipated project construction 
sequencing and indicates that the overwhelming majority of 
excavate production is anticipated to occur in the first two years 


of the project (2000 and 2001). Page 6-111 includes the following 


statements, 


"The majority of the excavated material has potential for Deins 
recycled as landfill daily cover and/or as landfill contouring 
closure material. Based on existing physical and chemical 
Characteristics, the materials are compatible for recycle as daily 
cover and/or contouring closure materials and meet the MA DEP 
requirements for such applications. 


"Discussions with commercial landfill owners/operations have 
indicated that there is capacity at in-state and out-of-state 
landfills for the materials. Therefore, recycling as landfill 
daily cover and/or closure materials is considered to be the most 
viable soil management alternative." 


DEP concurs with Massport's intention to beneficially reuse the 
excavate at landfills as either daily cover or pre-cap grading/shaping 
material ("contour closure material"). Based upon the status of unlined 
landfill closures and commercial landfill capacity (and therefore the 
"need" for mildly contaminated excavate), when Massport will require 
capacity for its excavate there may not be adequate demand for all the 
Logan material in the timeframe required by project sequencing. In this 
regard, DEP recommends that Massport assess backup options to minimize 
the potential for delays and/or cost increases. 


e Relative to removal of the 240,000 c.y. of CA/T excavate currently 
located at Governors Island, staff from DEP has been working with 
representatives from Massport and Massachusetts Transportation 
Authority (MTA) to devise a confirmatory soil sampling program to 
allow for expedited and cost-effective off-site management of 
these ‘soils. 

e In various sections of the report (including 5-71, 5-75, 6-$7 
etc.) erroneous statements are made relative to the epplicabil:ty 
of c.21E and the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) as i 
relates to the CA/T materials on Airport property. The following 
are relevant discussions and corrections for Massport to include 
into their Final document. 


(1) Page 5-71 includes the following statement, 


"All clearance material was removed by the MHD and disposed of 
off-site in 1996. In relation to the MCP, the corresponding terms 
for “clearance” and “non-clesrance" are "remediation" and “non- 
remediation" waste, respectively." 


The first sentence is correct, but the second with regard to 
defining Clearance and Non-Clearance is not. The terms Clearance and 
Non-Clearance relate strictly to determining whether or not the soils to 
be excavated for the CA/T Project exceed specific contaminant thresholds 
(a copy of the thresholds are appended to this comment letter) as it 
relates to off-site disposal options and worker protection. The 
definitions for these categories of CA/T soils is specified in the May 
7, +#$1997, Amended MOU between MHD and DEP for Management of CA/T 
excavate, and are indicated below. 


9.14 


9.15 


"Clearance Criteria mean the concentration criteria for soils and 
groundwater requiring clearance analysis, a3 defined in the 
Clearance Procedures and as set forth in attached Exhibit B to 
this MoU." ame 


"Non-Clearance Areas mean those portions of a Program Area outside 
of Clearance Areas identified by a Field Characterization Report, 
a Clearance Report, and/or a CA/T IRAC." 


Much of the Non-Clearance soils are in-fact “remediation wastes" 
as defined under c.21E and the MCP. 


(2) Page 5-75 includes the following statement, 


"The Governors Island materials consist of silty sand with pockets 
of cohesive soils. In general, the stabilized harbor sediments 
contain lower contaminant levels than the excavated soils. The 
Response Action Outcome statement prepared by Massport concludes 
that a condition of No Significant Risk exists at Governors 


Island." 


The characterization of harbor sediments as "less contaminated" 
than the excavated soils is incorrect. Most of the 90,000 c.y. of 
sediments placed into a double-lined landfill on Governors Island are 
significantly more contaminated than the CA/T soils placed at adjacent 
areas of Governors Island. The placement of the CA/T dredged sediments 
and excavated soils was specifically approved by DEP under the authority 
of c.21E/MCP in November 22, 1994 correspondence based on submission by 
MHD and approval by DEP of a Human Health and Ecological Risk 
Assessment. 


(3) Page 6-97 includes the following statement, 


"As described in Section 5.6, materials stored at Governors Island 
as part of the Central Artery/Tunnel Project (CA/T Project) were 
initially classified by the Massachusetts Highway Department (MHD) 
using criteria defined in a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
between the MA DEP and MHD. While these criteria were initially 
used to characterize the materials, the MOU criteria have since 
been superseded by standards establisned in the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (MCP) (310 CMR 40.0000)." 


The discussion relative to the MOU excavate criteria being 
superseded by the MCP is incorrect. The MOU's authority is derived 
directly from c.21E, see excerpts below taken from the MOU. 


"In accordance with the provisions of c.21E §3(c), authorizing 
DEP to integrate the implementation and enforcement of c.21E with 
other programs established for the protection of public health, 
safety, welfare, and the environment, MHD and DEP enter into and 
agree that this MOU sets forth the procedures to be followed by 
DEP and MHD to comply with c.21E and the MCP with respect to all 
response actions undertaken and conducted in connection with the 
design and construction of the Central Artery/Tunnel Project. 


"It is the intent and understanding of DEP and MHD that all words 
and phrases’ used in this MOU which are defined in the 
Massachusetts Oil and Hazardous Material Release Prevention and 
Response Act, (hereinafter "M.G.L. c.21E" or “c. 21E") and/or in 
the Massachusetts Contingency Plan, 310 CMR 40.0000 et. seq., 


(hereinafter "MCP" or “the Mcp"), shall have that definition 
ascribed to them unless otherwise expressly defined herein." 


DEP has previously made a formal determination that the permanent 
placement of the CA/T dredged sediments and excavate at Governors Island 
does not result in a condition of Significant Risk as defined in the 


MCP. 


The DEP Northeast Regional Office appreciates the opportunity to 
comment on this proposed project. Specific questions regarding the air 
quality issues should be addressed to Christine Kirby at (617) 292-5631. 
Specific questions regarding _solid waste/contaminated soils issues 
should be addressed to Steve Lipman at (617) 292-5698. General 
questions regarding these comments should be directed to David 


Shakespeare at (978) 661-7797. 


Sincerely, 


John Felix, 
Deputy Regional Director, 
MEPA Review Coordinator 


cc: David Murphy, DEP/Commissioner's Office, Boston 
Steve Lipman, DEP/Commissioner's Office, Boston 
Christine Kirby, BWP/AQ Boston 


Letter 9 

MA Department of Environmental Protection 
Northeast Regional Office 

John Felix, Deputy Regional Director, 

MEPA Review Coordinator 


- Mitigation _ Initiatives : 
particular, will not be the primary factor that will draw 
| additional air traffic to Logan, air travel and passenger 
' demand is projected to increase dramatically. The air 
© pollution impacts of this additional air traffic are 
' substantial and merit the Peet of all feasible 
mitigation | measures. 


92 Mitigation Initiatives. 
: : : ' measures through the environmental review process 
: should be binding and a funding plan should be prepared 


_ to ensure their implementation. DEP recommends that 


_ Massport prepare and include this plan in the Final EIS/R. 


__...long-term emissions projections indicate that NOx and 
- CO emissions will increase in 1999 and in 2010 for total 
_ airport emissions. VOC emissions decreased from 

_ 1990-1997 due to a change in aircraft fleet mix and 

_ controls on motor vehicles, but have increased since 

_ 1997. The increases in emissions are directly attributable 
_ to increases in aircraft operations due to increased 

_ passenger demand. Airport and aircraft emissions 

| represent the largest uncontrolled source of air pollution 
_ nationwide and in Massachusetts. DEP is particularly 

- concerned about the projected increase in NOx 

_ emissions. In 2010, after implementation of further NOx 


re | ae : oo 


_ will most likely rank as one of the highest sources of NOx 
when compared | to th ; 


: DEP i is encouraged by ngness (0 explore 
_ opportunities to mitigate expected emissions due to 
_ increased activity at Logan. 


-Migation : | +...DEP suggests that emissions for Logan Airport be 
: _ capped at 1999 levels and believes that McGuire Air 


_ Force Base and John Wayne Airport provide examples 


95 Air Quality 


Massport's past and future commitments to mitigation - 


_ reductions pursuant to EPA's NOx SIP Call, Logan Airport 


_ Response 


~ Refer to the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) for 

_ the status of Massport’s mitigation programs and to Chapter 8 _ 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of proposed 
_ Airside Project mitigation measures. 


' Massport’s mitigation measures are reinforced through : 
» compliance with M.G.L. Chapter 30A, Section 61 and through 
_ specific state and federal certificates approving projects that 
_ have mitigation. The status of the Section 61 Finding 

_ commitments are tracked and reported in the Logan Airport 
_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). See also the Proposed Section 
_ 61 Findings in Section 8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. : 
_ Massport follows a five-year capital budget planning process to 
_ provide context for financing specific projects. As these 
projects, which include established mitigation measures, 

| proceed to the implementation stage, appropriate financing 
plans are finalized, which can include proceeds from bond 

_ issues, available internal funds, and grant funds. These plans 


e developed through | the Massport Board | approval process. 


~The EOEA May 7, 1999 Certificate onthe Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR requested that Massport undertake a feasibility 

_ study of implementing measures to reduce NOx emissions at 

_ Logan Airport. This study is currently underway and will be 

_ presented to MEPA by the end of March 2001. Appendix A 

_ (Ozone Modeling Support Document for the New England 

_ Domain) of DEP's Attainment Submittal of April 1998, indicated 
_ that on-road mobile sources are a greater concer for NO; and 
_ area sources a greater concem for VOCs than Logan Airport. 


~ Massport is actively involved in many air quality initiatives and 
_ explored other options to reduce emissions from activities at 

_ Logan Airport in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously 
GEIR). 


Refer to response to Comment 9, 3, 


_ that this strategy is workable. 


Letter 9: MA Department of Environmental Protection, Northeast Regional Office 
John Felix, Deputy Regional Director, MEPA Review Coordinator 


Topic 1 _Topic 2 Comment 


_ Emission- 
_ Based Landing 
_ Fees 


' an emissions cap and are responsible to mitigate air 
pollution from their activities, the adoption of an 

_ emissions-based landing fee system is warranted within 

| the bounds of recovering the cost of environmental 

' compliance and as a means to encourage cleaner aircraft 


_ Air Quality 


Taxiway 


_ These improvements will reduce aircraft taxi time and 

_ associated emissions. DEP recommends that other 

_ measures be implemented at Logan to further reduce 

_ emissions from taxiing such as more widespread use of 


-AirQualty = Altemative 


Fuels 


_ Massport has made progress converting ground service 
_ equipment (GSE) and ground service vehicles to clean 

_ alternative fuels...Massport is in the process of 

_ inventorying GSE equipment at Logan. DEP believes this 


_ for vehicle and equipment conversions with specific 

_ emissions reduction targets. ..Massport should actively 
_ promote these types of strategies and institute leasing 
_ agreements with the airlines and service providers to 

_ convert GSE. 


ere 
_ Transportation _ higher HOV modeshare goal and a specific action plan to 


| reverse the trend of declining transit ridership. One 


_ is the consolidation of courtesy vehicles that serve rental 
' car companies. DEP recommends that Massport explore 
: this strategy. 


DEP believes that the implementation of additional diesel 
_ emission controls on on-site heavy construction 

' equipment can significantly mitigate localized, adverse air 
' quality impacts. DEP recommends that MEPA include in 
its EIR scope the requirement that such actions be 

_ assessed by Massport for implementation as part of all 

_ construction activities related to construction at 

: Logan Airport. 


ONT | Parking Freeze | 
: : _ comprehensive inventory of all airport-related parking 
_ serving Logan and, if necessary, propose a management 
_ plan that is consistent with the goals of the parking 
| freezes. 


- Air Quality 


_ The DEIS/R reiterates Massport's estimate in the GEIR 

_ update that up to 7.3 million passengers can be diverted 
_ from Logan Airport to surrounding regional airports, rail 

_ and video teleconferencing...DEP recommends a more 

_ detailed study to look at the environmental impacts of the 
_ potential passenger diversion from Logan to allow for a 

- comparison. Study components should include, at a 

_ minimum, impacts on air quality, vehicle miles traveled 


_ Regional _ Diversion 


9.12 
_ Transportation 


-Tothe extent that Massport and the airlines 5 are subject t to z _ Refer to response ‘to Comment 9. 3, 


_ of altemative fuels [electric and compressed natural gas]. 

_ Massport will use the results of the ground service equipment 
_ Survey to assess the feasibility of establishing alternative fuel 
_ inventory is a critical first step for Massport to adopt a plan 


DEP recommends that MEPA require Massport to adopt a 


a oan tele one = ie ea 


Response 


efer to response to Comment 94. 


jassport has taken enterprising steps to encourage tenant use 


argets for tenant vehicles and ground service equipment. 


he Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) reports on 


_ Massport's progress on meeting its air passenger goal of 
_ 35.2 percent by the time air passenger volumes reach 
_ particular strategy that has been adopted by other airports 


37.5 million annual passengers. Consideration will be given to 


_ ways to enhance transit ridership and use of the 

_ Logan Express bus service. In addition, Massport is 

- considering consolidation of car rental facilities, which will : 
- facilitate the consolidation of the courtesy vehicles serving the _ 


rental car companies. 


Massport will require contractors to retrofit their heavy 
construction equipment with advanced pollution control 
devices in accordance with DEP’s Clean Air Construction 
Initiative. Contractor owned equipment, such as 

front-end loaders, backhoes, cranes and excavators, will be 
retrofitted with oxidation catalysts to filter and break down 


_ hydrocarbons, particulate matter and carbon dioxide from 


diesel emissions. Refer to Section 6.9 and Chapter 8 of the 


_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of air 
: quality mitigation measures | during the construction period. 


- The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) provides an an. 
_ inventory of parking at Logan Airport, clearly identifying 

_ Massport’s adherence to the parking freeze. This information 
_ is provided to DEP on a quarterly basis and is reported in the 
_ ESPR or subsequent Annual Updates. These documents also 
_ discuss parking demand and management at Logan Airport. 


_ In accordance with the MEPA Certificate on the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ contains a summary of the environmental impacts of growth 
at the regional airports, based on existing available 

_ environmental documents and studies. Refer to Appendix B 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ and wetlands. 


Letter 9: MA Department of Environmental Protection, Northeast Regional Office 
John Felix, Deputy Regional Director, MEPA Review Coordinator 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
9.13 Soil/Sediment — Reuse/ _ Page 6-99 describes the "approach" Massport is taking 
: _ Disposal | with regard to management of these materials which is, 
- Option _ "no excavation materials from Logan, no matter what 
: the characterization results, will be disposed at sensitive 
_ areas, such as residential, recreational or wetland areas." 
| DEP completely concurs with this approach and applauds 
: Massport for taking such a protective position. : 
9.14 = Soil/Sediment — Reuse/ _ DEP concurs with Massport's intention to beneficially 
: _ Disposal _ reuse the excavate at landfills as either daily cover or 
| pre-cap grading/shaping material...when Massport will 


| Option 
_ require capacity for its excavate there may not be 

| adequate demand for all the Logan material in the 

_ timeframe required by project sequencing. In this regard, 

_ DEP recommends that Massport assess backup options 

_ to minimize the potential for delays and/or cost increases. 


In various sections of the report (including 5-71, 5-75, 

_ 6-97, etc.) erroneous statements are made relative to the 
_ applicability of c.21E and the Massachusetts Contingency 
_ Plan (MCP) as it relates to the CA/T materials on Airport 


_ property. 


oo 
_ Disposal 
_ Option 


Soil/Sediment 


_ The sections referenced in the comment have been clatified. 


_ The soil classifications used in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR — 
_ were a combination of terms from the original MOU between 
_ the DEP and MassHighway for the temporary storage of soil at 
_ Governors Island and the current Massachusetts Contingency 
» Plan (MCP). The older MOU terminology was included for 

_ background. To avoid further confusion, the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR addresses these soils using only the : 
_ MCP terminology. : 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ Comment noted. 


_ landfill capacity. Alternative sites will be examined during 

_ design. The volume of soil excavated has been reducedasa 
_ result of the on-going removal of stockpiled CA/T soil material 
_ from Govemors Island, and the findings of a subsurface 
_ investigation program that much of the existing soil material 
_ on the airport is suitable for construction and therefore does 
_ not have to be removed. 


_ Massport recently completed a soil boring and chemical 

_ analytical program along the centerlines of Runway 14/32 and 
_ the Centerfield Taxiway. The preliminary soil chemical data 

_ indicate that the large majority of soil to be excavated is not 

_ regulated soil in that it did not exceed the S-2 Reportable 

_ Concentration. Therefore, this excavate may be recycled at 
in-state or out-of-state lined landfills or used at industrial sites 
- for fill. In accordance with Massport’s Soil Management Plan, 
_ the excavate will not be used for fill or any other use at 

_ environmentally sensitive sites such as near wetlands, 

_ playgrounds, water supplies, etc. 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Divisionof ; 
Fisheries & Wildlife 


Wayne F. MacCallum, Director 


LETTER 10 


21 April 1999 NHESP File: 96-384 _ 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 

Boston. Massachusetts 02207 


Project Name: Logan Airside Improvements 
Proponent: Massport, Federal Aviation Administration 
Location: Boston 


» Document Reviewed: DEIR/EIS 
EOEA File Number: 10458 


Attention: MEPA Unit/Arthur Pugsley 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


The proposed Logan Airside Improvements Project will impact nesting and feeding habitat of the State 10.1 
‘endangered’ Upland Sandpiper (Bortramia longicauda) and will result in the ‘taking’ of a state- 


CA Route 135, Westborough, MA 01581 Tel: (508) 792-7270 x 200 Fax: (508) 792-7275 
An Agency of the Department of Fisheries, Wildlife & Environmental Law Enforcement 
http://www.state.ma.us/dfwele 


x Vv a 
PS Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program 


We appreciate the Opportunity to comment on this project. 


Sincerely, 


Hanni Dinkeloo 
Endangered Species Counsel 


ce. John Silva, FAA 
Betty Desrosiers, Massport 
Stewart Dalzell, Cortell Assoc. 
Seth Kaplan, Conservation Law Foundation 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 10 

MA Division of Fisheries & Wildlife, National 
Heritage & Endangered Species Program 

- Hanni Dinkeloo, Endangered Species Counsel 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ Rare Species = The proposed Logan Airside Improvements project will _ Massport has developed a comprehensive on-site and off-si 
| impact nesting and feeding habitat of the state _ Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close 
_ ‘endangered’ Upland Sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda) _ coordination with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 
and will result in the ‘taking’ of a state protected rare _ Endangered Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such 
_ species pursuant to the Massachusetts Endangered - habitat at Logan Airport from construction of the 
| Species Act (M.G.L. c. 131A) and its implementing _ Centerfield Taxiway. The plan strives to enhance protection 


_ regulations (321 CMR 10.00). NHESP has been meeting _of remaining Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport 
_ with Massport and their consultants to work out the details _ without increasing the aviation safety hazards typically 


_ of a Conservation Permit that would allow a ‘taking’ in _ associated with birds or hazards to the birds. Additionally, itis 
_ return for both on-site and off-site mitigation. The details _ expected that an area of former Upland Sandpiper habitat at 
_ of the proposed restoration work have not been _ Camp Edwards on Cape Cod will be restored to grassland 

_ completed but Massport should finalize these details with habitat by removing woody and shrub vegetation to 

_ NHESP before the final EIR is submitted to MEPA. _ encourage enhancement of the Upland Sandpiper regional 


_ population. This restoration effort provides a unique 
_ opportunity to expand grasslands in the Commonwealth far 
_ exceeding the +40 acres to be lost at Logan Airport. In the 
_ event that such a program at Camp Edwards is not available, 
_ an appropriate alternative program acceptable to the NHESP 
_ will be developed and implemented. Additional details of the 
_ Upland Sandpiper mitigation plan are presented in 
ection 6.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. : 


Letter 10: MA Division of Fisheries & Wildlife, Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program 
Hanni Dinkeloo, Endangered Species Counsel 
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OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
MASSACHUSETTS SENATE 
STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133-1007 


LETTER 11 


THOMAS F, BIRMINGHAM 
PRESIDENT 


April 22, 1999 


Secretary Robert Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental A ffairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
Cambridge Street 20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


Since the inception of the debate over the proposed new runway at Logan 
International Airport, I have sought to assess the issue on the merits and with an emphasis 
on fact-based, verifiable analysis. Although a purely parochial view would have dictated 
my fierce and immediate Opposition to the proposal, that was not my approach. I chose 
to put research above demagoguery because ultimately that is in all of our best interests. 


This proposal has statewide and regional implications. It needs to be reviewed in 


that broad context with regard to cur environment, our economy and the quality of life 


experienced by the residents of Massachusetts. I have listened to Proponents and 
Opponents and have heard the variety of arguments, analyses and projections. — 


With the comment period in the MEPA process drawing to an end, I fee] 
compelled to share my serious reservations about the proposed new runway. The 17 
questions I have included below Suggest that significant issues about the efficacy and 
desirability of the proposed runway remain unanswered. 


Tam requesting that Massport withdraw its application before the Secretary and 
that a “Blue Ribbon Commission” be formed to examine the issues posed not only with 11.1 
regard to Logan, but also conceming the adequacy of this entire region’s air 
transporation system. 


interested parties—only if the review is reasoned, thorough and balanced. I am not 
inclined to disparage any individuals currently working at or for Massport but as an 
institution it suffers from a serious lack of credibility. There is too much prologue of 
malleable commitments and revisionist history for a decision of this import to rely solely 


on Massport’s assessments and recommendations. A number of the questions I have 
raised concer the appearance of selectivity and bias in the information Massport has 
proffered to further its goal. 


It is my hope that Massport will voluntarily agree to this approach. It is in its best 


interest for any developments to grow out of a substantiated, defensible and 
comprehensive review. If Massport, however, is not willing to turn to an unbiased, top- 


and information. If that is not possible, I will oppose Tunway construction until a “Blue 
Ribbon Commission” has sufficient time to conduct a study and make its report. 


There ought not to be a rush to judgment when the infrastructure, air quality and 


livability of the Commonwealth is at stake. We need time and advice to move forward 
with greater knowledge and confidence than anyone can possess at this point. 


1 


Massport has indicated that alleviating delays is the primary reason for the runway. 


If delays are such a problem, then why isn’t there detailed analysis of the historical 
delay data in the Draft Environmental Impact Study/ Report (EIS/R)? 


Delays declined between 1993 and 1997 (with the exception of 1996). Massport 
has provided insufficient analysis of this trend. Can anything be leamed from this 
experience? 


Tunway-is posited as the best solution. Why does Massport conclude that a runway 
is the foremost option at this point, when other alleviating measures are not fully 
explored? 


Massport contends that the Proposed new runway will reduce delays. Yet there is 
an acknowledgement that in the future delays will increase above current levels. 
There is some indication delays will return to current levels within 5 years. If this 
is accurate, how can the runway be portrayed as a long-term soluticn to alleviate 
delays? Why isn’t there a comprehensive plan to meaningfully alleviate delays 
long-term? 


Massport numbers seem to show that in 2010 peak pricing alone is more effective 
to reduce delay. Is that accurate? If so, why isn’t Massport Proposing that 


. approach now? 


Massport raises concems about the economic impact of peak pricing on 
Specialized markets such as Cape Cod. Why can’t special exemptions be put in 
place for these types of specialized markets? Altematively, why can't at least 
some of the air traffic related to these specialized markets use other airports, such 
as Hanscom or Worcester? 


11.2 


11.3 


11.4 


11.5 


11.6 


11.7 
11.8 


10. 


1]. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


Would the new runway and midfield taxiway provide long-term reduction of 11 
airport congestion or will the same problems reoccur if flight volume is increased? 9 


Has Massport utilized all of the non-Logan options to reduce airport congestion, 
including increased use of regional airports, Hanscom Field, congestion Pricing 11.1 0 
and other alternatives? : 


Massport Suggests there will be a reduction in noise in parts of East Boston, 
Revere, South Boston, Dorchester and Milton. How can this be reconciled with - 11.1 2 
Massport’s Proposal to construct a center field taxiway for 4-22 runways? - 


What mitigation measures would be provided to the impacted communities ; 
(beyond soundproofing of homes)? 11.13 


take-off and landing Capacity? Where does Logan rank nationally in terms of the 11.1 5 


much of the problem is due to aircraft waiting to get access to gates and physical 11.16 


Massport's plan for addressing one of its more problematic terminals, Terminal A? 


- What are Massport’s Plans to handle the increased need for public transportation to 11.17 


the airport, once Capacity is increased? 


16. Massport is now touting plans to increase usage of Worcester Airport. Why did 
Massport wait until public pressure arose for regional airports to file the bill that 11.18 
gives them control of this airport? Are there other options that could be pursued ° 


but due to lack of interest remain unexplored? 


17. There are concems about the levels of increased toxic emissions from aircraft. 
What sort of assurance can be provided that the state’s implementation plan to . 
comply with the Federal Clean Air Act will not be jeopardized by increased air 11:19 
traffic? Even if the state is in technical compliance, there ought to be an estimate 
as to what level of increase could result from the growth in air traffic at Logan 
before the runway proceeds, 


T respectfully request you to consider this overwhelming number of unanswered 
questions in deciding the sufficiency of Massport’s environmental impact report for this 
project. . 


Ultimately, I believe it would be fundamentally irresponsible for a project of this 
magnitude to move forward while major issues remain unresolved. For this reason, I 
hope Massport will withdraw its application until a truly independent commission can 
comprehensively review the issue. Also, I intend to support a legislative moratorium if 
Massport proceeds with this project nonetheless. 


Thank you for considering these comments. 
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Letter 11 


MA State Senator Thomas F. Birmingham 


nvironmenta 
| Review 
_ Process 


Need 


| fap . Ree oe Baay” : 


Comment 


am requesting that Massport withdraw its application 

_ before the Secretary and that a "Blue Ribbon 

| Commission" be formed to examine the issues posed not 
"only with regard to Logan, but also concerning the 
adequacy of this entire region's air transportation system. 


_ Massport has indicated that alleviating delays is the 

_ primary reason for the runway. If delays are such a 

_ problem, then why isn't there detailed analysis of the 

_ historical delay data in the Draft Environmental Impact 
_ Study/ Report (EIS/R)? 


_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. Atthe 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed : 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March 2000 and then met at least 

_ monthly with a final meeting in December 2000. Twelve 

| meetings were held. To provide the appropriate background, 

_ the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

_ Supplemental Draft EIS; the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR; 

_ fesponses to key letters written by members of the public, 

_ concerned agencies and public officials responding to the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR; and a series of 15 visual and 

_ written presentations from the Project's technical consulting 

_ team and other independent industry experts. 


Response 


in January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 


' Over the last ten years, various agencies and transportation 

_ planning organizations have conducted a number of studies 

_ that address regional transportation issues. These studies : 
_ have concluded that The Airside Project at Logan Airport, the 
_ expansion of the regional airports, and the implementation of 

_ high-speed rail are necessary for meeting the short-term and 

_ long-term inter-city travel needs of the New England region. 

_ These regional recommendations are in various stages of 

_ implementation. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of regional 

_ transportation alternatives to Logan Airport and steps 

_ Massport has taken to foster increased use of these 
alternatives. 


_ Massport has a history of engaging in cooperative regional 
_ transportation planning and continues its efforts to promote 
_ an efficient and balanced regional transportation system. : 
_ Massport’s most recent endeavors include its co-sponsorship _ 


of the Regional Transportation Summit of New England 


_ Governors in November 1999, attendance at a second 

_ summit in December 2000, and its assumption of operating 
_ responsibility for the Worcester Regional Airport in 

_ January 2000. Refer to Section 2.9 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Massport's initiatives in 

: support regional transportation tematives. 


- Chapters 1 and 4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provide le 
"analysis of delays at Logan Airport. Delays primarily occur 

_ when wind or weather conditions require the use of 

_ configurations with fewer than three active runways or when 

_ poor weather requires increased separation distances 

_ between aircraft. Proposed Runway 14/32 would be designed 
_ to reduce delays at Logan Airport from adverse winds 
_ Section 1.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 

_ description of the delay factors at Logan Airport, and a 

_ discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and 

_ historical data, along with comparisons of Logan Airport with 

_ other United States airports. 
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Comment Response ; 
Delays declined between 1993 and 1997 (with the Logan Airport flight delays, as measured by the FAA, did 
: exception of 1996). Massport has provided insufficient ' decline between 1993 and 1997. Nevertheless, the same 
_ analysis of this trend. Can anything be learned from this data show that Logan Airport was consistently ranked as one 
| experience? _ of the nation’s most delayed airports throughout this period. 


_ In 1998, delayed flights at Logan Airport, as reported by the 
_ FAA increased by more than 30 percent and continued to 

_ increase in 2000. In 2000, Logan Airport was second most 

_ delayed in the United States for arrivals. This represents the 
_ worst rank in Logan Airport's history. Refer to Chapter 1 of 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Logan 

_ Airport delays caused elsewhere in the system. 


_ There are three reasons for the decline in delays between 

_ 1993 and 1997. First, in 1997, the number of hourly 

_ scheduled flights was less than Logan Airport’s normal 

» operating capacity of 120 flights per hour, unlike 1993, when 

_ airlines scheduled flights well beyond Logan Airport’s hourly 

_ capacity. Second, Logan Airport’s hourly demand profile is 

_ flatter than it was in 1993. Airlines are spreading scheduled 

__ flights throughout the day taking advantage of Logan Airport’s 

_ off-peak hours (@.g., 10 AM to 1 PM). Finally, airlines are : 

_ carrying more passengers per flight. In fact, with roughly the 

_ same number of flights as in 1993, Logan Airport 

» accommodated over 3 million more passengers. One reason 

_ for this is that the regional carrier network serving New 

_ England is more efficient. In 1993, there were three regional 
carrier systems serving 2.1 million regional passengers at : 

_ Logan Airport. Since 1994, Logan Airport has been served by | 

_ two regional airline systems (Business Express, now i 

_ American Eagle, and US Airways Express). These carriers 

_ handled 2.2 million Logan Airport passengers in 1998. 


_ Key lessons learned from this are: 1) while PPP might work in 

» conditions of overscheduling, such as the 1993 environment, 

_ because there is no sustained period of flight overscheduling 

_ at Logan Airport today, PPP would not provide meaningful 

_ delay reduction in the current operating environment; and 2) 

_ while delays declined from 1993 to 1997, Logan Airport 

_ continued to be one of the most delayed airports in the 

- country because, even though carriers were more efficient at 
scheduling flights, delays caused by wind and weather 

‘ontinued to occur. : 
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Code = Topic 1 Comment ee See 8 hee ae 
4 Purpose and Delay management is at the crux of Massport's argument 
_ for the runway. Yet the EIS/R delay management review 


_ Need 
_ fails to explore the issue fully. Instead the runway is 


_ that a runway is the foremost option at this point, when 
_ other alleviating measures are not fully explored? 


_ The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
_ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan 
_ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan ; 
| posited as the best solution. Why does Massport conclude : 
i » (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 
_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 : 
_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

' numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

__ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 
_ Studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 
_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995.Basedon 
_ the Feasibility Study, some concepts were rejected andthe 
' Most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives _ 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
_ alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 
_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 
_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside Project analysis 

_ indicate that alternatives that include unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32 provide the most benefit in terms of delay 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 


duction ai 


goals. 
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Code Topic 1 


Comment Response 
15 Delay 


i “Massport contends that the proposed f new runway will " If'no actions are taken to alleviate the delay problem, future 

| reduce delays. Yet there is an acknowledgement that in delays will increase substantially. For example, under the 

| the future delays will increase above current levels. There | 37.5M Low Fleet scenario, runway-related delays will nearly 

_ is some indication delays will return to current levels _ double (95 percent), or by 114,000 annual hours, over 1998 

_ within 5 years. If this is accurate, how can the runway be _ delay levels. By implementing the Preferred Alternative, 

_ portrayed as a long-term solution to alleviate delays? Why delays will increase in the future as aircraft operations 

_ isn't there a comprehensive plan to meaningfully alleviate increase, because delays from inclement weather (IFR 

| delays long-term? conditions), such as snowstorms or fog, cannot be avoided. 

: _ The Preferred Alternative, however, significantly reduces 
"delays that occur during clear weather conditions (VFR 

_ conditions). Ifno actions are taken, VFR delays will increase 
_ by 75 percent, or 38,000 hours, over 1998 levels. With the 

_ Preferred Alternative, VFR delays actually decline by 

18 percent, or 9,000 hours. This represents a reduction in 

_ VFR delays of more than 50 percent compared to the No 

: Action Alternative for the 37.5 M Low Fleet scenario. 


11.6 Alternatives | Peak Period = Massport numbers seem to show that in 2010 peak ‘The Airside analysis indicates that PPP is an effective c option 
: _ Pricing pricing alone is more effective to reduce delay. Is that _ when airline's schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 
H | accurate? If so, why isn't Massport proposing that _ capacity of the airport. PPP is not recommended for 
_ approach now? _ implementation at this time because airline overscheduling is 


_ not a major contributor to current delays at Logan Airport. : 
_ However, as a mitigation measure, Massport has proposed to 
_ implement a Peak Period Monitoring System to determine if 
airline overscheduling is emerging based on future growth in 

- aircraft operations. Massport believes that initiation of this 

_ Monitoring program will provide the necessary signals to 

_ encourage carriers to make efficient use of available facilities 
_ at Logan Airport. Should the monitoring program indicate that 
_ overscheduling conditions are likely to develop, Massport has 
| developed an action plan as described in Section 4.5 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to address 

: _ overscheduling conditions at ‘Logan Airport. 


Alternatives Peak Period Massport raises concerns about the economic impact of Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an. 
- Pricing _ peak pricing on specialized markets such as Cape Cod. —_ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
: : Why can't special exemptions be put in place for these _ services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 


_ types of specialized markets? _ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
_ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 

_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
__air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
_ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 

_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 

_ well as other small communities in New England. 
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Comment 


| _...why can't at least some of the air traffic related to these 
specialized markets use other airports, such as Hanscom 
_ or Worcester? 


Topic 2 


- Regional 
_ Transportation Airports 


~ Regional carriers that provide service between the Cape Cod 
_ and Island markets and Logan Airport are not likely to shift 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


these services to other regional airports because doing so 


_ would reduce the number of passengers and the economic 


viability of such services. Regional carriers serving Logan 

_ Airport carry a mix of local and connecting passengers.AS 
_ the largest city in New England, the Boston metropolitan area 
| represents the largest concentration of demand for outlying 
_ fegional carrier markets. Also, up to 50 percent of the 

_ passengers on regional carrier flights connect to other flights 
_ at Logan Airport. Shifting regional carrier flights to other 
airports, such as Manchester Airport or 
__T.F. Green/Providence Airport would likely reduce the amount 
_ of on-board passenger traffic since a significant numberof 
_ passengers are either traveling to Boston or connecting to 
__ flights that are not available from the outlying airports. For 
_ example, service to Manchester would not be a viable 

- alternative for a Provincetown passenger traveling to a : 
_ location in downtown Boston. Likewise, service to Providence 
_ would not be attractive to a Provincetown passenger trying to 


tematives Runway 14/32, | Would the new runway and midfield taxiway provide 


| reach Denver, since there are no nonstop Denver services at 
_ T.F. Green/Providence Airport. 


Proposed Runway 14/32 and all other proposed projects would 


_ reduce current and future delays and enhance safety. The 

_ sooner that these improvements are implemented, the more i 
_ long-term delay benefits will be realized. Major factors in airline 
_ competition are frequency of service and number of markets 


_ served. PPP was included in the airside improvement 

_ alternatives to address delays caused by airline 

_ over-scheduling. Airline over-scheduling is only a problem 

_ when flight demand during the peak hours exceeds the 

' airfield’s average VFR capacity. Because of competitive 

_ factors, airlines have reduced peak period flights since 1993. 
_ Asa result, airline over-scheduling is not currently a problem 
_ at Logan Airport and Massport is not recommending the 

_ implementation of PPP at this time. 


_ Flight volume at Logan Airport is a function of the demand for 
"air travel. Growth in air travel demand is principally driven by 

_ local and national economic conditions, competition and 

_ pricing within the airline industry, and the distribution of airline 


- Taxiway » long-term reduction of airport congestion or will the same 
_ Improvements _ problems reoccur if flight volume is increased? 
What prevents flight volume from increasing? 
11.10 | Altematives Other. ~—=SS «Has Massport utilized al of the non-Logan options to 


_ Non-Constructi 
on Alternatives 


reduce airport congestion, including increased use of 
_ regional airports, Hanscom Field, congestion pricing and 
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sings & Rea: 


_ Refer to response to Commen 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ services and passenger traffic between Logan Airport and the 
_ Surrounding regional air 


1.8 and to Chapter?2 of the 


other alternatives? 
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Code ly aa 1 


_ Topic 2 


| Runway U Use 


Improvements 


Comment 


: Massport data seem to suggest there could be a 2 tripling of 
_ airplane travel over East Boston, Chelsea, South End, 

: and parts of South Boston, Roxbury and Jamaica Plain. Is 
| this accurate? What is the justification for further 

_ impacting these neighborhoods? 


What mitigation measures would be provided tothe 


_ impacted communities (beyond soundproofing of homes)? 


ssport suggests there will be a reduction in noise in 

_ parts of East Boston, Revere, South Boston, Dorchester 
_ and Milton. How can this be reconciled with Massport's 

_ proposal to construct a center field taxiway for 4-22 

_ runways? 


_Response 


~ Also refer to Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora | 


_ discussion of runway use and to Sections 6.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of noise impacts. 
| In 1998, 77 percent of Logan Airport's jet tratfic affected 

_ communities to the north and south of the airport— 

_ East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, 

_ Dorchester, Quincy, Milton, and Braintree. Without 

| Runway 14/32, as much as 88 percent of 

_ Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overfly these 

_ communities when Logan Airport reaches 

_ 37.5 million passengers. Construction of Runway 14/32 will 
_ allow a more balanced geographic distribution of 

: aircraft operations over populated areas, will increase the 

_ number of over-water operations, and will reduce 

| Noise exposure for close-in communities. In fact, the 

_ most heavily impacted communities will experience a 

_ decrease in overflights compared to 1998 levels. With the 

_ Preferred Alternative, when Logan Airport reaches 
' 29 million passengers, overflights from Runway 4 arrivals and 
_ Runway 22 departures, which affect South Boston, Quincy, 
_ Milton, and Braintree, will decrease from 107,861 in 1998 to 
_ 58,305 operations. Similarly, overflights affecting Winthrop 

_ (Runway 27 arrivals and Runway 9 departures) will decline 

_ from 88,224 in 1998 to 55,805. As a result of the relief for : 
_ these communities, flights over the water and flights over less 
_ impacted communities will increase. With Runway 14/32, the 
_ over-water procedure (Runway 14 and Runway 15 

_ departures, Runway 32 and Runway 33 arrivals) becomes : 
_ the most used set of runways with operations increasing from 
_ 34,222 in 1998 to 82,965. Overflights affecting the South End, 
_ parts of South Boston, and Roxbury (Runway 27 departures) 
_ will increase from 20,356 to 41,974, making this the fourth 

_ most used procedure, up from fifth in 1998. Overflights 

_ affecting Chelsea, the Eagle Hill section of East Boston, 

_ Everett, and Somerville (Runway 33 departures and 

_ Runway 15 arrivals) will increase from 9,804 to 35,801. This 
_ will become the fifth most used procedure, up from the sixth, 
_ or least used | procedure i in 1998. 


"The purpose of the » proposed Ce Centerfield Taxiway: system i is 
_ to improve the flow of taxiing aircraft and to reduce aircraft 


_ ground delay. With the Centerfield Taxiway in place, 


_ Neighbors in Winthrop and East Boston adjacent to the 
_ taxiways will experience small reductions in ground noise. 


| These are different from the noise level reductions that occur 
_ in parts of East Boston, Revere, South Boston, and 

_ Dorchester with the Preferred Alternative. Improvements in 

_ those communities are derived from the added flexibility 
_ afforded by Runway 14/32. It allows the redistribution of traffic 

_ So that there are fewer landings on Runway 4L and 4Rand 


_ fewer takeoffs on Runways 22L and 22R. The taxiway itself 
_ has no bearing on these flights. 


"Chapter 8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. summarizes 


_ Massport’s proposed project-specific mitigation program 
- associated with the Preferred Alternative. 
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Code 
11.14 


_ Topic 1 


_ Attematives 


_ Topic 2 


| Runway 14/32 


Oth 
_ Non-Constructi 
: on Alternatives 


Comment 


_ only one direction. How can Massport assure residents, 

_ who have experienced Massport's efforts to amend 

_ environmental documents by breaking promises they 

| made, that this is different? Are there enforceable 

| guarantees for no overland flights using the new runway, 

_ and what controls will be in place to prevent the 

| Federal Aviation Administration from overriding local 
"agreements? What is to prevent Massport from working to 
_ amend conditions set forth in the EIR? 


g 
_ would reduce delays. Is it accurate that aircraft carrying 
_ fewer than 50 passengers use 45% of Logan take-off and 
_ landing capacity? Where does Logan rank nationally in 
_ terms of the number of flights going in and out the airport? 
_ And where does Logan rank nationally in terms of the 
» number of small flights going in and out of the airport? 
_ Doesn't the construction of a short 14-32 runway worsen 
_ delay by encouraging continued investment in small 
_ aircraft? 


Response 
: Massport makes the promise to use the new w runway in 


_ The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all 

_ aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 

_ Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 

_ the Runway 14 (heading out over Boston Harbor). State 

_ approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 

_ allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 

_ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 

_ such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 

_ to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
_ physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional : 
_ requirements of that improvement concept. The : 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 
_ within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the 
' Hyatt Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach 

_ surface glide slope requirements, thereby precluding arrivals 

_ from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor limiting 

- westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available 
facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 

| maximum use of over-water operations, which would thereby 
_ limit operational impacts over residential areas. To reinforce 

_ these important environmental benefits, Massport has 

_ designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 

_ Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. It is anticipated that 

_ any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 


unidirectional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. 
Refer to Section 8.5 of the ‘Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora 


_ discussion of ways the unidirectional restriction can be 

_ enforced. Small aircraft can be accommodated on any 

_ runway configuration at Logan Airport. Proposed 

_ Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain its full 
Visual Flight Rule capacity in northwest wind conditions and 
- would not provide a new capability to accommodate small 

_ aircraft, nor would it encourage additional investment in this 

_ type of equipment. Based on an analysis of airline schedules 
_ for May 1999, 41.7 percent of Logan Airport's scheduled 
arrivals and departures were on regional aircraft with fewer 

_ than 50 seats. For calendar year 1998, Logan Airport ranked 
_ eighth among United States airports in terms of total aircraft 
_ operations. Based on May 1999 airline schedules, 

_ Logan Airport ranked fifth among United States airports in 

_ terms of scheduled arrivals and departures on aircraft with 

_ fewer than 50 seats and ranked seventh in terms of total 

_ scheduled aircraft operations. 


_ Massport has proposed to implement a Peak Period 

_ Monitoring System to determine, based on future growth in 
_ scheduled aircraft operations, if airline overscheduling is 

_ becoming a problem at Logan Airport. Should 

_ airline-overscheduling conditions arise, Massport will initiate 
_ Phase 1 of a phased PPP implementation process. In 

_ Phase 1 of the process, Massport will meet with individually 
_ airlines to seek voluntary schedule adjustments to avoid 

_ delays that result from overscheduling. 
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_ delays at Logan? How much of the problem is due to 

| aircraft waiting to get access to gates and 

_ physical constraints on the number of ticket agents and 
» baggage handling? What is Massport's plan for 

_ addressing one of its more problematic terminals, 

_ Terminal A? 


_ Alternatives 


Ground 
| Transportation 


' for public transportation to the airport, once capacity is 
_ increased? 


_ Massport is now touting plans to increase usage o 
_ Worcester Airport. Why did Massport wait until public 

_ pressure arose for regional airports to file the bill that 

| gives them control of this airport? Are there other options 
_ that could be pursued but due to lack of interest remain 

: unexplored? 


Regional 
Airports 


Regional 
_ Transportation 


: e levels of increased toxic 

_ emissions from aircraft. What sort of assurance can be 
| provided that the state's implementation plan to comply 
_ with the Federal Clean Air Act will not be jeopardized by 
increased air traffic? Even if the state is in technical 

* compliance, there ought to be an estimate as to what level 
_ of increase could result from the growth in air traffic at 


- Air Quality 


What are Massport's plans to handle the increased need 


Logan before the runway proceeds. 
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Response 


he Airside analysis evaluates delays related to inefficiencies 
f the airfield and does not include delays related to aircraft 
waiting to access gates or outmoded terminals and terminal 
facilities. Massport and individual airlines are currently 
ndertaking redevelopment of the landside portion of the 

_ airport (i.e., terminals, roadways, etc.). These projects are 

_ also required to undergo environmental review. For 

_ Terminal A, Delta Air Lines received environmental approval 
_ for its proposed terminal replacement project in late 1999. 

_ Logan Airport's 1999 ESPR (formerly GEIR) reports on 

_ Cumulative impacts of Logan Airport's landside and airside 

_ operations. 


_ Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 
_ increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 

_ deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 

_ Massport's plans to handle the ground access requirements 

_ of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent 

ironmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 


assport has a long-standing relationship with the 

_ City of Worcester to aid Worcester Regional Airport in 

_ reaching its full potential, thereby improving the efficiency of 
_ the New England air transportation network. Massport 

_ assumed operational control of the Worcester Regional 

_ Airport on January 15, 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Massport’s : 
__ efforts to promote increased utilization of Worcester Regional 
and the other regional airports. 


The emissions inventories for future conditions and altematives 
_ are contained in Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ and Appendix F. These inventories show that all Altematives, 

_ including the No Action and Preferred Alternative, are well 

_ within acceptable criteria. In addition, dispersion modeling 

_ indicates no violation of the NAAQS for the pollutants analyzed 
_ (CO, NO and PMio) under any alternative and future year. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
MASSACHUSETTS SENATE 
STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133-1053 


LETTER 12 


SENATOR HENRI S. RAUSCHENBACH 


COMMITTEES: 
CAPE & ISLANDS DisTRICT SENATE WAYS AND MEANS 
ROOM 421 HEALTH CARE 
TEL. (617) 722-1570 ENERGY 


DISTRICT OFFICE April 22, 1999 


TEL. (508) 362-4556 


HRausche @senate.state.ma.us 
SENHSR@AOL.COM 


Web Page: www.capecod.net/senrauschenb 


Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 
1 Winter Street 
Boston MA, 02108 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


We, the Cape Cod Legislative Delegation, write to you in determined support of proposed runway 
14/32 at Logan International Airport. The transportation needs of our districts are inexorably 
linked to Logan airport in much the same way as every other region in eastern Massachusetts. 
Efficient operation of the Boston airport has immediate and measurable impact on economics and 1 21 
quality of life for Cape and Islands residents. For instance, Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines, the 
largest independent regional server in the country, flies 150,000 passengers to and from Boston 
each year. Passengers include Cape and Island residents traveling on business as well as those 
seeking medical procedures or other services unavailable locally. Moreover, air transport is 
central to the success of our tourism industry, one of the main sources of our constituent’s 
livelihoods. In all, the unique geographic realities of the Cape and Islands wed our interests to 
events at Logan. Too often, delays in Boston become fully manifest in local consequences. 


We thank you for your consideration and do urge your favorable view of this initiative. 


Respectfully Submitted, 


THE CAPE COD LEGISLATIVE DELEGATION 


HENRI S. RAUSCHENBACH THERESE MURRAY 
State Senator State Senator 
Cape & Islands District Plymouth & Barnstable District 


Loz luwhusasfor~ 
ERIC TURKINGTON 


State Representative 


State Repr€sentative 


3" Barnstable District Barnstable, Dukes & Nantucket 
; S Co 
=a pea 
METRIUS ATSALI SHIRLE MES 
State Representative State Representative 
2™ Barnstable District 4" Barnstable District 
RUTH PROVOST 
State Representative ate Representative 
Barnstable & Plymouth District 1*Barnstable District 


HSR/cb 
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Letter 12 
Cape Cod Legislative Delegation 
Senator Henri S. Rauschenbach 


Comment 


Response 


_ Efficient opera p 

| and measurable impact on economics and quality of life 
_ for Cape and Islands residents. Passengers include Cape 
_ and Island residents traveling on business as well as 
_ those seeking medical procedures or other services 
"unavailable locally. Moreover, air transport is central to 

_ the success of our tourism industry, one of the main 

_ sources of our constituent's livelihoods. Too often, delays 

in Boston become fully manifest in local consequences. 


Letter 12: Cape Cod Legislative Delegation, Senator Henri S. Rauschenbach 


Mate Howse, Boston OAS3-0EM 


REPRESENTATIVE Chairman 
ROBERT A. DELEO LETTER 1 3 Committee on 
19TH SUFFOLK DISTRICT Bills in the Third Reading 
ROOM 20, STATE HOUSE Chairman 
M.W.R.A. Legislative Caucus 
TEL. (617) 722-2410 , Legislative Caucus on 
Older Citizens Concerns 
: Committee Member: 
April 7, 1999 Ethics 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 


Boston, Massachusetts 022025 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 


Dear Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva: 


As allowed by state and federal law, I submit to you comments regarding 
Proposals put forth by the Massachusetts Port Authority and Federal Aviation 
Adminisi.ation entitled, “Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project,” in reference to 
proposed construction and augmentation of the General Edward Lawrence Logan Airport. 


I have the distinct pleasure and honor of representing the residents of Winthop 
and part of Revere in the Massachusetts House of Representatives. Both in that capacity 
and as a resident of Winthrop myself, I have had a keen interest in matters concerning 
Logan Airport for many years. From that experience as well as from a careful review of 
all MassPort expansion proposals, I can say unequivocally and without hesitation that if 
the expansion planes are carried out, it will represent the single largest environmental 
attack the residents of communities which neighbor Logan have ever had to endure. 


The primary reason for MassPort’s undertaking of this course of action is its 
desire to reduce delays. It goes without saying that any reduction in delays at Logan 
Airport would benefit not only the local economy of the Greater Boston Area, but the 
economy of the entire Commonwealth as well. It should be stated that those who Oppose 


] 


expansion at Logan do not, in any manner, oppose either delay reduction or economic 
growth. We do, however, oppose the method which MassPort has chosen to remedy the 
current delay-prone situation. 


environmental status of the region, (as I will describe latter), while not adequately 
addressing the underlying problem. This represents environmental harm perpetrated for 


In the mean time, communities affected by operations on Runways 33 and 27 
including Charlestown, Chelsea, Revere, Somerville, Cambridge, Melrose, Roxbury, 
South Boston, Jamaica Plain, Roslindale, West Roxbury, Brookline and East Boston 
would see operations more than triple. While MassPort describes these increases as a 
more “equitable distribution” of noise and air pollution, I believe it is only a temporary 
shuffling of a problem which has been conceived based on limited concepts of 
“distribution.” Add to this equation the fact that MassPort has no quantitative data 


This question of distribution also speaks to a larger environmental concern; 
namely the concept of environmental justice. Given the undeniable fact that aircraft 
expel pollutants, it follows that an increase in air traffic will lead to an increase in 


s inception, for they have already paid for economic progress by 
sacrificing their health and quality of life. 


As you consider the concept of environmental equity, I further urge you consider 
other detrimental aspects of MassPort’s expansion Proposals other than the construction 


13.1 


13.2 


of a new runway. One of these proposals, which I hold in extreme contempt based On its 
direct affect on the communities that I represent as well as its probable detriment to the 


In closing, let me restate my firm belief that expansion at Logan will necessarily 
entail increased environmental degradation and increased suffering for Logan’s 
neighbors. Thank you for your consideration of my thoughts on this matter. Please call 
on me if I can be of any further assistance. 


Very truly yours, 


RAD/jce 


13.6 
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Letter 13 
MA State Representative Robert A. DeLeo 


Cod 
184 


Comment Response 


ts the contention of the Massachusetts Port Authority Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
: that without the proposed Airside improvements, _ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions — 


_ Logan Airport will continue to experience increasing _ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high . 
_ delays. This is true, however, even if all of the proposed _ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The : 
_ construction were to be completed, Logan would still » Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ return to its present level of delays within five (5) years. benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 

_ Massport is requesting to undertake a project which will been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ degrade the environmental status of the region, while not future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
" adequately addressing the underlying problem. _ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 


_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 

__ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows _ 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
levels increase. 


é issue of noise and air pollution has many parallels to : The ground noise analyses in Section 6.2.4 of the so 


_ the issue of delays in the sense that the Massport solution _Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR lead to the opposite conclusion. 


_ again provides only temporary relief. Even with a 35% _ For example, Table 6.2-21 of the Airside Project 

_ reduction in operations over their heads, in short order the _ Draft EIS/EIR indicates that, at all seven sites examined, the 
_ number of operations, and thus, the level of noise reduction in exposure is greater under both the longer-term 

© pollution will be back to present levels and will continue to 37.5M High Fleet and 29M Low Fleet scenarios than it is 

: rise in the future. _ under the near-term 29M Low Fleet scenario. Recent growth 


_ trends suggest the 37.5 million passenger level is now more 
likely to occur around 2015. (Refer to related discussion in 
_ Section 1.4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). 


133 


Noise _ Impacts _ Communities affected by operations on Runways 33 and _ Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 
_ 27 including Charlestown, Chelsea, Revere, Somerville, _ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
- Cambridge, Melrose, Roxbury, South Boston, Jamaica _ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
» Plain, Roslindale, West Roxbury, Brookline and _ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 
_ East Boston would see operations more than triple. While — most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 
| Massport describes these increases as a more “equitable — Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 
distribution’ of noise and air pollution, | believe it is onlya — Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 
© temporary shuffling of a problem which has been _ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
_ conceived based on limited concepts of “distribution.” _ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 
i _ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 
_ Refer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
13.4 Environmental — Impacts _ Given the undeniable fact that aircraft expel pollutants, it Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 


_ Justice _ follows that an increase in air traffic will lead to an _ thorough analysis of air quality impacts from the 

i _ increase in pollutants. Why then should one region of the Airside Project. The emissions inventory and dispersion 

_ Commonwealth be made to suffer these increases when modeling indicate better air quality conditions with 

_ the benefit of expansion is clearly meant for the entire _ Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway than with the : 
Commonwealth. _ No Action Alternative. 
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Code Topic 2 Comment Response 
13.5 _ Taxiway _ The orientation of the proposed centerfield taxiway will _ Refer to response to Comment 13.4. In addition, the NAAQS : 
_ Improvements __ require aircraft be aligned such that their idling engines serve as an indicator of the acceptability of current pollutant 
: | face directly toward Winthrop and Revere. This orientation — concentrations since these standards were designed to protect 
will result in increases in the pollutants present in _ human health and welfare. Dispersion modeling indicates that 
_ Winthrop and Revere air. This taxiway will allow _ no alternatives violate the NAAQS. 


_ Logan Airport to increase its overall operations by freeing 
__up piers at the various terminals. As has been stated 
_ before, any increase in operations will result in an 

_ increase in pollutants. 


_ The Port Authority has also suggested that as part ofits  _ Reducing the current landing minimums for Runways 15R, 

_ Approach | Airside Improvements it be allowed to apply to the | 22L, and 27 at Logan Airport will not increase noise levels. 

_ Minimums ' Federal Aviation Administration to lower its minimum _ Aircraft will follow the same arrival paths, at the same 

: landing requirements. It would allow pilots to make a final altitudes as today, but the location at which a missed 
" landing decision at a lower altitude in inclement weather. _ approach decision must be made will be moved closer to the 
_ When a missed approach is executed at a lower altitude, _ airport. Since missed approaches rarely occur, they have 


the result is more noise for the residents who live _ no discernible effect on the cumulative noise. For example, 
_ undemeath the final approach pattern. Any lowering of _ reducing the Runway 22L decision height to 200 feet moves 
_ minimums would necessarily lead to increased noise _ the maximum noise point to approximately 3,000 feet from 
pollution in the immediate area. _ touchdown which is further from populated areas in 


_ East Boston than the current maximum noise point. Although 
_ categorically excluded from NEPA review, modeling of the 

_ changes in runway availability from reductions in the 

_ approach minimums and an analysis of the potential impacts 
_ on community noise exposure that may result were included 

_ in the Airside Project in compliance with an earlier agreement 
: ort, the FAA and the City of Boston. : 
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LEGISLATIVE AIDE 


April 22, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Puglsey 

MEPA Unit 

Executive Office of Environmental A ffairs 
100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02202 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report 


Dear Mr. Puglsey: 


I am writing to express my strong Opposition to the Proposal by the Massachusetts 
Port Authority to construct Runway 14/32 at Logan International Airport in Boston. 
Additionally, because the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report submitted by 
Massport contains several serious flaws, | Strongly urge the Secretary to reject the 
DEIS/DERR as inadequate and to require Massport to submit a new DEIS/DEIR. 


1. Massport's delay projections are unreliable and appear to vastly overstate 14.1 
the extent of delays at Logan. 


Moreover, Massport uses 1993 as a base year, when delays were at a peak. 


causes of delays, including, in addition to delays caused by northwest wind conditions, 
delays caused by severe weather, the airlines, and delays at other airports. 


Representative Paul C. Demakis/April 22, 1999/Page 2 


Massport should be required to produce actual and current delay data derived 14.] 
from a universally accepted source such as the FAA. If Massport is permitted to use its 


2. The DEIS/DEIR does not adequately consider alternatives to the 14.2 
construction of Runway 14/32. 


The DEIS/DEIR does not consider alternatives to the construction of Runway 
14/32, including expanded use of Hanscom Field, especially for small aircraft, and 


3. The construction of Runway 14/32 is a short-term, “band-aid” solution to 14 3 
the problem of delays at Logan. Massport has no plan for dealing with long-term : 
growth. 


It appears that the construction of Runway 14/32 may reduce delays at Logan by 
as little as 20 percent. Moreover, according to Massport’s own Projections, even with the 
construction of Runway 14/32, delays will be back to current levels by 2005. 


The DEIS/DEIR provides no plan for dealing with long-term growth at Logan and 
the resulting increase in delays. Additionally, it does not provide a comprehensive 
analysis of ground access, the parking freeze, and terminal capacity and how these critical 
components will affect increases in passengers and operations at Logan. 


Massport should be required to extend the planning period from 2010 to 2020 
with accompanying revisions in Projected levels of activity and impact. Massport should 
be required to develop a detailed plan to shift most future growth in air traffic and 


including a major expansion of service and capacity at other airports in the region. 


4. Massport cannot guarantee that Runway 14/32 will be unidirectional. 
14.4 
Massport.has no legal authority to guarantee that Runway 14/32 will be 
unidirectional. Accordingly, Massport should be required to provide a detailed analysis of 
all impacts of Runway 14/32 based on the assumption it will be bi-directional. 


Representative Paul C. Demakis/April 22, 1999/Page 3 


5. There is inadequate mitigation for the severe environmental impacts the 45 
construction of Runway 14/32 will have on Logan’s neighbors. 


The construction of Runway 14/32 will result in a doubling or tripling of flights 
Over a wide swath of metropolitan Boston. Massport offers no mitigation, such as 
soundproofing, to the vast majority of residents who will be affected by the increased 


In summary, Runway 14/32 isa short-term, band-aid solution to an exaggerated 
problem. Its actual Purpose appears to be to stimulate growth at Logan rather than reduce 
delays. It will result in severe negative impacts, especially a dramatic increase in noise, 
on many communities in and around Boston. The mitigation proposed by Massport is 
insufficient to reduce these impacts. Moreover, Massport has no long-term plan to 
address future increases in operations and passengers at Logan. 


For all the reasons stated herein, Massport should not be permitted to proceed 
with the construction of Runway 14/32. The Secretary should reject the DEIS/DEIR as 
inadequate and require Massport to submit a new DEIS/DEIR that addresses the concerns 


raised in this letter. 
Thank you for your consideration. 


Sincerely, 


tau C. Bemohic 


Paul C. Demakis 
State Representative 
8th Suffolk District 
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Letter 14 


MA State Representative Paul C. Demakis 


Topic 2 
_ Model 


Comment 


_ Vastly overstate the extent of delays at Logan. 
Massport should be required to produce actual and 


"current delay data derived from a universally accepted 


source such as the FAA. If Massport is permitted to use 


to explain how its model was selected and developed; 2) 


to use 1998 as a base year; 3) to use an updated 10-year | 
average of hourly weather observation; and 4) to isolate 
delays caused by northwest wind conditions from delays 
from other causes. 


Massport’s delay projections are unreliable and appear to 


Response 


Sections 1.6 and 1.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
describe FAA and U.S. DOT measures of delay and their 
limitations, including historical data on delays at Logan Airport 
and other major United States airports, and discusses the 
estimation and modeling of flight delays. Regardless of the 


; : . iro 1) _ delay measure used, Logan Airport has consistently been 
Teer nasal ta eetiniate Oblays tt shoud De required, 1) _ one of the most delayed airports in the nation, ranking sixth in 
_ total delays and third in arrival delays in 1998. Historically, 


_ FAA Opsnet delays at Logan Airport peaked in 1993, 


_ declined for two years and are rising again. In fact, delayed 
_ flights at Logan Airport, as measured by the FAA, increased / 
_ by 30 percent in 1998. Arrival delays, which would be directly 
_ affected by Runway 14/32, have risen steadily since 1994 
_ and now Logan Airport is the third most delayed airport in the 
_ United States in terms of arriving flights. Because the FAA 
"and U.S. DOT delay statistics only record historical delays, 


the FAA requires delay modeling when evaluating the future 
delay reduction benefits of airport capital improvements. The 
methodology used for the Airside Project provides a consistent 
and systematic estimate of flight delays caused by constraints 
at Logan Airport. The analysis based on this methodology 
indicates that: (1) flight delays at Logan Airport remain a 
significant problem and will become worse over time if no 
action is taken and (2) the Preferred Alternative can provide 
significant reductions in current and future delay levels. 


_ Consistent with the request made by EOEA in its Certificate, 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes delay and 

_ environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect current conditions 
_ and provide context to the delay problem at Logan Airport. 

_ However, it should be noted that the appropriate comparison 
_ for assessing future year conditions and the effectiveness of 
_ the Airside Project, is a comparison of the Preferred 

_ Alternative to the No Action Alternative. A discussion of 

_ current and historic conditions can be found in Section 4.2 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


The methodology used for the Airside Project provides a i 
consistent and systematic estimate of flight delays caused by 


constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 
estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 
models, which have been validated in previously published 
studies of Logan Airport. The analysis based on this 
methodology indicates that: (1) flight delays at Logan Airport 


remain a significant problem and will become worse over time 


if no action is taken and (2) the Preferred Alternative can 


_ provide significant reductions in current and future delay 
"levels. 


_ Comparative analysis of 1981 to 1990 weather with 1989 to 
_ 1998 weather identified no significant differences in statistical 


_ properties. 


_ Appendix | of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR contains a 
_ case study of delays under northwest wind conditions. 
_ Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also presents 


| information on delays under northwest wind conditions and 


includes and analysis of northwest wind delays in 1998, 
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Comment 


Topic2 — _— 
| Runway 14832, 


The DEIS/DEIR does not adequately consider altematives to 
the construction of Runway 14/32. Massport should be required 
to consider [Hanscom Field, construction of a second major 
airport and peak period pricing] before being allowed to proceed 
with the construction of Runway 14/32. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field in the 
"analysis of regional altematives. Hanscom Field, which servesasa 
general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, already 
accommodates a significant number of aircraft operations (183,000 
| operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field activity includes private, 


business, charter, and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 
Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, 
Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began commercial 
scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 
services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford 
(discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), and : 
Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting operations between 
Hanscom and New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport : 


| Supports commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 

_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general aviation 

__ feliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 

_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 

_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 

| commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 

| significant number of fights from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, 
__since approximately 50 percent of passengers on Logan Airport's 
_ commuter flights connect to other Logan Airport flights and a 
| significant number of passengers are travelling to Boston. However, 
| any new commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 
| shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR) i 
_ andits Annual Updates, and shall be considered by the / 
_ Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to Section 2.6 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field. 


_ Because the development of a second major airport would require 
_ ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental review in i 
_ addition to a multi-year construction period, this option is not viewed 
asa solution to accommodating forecast demand overthenext 


_ 20 years. Service developments at other surrounding airports, 

_ including Manchester, T.F. Green/Providence and 

_ Worcester Regional airports, preclude the need for a second major 
_ airport. 
The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


_ contain an analysis of PPP as a demand management alternative at 
_ Logan Airport. Massport has developed an action plan as described 
_ in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to address 
| overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. 
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Comment 


_ The construction of Runway 14/32 is a shor term, "band-aid" 
Assumptions solution to the problem of delays at Logan. Massport has no 

i plan for dealing with long-term growth. Massport should be 

: | required to extend the planning period from 2010 to 2020 with 

"accompanying revisions in projected levels of activity and 
impact. Massport should be required to develop a detailed plan 
to shift most future growth in air traffic and passengers away 
from Logan. This plan should include specific goals and 
measures, including a major expansion of service and capacity 
at other airports in the region. 


Alternatives 


Massport cannot guarantee that Runway 14/32 will be 
unidirectional. Massport should be required to provide a 
detailed analysis of all impacts of Runway 14/32 based on 
the assumption it will be bi-directional. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


regional alternatives i is 
presented in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Massport 
supports all the planned improvement projects that will enhance the 
attractiveness of the regional airports as alternatives to 


_ Logan Airport. Refer to Section 2.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
for a description of the upcoming New England Airports System 
| Study. / 


The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 
_ directives. The impact of the regional altematives has been 
_ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity levels. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports and : 
_ high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of Runway 14/32 
and the other airside improvement projects at Logan Airport,asa 
_ comprehensive plan for ensuring an efficient and balanced regional 

| transportation system. As the analysis in Chapter 2 indicates, these 

_ Off-airport alternatives are expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth 

__ pressures at Logan Airport, but they will not eliminate airside delays 
__at Logan Airport that occur because of a third operating runway 

_ during periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Altemative, which 

| specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides . 
_ Clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will only 


/ increase in the future, even as developments at the regional airports 
__ and high-speed rail to New York act to reduce the rate of future 


growth at Logan Airport. 


The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 


_ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all 

- aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 

| Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 

_ the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 

_ approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 

_ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
_ such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
_ to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
_ physical limitations that reinforce the 
_ unidirectional requirements of that improvement concept. The 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 
_ within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades applicable 

_ FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 

| precluding arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another 
factor limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the 

_ lack of available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the 

_ Runway 32. 


| The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 

_ maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 

» operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 

_ reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 
_ has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 

_ Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. We anticipate that 


__ any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 


unidirectional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. 
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Response 


_ Mitigation There is inadeq ig or the severe Chapter 8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarize: 
/ | environmental impacts the construction of Runway 14/32 _ Massport’s proposed project-specific mitigation program 
"will have on Logan's neighbors. Massport should be _ associated with the Preferred Alternative including: 


required davelep additional mitigation measures to _ Runway 14/32 would be designed, constructed, and operated 
| Teduce the noise impacts on the thousands of other _ to handle over-water operations only (unidirectional). 
_ fesidents who will be impacted by the new runway. _ Massport would seek to construct Runway 14/32 to reflect 
"unidirectional use. 


: _ To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding 
_ is available, the proposed sound insulation program will 
_ include: (i) not only all residences that fall within the 
: _ Preferred Alternative's 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour 
| when compared to the Airside Project's 
: i _ No Action Alternative’s 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level 
" contour, and also (ii) Massport and the FAA will continue to 
/ : _ sound insulate and work to complete the current 2-year 
: : _ sound insulation program as presented in the Logan Airport 
_ 1999 ESPR. For the eligible residences, the FAA will fund 
: _ building code upgrades, to the extent necessary, to 
: _ implement sound insulation improvements. 


During the construction period an extensive array of traffic, air 
| quality and noise mitigation measures will be employed to 
| mitigate temporary construction impacts. 


_ APRAS monitoring system to gather data and report on the 
: _ actual achievement of PRAS. The objective of this system is 
: _ to improve achievement of the PRAS goals and to provide a 
| broader platform for disseminating of the monitoring results. 
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Robert Durand 

Secretary of Envi ronmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley —- EOEA # 10458 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor 
Boston MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


] am writing to offer my comments on the proposed runway expansion for Logan Airport. 

The Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, (EOLA # 10458), includes Proposals to 
Construct a new 5,000 foot Tunway, (Runway 14/32), to build a centerfield taxiway, and to lower 
arcival altitude minimuuns at the existing General Edward Logan Airport in Boston. 


Before any construction can begin however, Massport is required to file its Environmental 

Impact Statement and Environmental Impact Report for approval by the Executive Office of” 
Environmental Affairs in accordance with the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act. Simply 

put, ] believe that the studics are Inadequate regarding the possible effects of these projects. | 15 1 


In closing, I wish to express my strong opposition to the Proposed Logan Airside Improvements 
Project and I would uTge you to reject the Draft EIS/EIR. 


Thank you and if I can provide any additional information please do not hesitate to contact me. 


é bie & f f 
Christopher G. Fallo 


State Representative 
Assistant Majority Leader 
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Letter 15 


MA State Representative Christopher G. Fallon 


_ Assumptions 


_ possible effects of these projects. | feel that Massport has 
_ taken a ‘band-aid’ approach that does not begin to 

_ address the actual problems that Logan is experiencing 
"and will continue to experience for the next twenty years. 


Comment 


Response 


The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 


_ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan 
_ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 
_ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 
_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 
_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 


_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

_ Numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
"for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

_ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 
_ Studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan . 
_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995. Basedon 
_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected and the 
_ most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
_ alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 
_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 
_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 
that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 

_ ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


_ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced : 
_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
_ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 

_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 

_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 

_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 

_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 


_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
_ levels increase. 


Boston, MM IY IPE 
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April 16, 1999 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental A ffairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20 th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as 
follows: I am opposed to this plan. I have grave concerns about increased air traffic, noise 
and pollution which would result from this shortsighted Proposal. EOEA should find 
Significant planning deficiencies in Massport’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS), and require that it be withdrawn. 


s development. Landside 16.1 


document. Massport must also accept ultimate responsibility for controlling passenger 16. 2 


reflect that. They should also extend the planning period from 2010 to 2020 and revise all 16.3 


The alleged benefits of this plan focus narrowly on the short term, namely a very 
small decrease in passenger delays. The plan sidesteps the long-term consequences of 16.4 
increased air traffic over Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and all of the surrounding 

neighborhoods. Massport also does not address the ultimate questions of the limits to 16.5 


We need to explore a regional, comprehensive transportation plan. Such a plan 
must include consideration of another location for a second airport, as well as steering air 16.6 
traffic to Hanscom and Worcester. As a constituent wrote, we also need to divert air - 
travelers to the new Amtrack high speed train between Boston, New York and 
Washington D.C. We also need to build the North South rail Link between North and 
South Stations. Perhaps the increased use of video conferencing can replace the need for 
some business travelers to fly into Logan. 


traffic and find more creative alternatives besides building another Tunway. Perhaps 16.7 


There are many more problems with the DEIS regarding noise, environmental 


Thank you for your attention in this very important matter. If you have any 
questions Tegarding this testimony, please contact me at my office at (617) 722-2250. 


Sincerely, 


Kevin W. he ea 


State Representative 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 16 
MA State Representative Kevin Fitzgerald 


Comment Response 


Massport should not be allowed to take a segmented The purpose of the Airside Improvements Planning Project is to 


the design or implementation of the Airside Project, which has 
independent utility, nor will the Airside Project improvements 


» Review _ approach to Logan's development. Landside improvement _ reduce current and projected levels of airfield congestion and 
_ Process | projects (which accommodate ground passenger _ delay and to enhance the safety of aircraft operations at Logan. 
: i _ handling) and airside improvement projects ( which _ Massport’s proposed landside improvements are plannedto 
| accommodate aircraft handling ) are interrelated. Both _ enhance the efficiency of passenger processing, and include 

| generate increased traffic and pollution. Both must be _ terminal modernization, as well as roadway, parking and : 
' included in any planning document. _ service area improvements. The landside projects will not affect 


affect the design or implementation of any of the landside 
: / _ projects. All airside and landside projects, where required, wil 
; _ continue to be the subject of separate comprehensive 

: i _ environmental analysis by project proponents in accordance 

; with federal and state regulations. 


As expressed in the May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate, 

_ Massport’s ESPR (formerly GEIR) process “is expected 

_ provide a big picture cumulative impact analysis of Logan 

| operations, impacts and mitigation. It complements the 

| project-specific EIRs,” such as this one for the Airside 
Improvements, “helps to focus the review process of 

_ individual ERs, and ensures that segmented project review 
_ does not occur in the context of MEPA review at Logan 
Airport.” 


_ Operational _ Massport must also accept ultimate responsibility for | Federal constitutional provisions, federal aviation statutes an 
' Restrictions controlling passenger and cargo growth. _ regulations, and contractual provisions related to 

' _ Federal Airport Improvement Program grants prevent 

_ Massport from any control over airline rates, routes, and 

_ schedules. Congress has specifically forbidden 

| airport operators from exercising any discriminatory action 
against any class of airport users. Major factors in 

: _ airline competition are frequency of service and number of 

_ markets served, and Massport has no ability to force airlines 
_ to consolidate or eliminate flights to influence load factor or 
aircraft size. 


| Altematives 
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Comment 


The EOEA and the FAA should require Massport to The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 
change the base year in its calculations.to calendar year —_ not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
1998 and revise all presentations in the DEIS/DEIR to | during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 

reflect that. They should also extend the planning period +—_Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historic perspective to 
from 2010 to 2020 and revise alll the projected levels of | _ the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 
activity accordingly. Outdated weather data should be | calibration. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
replaced with current information. Massport should use —_includes delay and environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect 
the FAA's definition of delays. _ current conditions and provide context to the delay problem at 
Logan Airport. It should be noted that the appropriate 
comparison for assessing future year conditions and the 
effectiveness of the Airside Project is a comparison of the 
Preferred Alternative to the No Action Alternative. 


Code Topict 
163 


_ Analysis 
| Assumptions 


Delay and environmental impacts of the Airside Project were 

evaluated under a broad range of future operating conditions 
at Logan Airport. Current air traffic trends at Logan Airport, as 
described in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, indicate that the 

_ 37.5 M scenario level may not be reached until 2015, and the 
_ 45M level may not occur until 2020 or beyond. The planning 
_ horizon considered in the airside analysis therefore extends 

_ well beyond ten years. 


Comparative analysis of 1981 to 1990 weather with 1989 to 
_ 1998 weather identifies no significant differences in statistical 
| properties. 


| Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 

| discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
includes a description of FAA and DOT delay measures, the 
_ limitations of those measures, an explanation of computer 

_ models for estimating flight delays, and historical delay data 
_ on delays at Logan Airport and other major United States 
airports. The FAA and DOT delay statistics only record 

_ (imprecisely) historical delays; they cannot predict 

future delays. 


_ Impacts 


_ The plan sidesteps the long-term consequences of _ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR indicat ie Preferred 
_ increased air traffic over Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and all of | _ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 
_ the surrounding neighborhoods. _ more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The PRAS goals 
i were established based on a thorough public participation 
process in response to community noise concerns. 


164 


The total number of departures from Runway 27 (over 
South Boston, Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, 
_ but the number of equivalent jet operations would remain the 
| same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 
| nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 
same noise impacts. 


Cumulative Master Plan 


Massport also does not address the ultimate questions of 


Federal constitutional provisions (preemption, commerce 

_ Clause, equal protection), federal aviation statutes and 

| regulations, and contractual provisions related to covenants 
_ in connection with the federal Airport Improvement Program 
_ grants which Massport receives restrict Massport’s ability to 
control the number of aircraft operations at Logan Airport. 


_ Impacts | the limits to growth at Logan. What is the end limit to the 
: : | number of take offs and landings that the airport can 
_ handle? How many passengers can the airport process? 


_ When do they expect to reach these limits? 


_ Refer also to response to Comment 16.3. 
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Comment 


Response 


| We need to explore a regional, comprehensive transportation | Logan Airportis part of a regional system of airports that includes 
| Transportation Airports _ plan. Such a plan must include consideration of another location TF Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and Manchester 
: i _ fora second airport, as well as steering air trafficto Hanscom _—Airports. | 


__ and Worcester. As a constituent wrote, we also need to divert air ea / 
| travelers to the new k high speed train between Boston, The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


_ New York and Washingion D.C. We also need fo buidthe North SPecealy considered the ole of lanscom Field inthe analyss of 
i a é egional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which serves as a general 
_ South rail Link between North and South Stations. Perhaps the aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, already accommodates a 
_ Increased use of video conferencing can replace theneed for ianificant number of aircraft operations (183,000 operations in 
| Some business travelers to fly into Logan. 1998). The Hansoom Field activity includes private, business, 
| charter, and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 
_ Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, 
_ Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began commercial 
__ scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 
__ limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets - Trenton, 
_ Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, 
| : ' Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also 
: i _ Conducting operations between Hanscom and New York 
| ‘ | LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports commercial service at 
: i _ Hanscom Field, consistent with its established policy (60-seat 
regulation), it believes that Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a 
_ major general aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to 
_ Logan, Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
"commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 
"significant number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, 
__ since approximately 50 percent of passengers on 
_ Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to other Logan Airport 
| flights. However, any new commercial service initiatives proposed 
_ for Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for consistency with the 
_ Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), its Annual Updates, and 
"applicable regulatory limitations, and shall be considered by the 
: _ Hanscom Field Advisory Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field. The 
_ environmental impacts of commercial services at Hanscom Field 
are summarized from the HGEIR and appear in Appendix B of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
_ Because the development of a second major airport would require 
| ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental review, in 
addition to a multi-year construction period, this optionis not viewed 
_ asa solution to accommodating forecast demand over the 
_ next 20 years. Service developments at other surrounding airports, 
_ including Manchester Airport, T.F. Green/Providence Airport and 
| Worcester Regional Airport, preclude the need for a second major 
_ airport. 
_ Massport holds a seat on the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) of 
_ the MBTA’s North-South Rail Link Project. The CAC met monthly 
_ and provided a forum for Massport and the MBTA to coordinate 
__ their ridership estimates and assessments of the relationship of the 
_ North-South Rail Link on airport access and airport usage. To date, 
i : : | the North-South Rail Link Project has not received funding and will 
| not impact Logan Airport over the study time frame. Should the 
: _ North-South Rail Link be constructed, resulting passenger 
| diversions from Logan Airport to rail could reach 46,700 annual 
_ passengers, or less than one-half of one percent of Logan Airport's 
total annual traffic. The acceptance of videoconferencing and other 
_ means of telecommunications by businesses as a substitute for air 
| travel is largely dependent upon the quality of the available : 
technology and private sector decisions outside the authority of FAA 
| and Massport. di encourages such initiatives from state 


assport needs to study the reasons forthe perceived increase 
in demand for air traffic and find more creative alternatives 
_ besides building another runway. 
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LETTER 1 7 AOMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 


PATRICIA JEHLEN MAGGI CARFIELD 
30TH MIDDLESEX DISTRICT 
ROOM 275, STATE HOUSE 


OFFICE TEL. (617) 722-2676 ; 67 DANE STREET 
FAX (617) 722-2048 , SOMERVILLE, MA 02143 
E-Mail: Rep.PatriciaJehlen @ house.state.ma.us HoME TEéL..(617) 666-9479 
March 29, 1999 
Robert Durand, Secretary 


MEPA Unit - Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge St., 20th floor 

Boston MA 02202 

attn: Arthur Pugsley 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


This letter is in brief response to the draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed 
Airside Improvements Project for Logan Airport. 


People in Somerville are already disturbed by the noise of airplanes approaching or leaving 
Logan Airport, and are worried about the possible tripling of overflights which may take 
place. 


My view, after listening to presentations by proponents and Opponents of the proposed 
Runway 14-32, is that the main result of that runway will be to increase traffic. Even with 


wanting to fly into Boston. My understanding is that this increase could be accommodated 174 


So, you should be exploring ways to discourage smaller aircraft. Building Runway 14-32, 

which could be used only by such planes, would g0 in the opposite direction, encouraging 17.2 
the scheduling of flights accommodating fewer than 50 Passengers. In other words, if you 

build it, they -- small aircraft -- will come. 


I urge MassPort to explore the many cheaper and more environmentally sound ways to 
increase the number of Passengers using Logan. I also urge you to consider plans for 17.3 
regional solutions, including other airports and rail. 


Finally, delays at Logan result not only from delayed flights but from tunnel traffic. Better 
mass transit access, or diversion of some fli ghts to Hanscom or Worcester, could hel f°) 17.4 
resolve this problem. 


On behalf of my many constituents who have contacted me on this issue, I strongly Oppose 
building 14-32 and thereby increasing air traffic dramatically over our city. 


Sincerely . 


. Fata Tiiefebehew? 
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- Letter 17 
MA State Representative Patricia Jehlen 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


urpose and Increased demand could be accommodated by changing _ Federal constitutional provisions, federal aviation statutes and 
Need _ from smaller to larger airplanes to carry the traffic. This _ regulations, and contractual provisions related to : 
_ would lead to less pollution, less noise, and fewer delays, | Federal Airport Improvement Program grants prevent 


_ without increasing the number of flights. _ Massport from any control over airline rates, routes, and 
i _ schedules. Congress has specifically forbidden 
airport operators from exercising any discriminatory action 
_ against any class of airport users. Major factors in 
airline competition are frequency of service and number of 
_ markets served, and Massport has no ability to force airlines 
_ to consolidate or eliminate flights to influence load factor or 
_ aircraft size. 
Building Runway 14-32 would encourage the scheduling —_-Refer to Section 8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ of flights accommodating fewer than 50 passengers. _ discussion of ways the unidirectional restriction can be 
_ enforced. Small aircraft can be accommodated on any 
_ tunway configuration at Logan Airport. Runway 14/32 would 
_ simply allow Logan Airport to maintain its full VFR capacity in 
_ northwest wind conditions and will not provide a new 
- capability to accommodate small aircraft, nor should it 
_ encourage additional investment in this type of equipment. 


172 Altematives Runway 14/32 


_ Since Aviation Deregulation in 1979, airlines have been free 

_ to select their own markets, schedules and equipment without 
_ Federal, State or local intervention. Major factors in airline 

_ competition are frequency of service and number of markets 

_ served. Airlines schedule flights and select aircraft types 

_ based on profitability, not runway characteristics at a single 
airport in the network. 


‘Letter 17: MA State Representative Patricia Jehlen 


a) CAMPERS 4 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ Passenger Rail | passengers using Logan. | also urge you to consider plans for 
i "regional solutions, including other airports and rail. 


eras 
' Transportation — LoganAimport _ tunnel traffic. Better mass transit access, or diversion of some 
: _ flights to Hanscom or Worcester, could help resolve this 
problem. 


‘Letter 17: MA State aieualiee Patricia Jehlen 


Topic 2 Comment — 7 
Regional 
_ Airports, : _ environmentally sound ways to increase the number of 


elays at Logan result not only from delayed fights but from 


Response 


~The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project Analysis 
_ evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan Capacity 
_ Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan Runway Incursion 
_ Mitigation Plar/Taxiway Relocation Study (December 1993); the 
_ Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the Logan Airside Improvemen 
_ Feasibility Study, Phase 1 Report, published in July 1995. The FAA 
_ evaluated a numerous physical, operational, and administrative 
"concepts for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 
_ Intemational Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 
_ Tecommended several improvement concepts, including 
_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These improvement 
_ concepts, as well as concepts from other studies, were individually 
_ examined by Massportin the Logan Airside Feasibility Study, 
_ published in July 1995. Based on the Feasibility study, some 
"concepts were rejected and the most promising concepts were 
_ combined into the Altematives considered in the Airside Project 
_ Draft EIS/EIR. The altematives analysis in the Airside Project 
_ Draft EIS/EIR is consistent with state and federal scoping directives 
_ for the Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 
_ that altematives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 provide 
__ the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and ability to achieve 
_ PRAS goals. 
_ The altemative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 
_ directives. The impact of the regional altematives has been 
_ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity levels. 
_ Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 
_ regional altematives. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports and : 
"high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of Runway 14/32 
__and the other airside improvement projects at Logan Airport, asa 
_ comprehensive plan for ensuring an efficient and balanced regional 
_ transportation system. As the analysis in Chapter 2 indicates, these 
_ Off-airport altematives are expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth 

_ pressures at Logan Airport, but they will not eliminate airside delays 
at Logan Airport that occur because of a third operating runway 

_ during periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Altemative, which 
| specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides 

_ Clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will only 
__ increase in the future, even as developments at the regional airports 
_ and high-speed rail to New York act to reduce the rate of future i 


growth at Logan Airport. 
plementation of the Preferred Altemative would not increase 


_ capacity, but rather it would correct a series of deficiencies in the 

- airfield geometry and operation. Masspor''s plans to handle the 

| ground access requirements of future passenger levels are 

_ discussed in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and 
_ its subsequent EDR (Annual Updates). 


Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that includes 


TF. GreernvProvidence, Worcester Regional and 

_ Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that service 

_ development and increased passenger traffic at these airports are 
_ an important part of the region's long-term strategy to accommodate 

_ passenger and activity growth. Massport has actively encouraged 
the development of regional airports and use of other options, 

_ including high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, 

_ New York. Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ This analysis supports the conclusion that greater use of the 

_ regional airports will provide passengers within the service area of 
_ such airports with a viable altemative to Logan Airport. Since 

_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will remain 
__ strong, the improvements at other regional airports will not eliminate 
the need for airside projects at Logan Airport 
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SENATOR STEPHEN F. LYNCH COMMITTEES: 
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April 12, 1999 

Secretary Robert A. Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Unit, Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


RE: MEPA: Project Number: EOEA No. 10458 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


As the State Senator for the First. Suffolk district, [ am ever aware of the health and 
sarety hazards that face the impacted communities below the flight paths. I 
appreciate the Opportunity Lo comment on this proposal. 


Safety Issues 
The flight paths of Logan Airport already present serious safety concems for the 


residents of its surrounding communities. Not long ago, the Dorchester community 18.1 
experienced the crash of an airplane on Lonsdale Street. Several homes were ‘ 
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Health Concerns 


Although noise pollution has a major effect on the lives of the people neighboring the 


an environmental risk assessment of health impacts of the airport on the 
comununities. More specifically, it would examine the incidences of respiratory 


Plan proposed. This lack of acknowledgement of the traffic impact of Logan Airport 
on the neighborhoods is shortsighted and disrespectful. 

We know Logan Airport is intrusive, noisy and relentlessly disruptive of our 
environment and health. Massport should seriously consider the resources of regional 
airports before looking to expand Logan. 


18.2 


18.3 


18.4 
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Once again, I thank you for the Opportunity to comment on this matter. | urge the 
MEPA Unit of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs to keep these issues in 
mind as you consider this document. Thank you for your consideration. If I can be 
of further assistance, please contact my office. 


tate Senator 


FL/cp 
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Letter 18 


MA State Senator Stephen F. Lynch 


Code 
18.1 


Topic 1 Comment 


_ Runway Use 


| The flight paths of Logan Airport already present serious 
_ safety concems for the residents of its surrounding 

_ communities. [There is a] need for reducing the dangers 
| presented by overhead aircraft. 


Alternatives 


Increased air traffic will lead to more air pollution and 

: various upper respiratory problems including asthma. The 
» neighborhoods of South Boston, Dorchester and Roxbury 
_ all contend with unusually high incidents of these types of 
_ health problems. Until we can ascertain the affects of the 

airport on its neighboring communities, | believe that it is 

: dangerous | to allow any further expansion at Logan. 


- Public Health Health Effects 


"Access to 
_ Logan 


ame see 
| Transportation 


18.3 

_ attract an increased number of vehicular traffic to our 

| neighborhood streets. Passenger cars have continued to 
' use these residential communities as a cut-through to the 
' highway system. To date there has not been a traffic 

_ study or a mitigation plan proposed. 


_ Regional 
_ Transportation 


assport shou seriously consider the resources of 
_ regional airports before looking to expand Logan. 


al 


_ Airports 


_ The Airside Project does not result in additional aircraft 

_ operation or passenger demand for ground access services, 
_ since the project will not induce additional passenger 

_ demand. Refer to the Logan Airport1994/95 GEIR which 

_ includes Massport’s Ground Access Management Plan and 
_ forecasted Vehicle Miles Traveled for the 37.5 million and 

_ 45 million passenger levels that were studied in the 

i Airside Project analysis. 


Further development of Logan International Airport will 


Response 


_ The first goal of the FAA and Masspott i is always to provide 
_ safe air transportation. Logan Airport has a tightly controlled 

_ system of flight tracks and procedures to prevent aircratt 

_ accidents. Runway 14/32 and the other proposed Airside 

_ improvements are designed to enhance safety and efficiency 
_ of traffic operations in the air and on the ground. The runway 
_ will segregate smaller aircraft and reduce congestion during 

_ northwest wind conditions, reducing the possibility of 
_Mistakes and potential for accidents. 


i Public health i is discussed in Section 6. 8 ol pp 
_ DEIS/FEIR. Dispersion modeling for the air quality eae 
indicates no violation of the NAAQS, which were designed to 
_ protect human health and welfare. 


Logan Airport is part of a regional system of. airports ‘that et 


_ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
_ Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that i 
_ service development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region’s long-term : 
_ Strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. 


Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the 


_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the conclusion that 

_ greater use of the regional airports will provide passengers 

_ within the service area of such airports with a viable 

_ alternative to Logan Airport. Since demand within 

_ Logan Airport’s primary service area will remain strong, the 

_ improvements at other regional airports will not eliminate the 
_ need for airside projects at Logan Airport. 
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REPRESENTATIVE LETTER 19 Commitee: on: 


LIZ MALIA SCIENCE ang TEC HNOLOGY 
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= - COUNTIES 
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Fax (617) 722-2706 KARE AN Kooy 
Rep.LizMalla@ state.ma.us Karen. Vankooy@1 tate.ma.ug 
Arthur Pugsley 
MEPA Unit 


Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th floor 
Boston MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


T am writing to voice my strong opposition to the Massport plans to build a new runway 
(Runway 14/42) and redesign taxiways at Logan Airport. Iam requesting that MEPA 


As the State Representative for parts of Jamaica Plain, Dorchester, Roslindale and 
Roxbury, J urge you to take into consideration the fact that much of the data used by 
Massport to justify their Tequest is questionable in its accuracy, and in fact raises many 


Unfortunately, a major opportunity to explore specifics of other potential solutions to our 
air and general Transportation needs was lost in Tushing this study to completion. As an - 
elected official with an extremely diverse district to represent, I believe it would be 
irresponsible of me to not oppose Massport’s request until we have all had an Opportunity 


to both study alternatives and answer the many health and public safety questions that 
have been raised. 


I appreciate the opportunity to express my concems and thoughts in this matter. Thank 
you for your attcntion to this matter. 


Sincerely, 
Vuathez 
LIZ MALIA 


State Representative 
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- Letter 19 
MA State Representative Liz Malia 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


The addition of a new runway at Logan will only Implementation of Runway 14/32 would notresuttin 


Alternatives 
: _ encourage the expansion of an already too large airportin substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 


_ atoo dense urban neighborhood. It is impossible to _ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
_ believe that resulting noise and air quality issues won't _ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

_ have a disastrous effect on residents in the immediate _ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ and surrounding communities. _ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 


' Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 

_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB : 

_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these ; 

_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


_ Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ The emissions inventories for future conditions and altematives 
_ are contained in Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ These inventories show that all Alternatives, including the Build 
_ and No-Build Altematives, are well within acceptable criteria. In 
_ addition, dispersion modeling indicates no violation of the 

_ NAAQS for the pollutants analyzed (CO, NO and PM1o) under 
any alternative and future year. 


Ground - Access to | am also alarmed that no effort was made in this report to The Airside Project does not result in additional aircraft 

_ Transportation .— Logan _ measure the impact of increased road and ground traffic. operation or passenger demand for ground access services, 
; : _ since the project will not induce additional passenger 

_ demand. Refer to the Logan Airport1994/95 GEIR which 

_ includes Massport’s Ground Access Management Plan and 
_ forecasted Vehicle Miles Traveled for the 37.5 million and 

_ 45 million passenger levels that were studied in the 

_ Airside Project is. 
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LETTER 20 


SENATOR MICHAEL W. MORRISSEY 


COMMITTEES: 
NORFOLK AND PLYMOUTH DISTRICT GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS 
(CHAIR) 
Room 4130 


WAYS AND MEANS 


TEL. 617-722-1494 NATURAL RESOURCES AND 
Fax 617-722-1055 AGRICULTURE 
E-Mail: MMorriss @ senate.state.ma.us TRANSPORTATION 


REDISTRICTING (VICE-CHAIR) 


April 14, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley- EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


I would like to take this opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project. After reviewing the DEIR 


and attending various meetings on this matter I am writing to oppose the proposed runway 14/32 
at Logan Airport. 


I have reviewed the DEIR and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project and it is an incomplete document that needs to be 9 0 1 
re-drafted. The data and studies used to project the necessity of the new runway were out-of-date, 7 
using 1993 as a base year and therefore unreflective of the current situation. For instance, the 
Airside delay model (DELAYSIM) used hourly weather observations from 1981-1990. Due to 
the effects of El Nino and La Nina the weather patterns have changed significantly within the last 
five years and this information is no longer relevant. The study should construct and use a new 
10-year average. There are contradictions in the calculations of delays as well. Massport 
developed their own model for estimating delay, rather than using the Federal Aviation 2 0.2 
Administration (FAA)-approved SIMMOD model. The FAA shows the delay situation at Logan 
has improved by decreasing by 36% between the years 1993 and 1997, 


The DEIR does not include studies of other sources of delay that plague Logan Airport. 20 3 
The problems of parking and ground access are critical issues to getting people in and out of j 
Logan quickly and efficiently. These issues will be even more crucial with the forecasted 

dramatic increases in Passengers and operations at Logan. Terminal capacity and the baggage 

claim areas are also topics of concern. These areas have been improved, but with the projected 

increase in passengers there will be a need for more improvements down the road. The 

previously mentioned issues should have been studied as well, to see how much of an impact on 


delays they actually have. When addressing the problem of delays, the whole operation of Logan 
needs to be taken into consideration, not just the weather. 


The DEIR also failed to include studies of alternative plans in additional to the proposed 20 4 
runway 14/32. There is no mention of the impact of using several regional airports to relieve 
some of the traffic flowing into Logan Airport from across the state. Many citizens from the 
central and southeastern parts of the state drive hours to get to Logan when there are airports with 
the potential to be competent air service providers within a half-hour or less. In Worcester, 

Hyannis, and New Bedford there are airstrips, that with improvements could provide the state 
with the regional air transportation it needs, However, the DEIR did not mention these regional 
airports and the impact they would have on Logan, particularly in the area of delays. 


There have been improvements in regard to delay at Logan Airport. As mentioned earlier 
there has been a 36% decrease in delays from 1993 to 1997. The FAA has further reported that 20.5 
1998 delays were 18% lower than 1993 levels, this information was not included in the DEIR. 
These reductions in delays occurred without the implementation of any airside improvements. 
The thought of constructing the new runway to reduce weather-related delays actually has the 
effect of increasing the all-weather capacity of the airport; thus allowing for additional aircraft 
operations. Massport officials have said this is a short-term solution. The DEIR makes no long- 
term analysis of growth and delay problems at Logan, ending its analysis at the year 2010. By 20.6 
that date, with the new runway, and use of its proposed regional alternatives, Massport still 
"projects delays to have increased by 39,000 hours annually. The Commonwealth needs a long- 
term solution we can not go through this same situation ten years down the road; we need to plan 
for the future of the Commonwealth now. 


Other constituents do not trust Massport and see this runway as a way to increase the 
number of aircraft coming and going at Logan and ultimately increasing the noise over their 
neighborhoods. This is in no way a case of “not in my backyard”: these people have lived with 
Logan for over 23 years, they simply can not take any more. Massport has talked about 
soundproofing the areas that receive the most noise pollution. Did they think about how many 20. T 
homes that will include? This does not seem feasible and even if it is, this does not resolve the 
problem when people want to use their backyards or when the windows are open. 


As you can see there are many unresolved issues pertaining to the proposed runway 14/32 
at Logan Airport. Many things were left out of Massport’s DEIR that are pertinent to the 
discussion of the new runway. Citizens of the Commonwealth deserve all the facts since the 
decision will be effecting their daily lives. There was not enough exploration into supporting the 
regional airports and making them alternate locations for air service. We should spread the access 


I respectfully request that you reject Massport’s Draft Environmental Impact Report and 
solicit a more complete study of the proposed plan. This matter needs to be studied from all 
angles using up-to-date data in order to project what future situations might hold. Your 
consideration of this matter is greatly appreciated. If you have any questions or need additional 
information, please do not hesitate to contact me at my office. 


om 


ichael W. Morrissey 
Senator Norfolk and P 
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Letter 20 


MA State Senator Michael W. Morrissey 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
201 | Analysis _ Base Year The data and studies used to project the necessity of the 
Assumptions/ new runway were out-of-date, using 1993 as a base year 
Methodologies and therefore unreflective of the current situation. For 


instance, the Airside delay model (DELAYSIM) used 
hourly weather observations from 1981-1990. Due to the 
effects of El Nino and La Nina the weather patterns have 
changed significantly within the last five years and this 
information is no longer relevant. The study should 

_ construct and use a new 10-year average. 


There are contradictions in the calculations of delays as 
_ well. Massport developed their own model for estimating 
"delay, rather than using the Federal Aviation 

_ Administration (FAA)-approved SIMMOD model. 


_ The projections of future airfield delays at 
_ not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred — 

_ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historic perspective to | 
| the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model : 
| calibration. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ includes delay and environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect 
current conditions and provide context to the delay problem at 

_ Logan Airport. It should be noted that the appropriate 

| comparison for assessing future year conditions and the 

| effectiveness of the Airside Project is a comparison of the 

_ Preferred Alternative to the No Action Alternative. 


Comparative analysis of 1981 to 1990 weather with 1989 to 
_ 1998 weather identifies no significant differences in statistical 


_ Chapter 4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 

_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays 
_ used in the Airside Project. Chapter 1 and Appendix C 

_ include a description of measures used by FAA and 

_ U.S. DOT to calculate delay, the limitations of those 


Response © 


gan Airport are 


properties. 


measures, an explanation of computer models for estimating 
__ flight delays, and historical delay data at Logan Airport and 


The DEIR does not include studies of other sources of 
delay that plague Logan Airport. The problems of parking 
and ground access are critical issues to getting people in 
and out of Logan quickly and efficiently... with the 
projected increase in passengers there will be a need for 
more improvements down the road. When addressing the 
problem of delays, the whole operation of Logan needs to 
be taken into consideration, not just the weather. 


| oes == 
_ Logan Airport 


i Ground 
_ Transportation 


_ other major United States airports. 


_ The Airside Project does not result in additional aircraft 

_ operation or passenger demand for ground access services, 
_ since the project will not induce additional passenger 

| demand. Refer to the Logan Airport1994/95 GEIR which 

_ includes Massport’s Ground Access Management Plan and 
_ forecasted Vehicle Miles Traveled for the 37.5 million and 

_ 45 million passenger levels that were studied in the 

_ Airside Project analysis. 


Massport has implemented an aggressive airport access 
program designed to increase the use of public transport 
modes and decrease the reliance on private automobiles to 
access Logan Airport. The impact of the passenger activity 
levels, used in the Airside Project documents, on ground i 
access patterns was studied and reported in previous GEIRs. 
The GEIR analysis indicates that the projected growth can be 
accommodated by Logan Airport. i 


: In addition, Section 2.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


discusses the proposed MBTA improvements in transit 
_ access to Logan Airport. Ground access and mass transit 


_ access to Logan Airport was also discussed in the 
_ Logan Airport 1999 ESPR. The 1999 ESPR was filed on 


December 15, 2000. 
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a a cr ee 
| 204° Regional _ Regional _ The DEIR also failed to include studies of alternative p a 
i | Transportation Airports _ plans in additional to the proposed runway 14/32. There is _ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
: | no mention of the impact of using several regional airports | Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that 
_ to relieve some of the traffic flowing into Logan Airport _ service development and increased passenger traffic at these 


_ from across the state. _ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 

i _ Strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

/ regional airports and use of other options, including 

i _ high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. 
: _ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the conclusion that 
greater use of the regional airports will provide passengers 
within the service area of such airports with a viable 

_ alternative to Logan Airport. Since demand within 

Logan Airport's primary service area will remain strong, the 
_ improvements at other regional airports will not eliminate the 
| need for airside projects at Logan Airport. 


_ As the analysis in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 

_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 
they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 

_ occur because a third operating runway is not available 

_ during periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, 
_ which specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and i 
| provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 
_ benefits will only increase in the future, even as 

| developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail to 

_ New York act to reduce the rate of future growth at 

_ Logan Airport. 


here have been improvements in regard to delay at The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 

: _ Logan Airport. As mentioned earlier there has been a 36% __ delay prone airports in the United States. Logan Airport's 
: _ decrease in delays from 1993 to 1997. The FAA has _ estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA’s 

| further reported that 1998 delays were 18% lower than _ threshold of 20,000 hours for a severely delayed airport. Refer 
_ 1993 levels, this information was not included in the DEIR. also to response to Comment 85.4. 


_ FAA Opsnet delays at Logan Airport peaked in 1993, 

_ declined for two years and are rising again. Arrival delays, i 
_ which would be directly affected by Runway 14/32, have risen 
_ Steadily since 1994. In fact, Logan Airport is the second most 
delayed airport in the nation for arrivals 


Analysis _ Planning _ Delay and environmental impacts of the Airside Project were 
_ Assumptions/ Period _ delay problems at Logan, ending its analysis at the year evaluated under a broad range of current and future activity 
_ Methodologies | 2010. By that date, with the new runway, and use ofits levels at Logan Airport. Current air traffic trends at 


: _ proposed regional alternatives, Massport still projects _ Logan Airport, as described in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
i _ delays to have increased by 39,000 hours annually. The _ indicate that the 37.5 M level may not be reached until 2015, 
_ Commonwealth needs a long-term solution we can not go — andthe 45 M level may not occur until 2020 or beyond. The 
_ through this same situation ten years down the road. _ planning horizon considered in the airside analysis therefore 
: _ extends well beyond ten years. Refer also to response to 
Comment 20.4. 


Letter 20: MA State Senator Michael W. Morrissey 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Topic 2 Comment 


Sound Insulation | Massport has talked about soundproofing the area ogan Airport has one 20 the most comprehensive and progressive 
__ the most noise pollution. Did they think about how many homes ___sound insulation programs of any airport in the Country. It was 
| that will include? This does not seem feasible and even ifitis, initiated in 1980 before any airport began receiving federal funding 
_ this does not resolve the problem when people want to use their to soundproof homes under FAR Part 150. Itis the only program in 
_ backyards or when the windows are open. _ the country to offer residents extra sound insulation treatment ina 
: “room of preference” chosen by the homeowner and it is the only 
program in the country attempting to receive FAA approval to : 
expand the area of eligibility by accounting for hill effects. in addition, 
as of the 1999-2000 construction season, FAA grants covering 
80 percent of the cost of sound insulation (paid for by airline ticket 
_ taxes), combined with funds provided by Massport through 

: : _ Passenger Facility Charges and landing fees, had fully funded the 
i _ sound insulation of all eligible dwelling units in Massport’s current 

i / _ sound insulation program. Despite this accomplishment, Massport 
| continues to seek means of expanding its sound insulation program 
exclusive of FAA's decision on this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Ifthe 
_ FAA approves the Preferred Altemative, Massport is committed to 
_ expanding the program to include all additionally eligible residences. 


_ Massport's FAA-approved sound insulation program is only one 
_ element of the noise abatement program. For a discussion of the 
_ noise abatement program, refer to the discussion in the Logan 

| Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 Annual 

_ Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives underway that 

_ reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, including: 


| Noise abatement and runway use restrictions; 


_ Exploring means of extending the Logan Airport sound insulation 
program through innovative investigation of hill effects on sound 

: propagation; 

: Encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 

: : altemative airports; and 


Monitoring and improving achievement of PRAS goals.The 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred Altemative 
would promote runway use in a manner that is more consistent with 
annual PRAS goals. The total number of departures from H 
Runway 27 (over South Boston, Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would 
increase, but the number of equivalent jet operations would remain 
essentially the same. The difference in these communities would be 
fewer nighttime operations and more daytime operations butthe 
_ same noise impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and 
arrivals to Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) would 

_ increase, but most of these are non-jets. These runway operations 
"are currently running well below the PRAS goals, and the 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow the controllers to 

| approach, but still remain below the annual goals for these 

_ operations. Additionally, by increasing the number of operations 

_ over water, Runway 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of 
| dwell and persistence over populated areas in accordance with 


' Regional ' Regional _ There was not enough exploration into supporting the 
_ Transportation — Airports _ regional airports and making them alternate locations for 
i ; air service. We should spread the access and the noise 
_ that goes with it, around the region, not just around 
| Boston. This will solve several problems at once. The 
"delay and congestion issues will be improved by diverting 
| travelers to other airports. The residents surrounding the 
_ airport will get a slight break with a reduction in noise from 
_ aircraft flying over their homes. In addition, travelers that 
- live far from Boston will have closer alternatives with 
prices. 


_ Refer to response to Comment 20.4. 
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FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


| write to you today to express my opposition to peak period pricing at 
Boston/Logan International Airport. 21.1 


The Cape, as you know, faces many complex transportation issues. Air 
travel has increased over the years and provides a vital alternative to automobile 
travel. The demand for these types of alternatives is rising annually. There is no 
reason we should be contemplating increasing fees on these methods of travel. 


Additionally, small rural airports are usually served by smaller airlines. 
This type of financial hardship will only serve to force these airlines to increase 
their fares, and eventually put them out of business. 


| have spent a tremendous amount of my time on transportation projects 
throughout the state. | am wholeheartedly committed to promoting alternative 
modes of transportation in areas, such as the Cape Cod and the South Shore, 
where roads and bridges are at peak level capacity | am hopeful you will 
safeguard what little transportation alternatives, xist}in the areas and oppose 
peak period pricing. 


Thank you for your attention to this tatter/ 


inc rely yours, /| 


/ 
THERESE MURRAY UL 
State Senator 
Plymouth andBarnstable Distriét 


TM/ramj 
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| Letter 21 
MA State Senator Therese Murray 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


21.1 Alternatives Peak Period _---€xpress my opposition to peak period pricing at Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
Pricing _ Boston/Logan International Airport. _ updated discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis 
_ The Cape, as you know, faces many complex _ of the implications of an illustrative conceptual small 
transportation issues. Air travel has increased overthe community exemption program. 
_ years and provides a vital alternative to automobile travel. : : ' . 
_ The demand for these types of alternatives is rising _ Previous attempts at differential landing fee programs at 


: F F _ Logan Airport and the analysis presented in the 
' annually. There is no reason we shouldbe contemplating : are 
increasing fees on these methods of travel. _ 1993 Strategic Assessment Report are described in 


Small rural airports are usually served by smaller airlines. p Pectin sie of lhe: Supplemental DESIRE: 


_ This type of financial hardship will only serve to force _ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
_ these airlines to increase their fares, and eventually put analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 


» them out of business. » services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston - 
_ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport i 
_ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
"program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
_ air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
_ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
_ reduction benefits. This Exemption Program includes all the 
_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
well as other small communities in New England. : 
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Committees: 
REPRESENTATIVE Banks ang Banking 
2NO SUFFOLK DISTRICT Education, Arts ang Humanities 
Ss 
LISA A. SMITH ROOM 42, STATE HOUSE 
LEGISLATIVE AIDE c TEL. (617) 722-2370 Exr. 8634 
TEL. (617) 722-2370 Ext. 8635 
E-Mail: 


Rep.Geneoflaherty@house.state.ma.us 


April 23, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Associate Environmentalist, MEPA 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report, Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project, February, 1999 (EPA Number D-FAA-B5 1017-MA) 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 
I would like to express my concerms with the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report 
(DEIS/R) prepared by the Massachusetts Port Authority regarding the Authority’s plans to 
construct what is commonly called Runway 14/32, 
The DEIS/R has failed to address adequately the concerns of Chelsea and Charlestown residents 
"der Logan International Airport’s flight paths, Massport projects at least a threefold increase 22.1 
of flights over my district under the air traffic management plans based on Construction of 
level of industrial burdens, communities long excluded from many federal and state 


soundproofing and other mitigation efforts. 


including how they calculated the flight delay rate, the heart of their argument for Runway 22.2 


independent commission to conduct a fair and comprehensive assessment of our regional air 
transportation needs. ; 


Thank you very much for your attention to this important matter. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me if you have any question about my comments or concems. 


Very truly yours, 


Caynd, Ofebuify— 


EUGENE L. O’FLAHERTY 
State Representative, 2nd Suffolk District 


/las 
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: | Letter 22 
MA State Representative Eugene L. O’Flaherty 


Comment Response 


The DEIS/R has failed to address adequately the PRAS noise goals are based on the fact that DNL levels. 
: concerns of Chelsea and Charlestown residents under _ above 75 dB are considered unacceptable for residential land — 


» Logan International Airport's flight paths. Massport _ use and that DNL levels above 70 dB are also excessively 

| projects at least a threefold increase of flights over my _ high and should be reduced if feasible. PRAS 

district under the air traffic management plans based on —_—_—- recommendations are thus designed to shift operations off of 
: construction of Runway 14/32. _ tunways where these high levels still exist — primarily in 


_ Winthrop and to the north of Logan Airport in East Boston and _ 
_ Revere. No one in Chelsea or Charlestown currently 
__ experiences noi is thi 


_ Significant questions remain about the methodology ental DEIS/FEIR contains a 


_ Chapter 4 of pp! 
_ Massport used in preparing the DEIS/R, including how _ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays 
they calculated the flight delay rate. _ used in the Airside Project. Chapter 1 and Appendix C 


include a description of measures used by FAA and 

_ U.S. DOT to calculate delay, the limitations of those 

_ measures, an explanation of computer models for estimating 
__ flight delays, and historical delay data at Logan Airport and 

_ other major United States airports. 


_ The methodology used for the Airside Project provides a 
_ consistent and systematic estimate of flight delays caused by 
_ constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 
"estimates than FAA modeling. The analysis based on this 

' methodology indicates that: (1) flight delays at Logan Airport 
_ remain a significant problem and will become worse over time 
_ if no action is taken and (2) the Preferred Alternative can 

_ provide significant reductions in current and future delay 

_ levels. The FAA, who co-authored the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR, approved all the models, which have been 

_ validated in previously published studies of Logan Airport. 


‘Letter 22: MA State Representative Eugene bs O'Flaherty 
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a STATE REPRESENTATIVE WWW.PETRUCCELLI99.COM 
: LETTER 23 
April 22, 1999 : 
Arthur Pugsley 


Associate Environmentalist 

MEPA Unit-Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02202 


Subject: Comments Regarding EOEA #10458, Logan Airside Planning Project 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


The following comments regarding EOEA #10458, Logan Airside Planning Project 
are respectfully submitted. 


To begin, I have eliminated the word “Improvements” from the official title of this 
project as an intrinsic distortion of the report’s contents. I recommend “Expansion” 
as an appropriate substitute, in the spirit of accuracy. 


* [am unalterably opposed to the Proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32. This new 
runway would more than triple jet flights over some of the most densely populated 
communities in the region, including the Eagle Hill neighborhood in East Boston. 23.1 
Because these areas already suffer from some of the highest levels of Logan airport 

jet noise it is simply unacceptable to increase their noise exposure by tripling the 

number of jet flights on Runway 15R/33L which would result directly from the 

planned Runway 14/32. 


The tripling of jet flights over these communities is documented in Massport’s own 
draft environmental impact statement/report that is the subject of this review. For 
example, in Volume III, Technical Appendix H, pages 2 through 4 the data clearly 
demonstrate that total jet operations, arrivals and departures, on existing Runway 
15R/33L would more than triple in Alternative 1A compared to Alternative 4. 


ANTHONY 4% 57 COTTAGE STREET, EAST BOSTON, MA 02128 


PETRUCCELLI 617568.9158 


x, STATE REPRESEN TATIVE WWW.PETRUCCELLI99.COM 


Tam opposed to Runway 14/32 for other reasons: 


Runway 14/32 points directly at East Boston’s most densely populated 
neighborhood, Jeffries Point, which currently is not subjected to direct 
overflights although the area suffers heavily from aircraft ground 

noise. Massport claims in the DEIS/R that Jeffries Point will not experience 
Runway 14/32 overflights because it will be designated as a unidirectional 
runway with overwater operations only. 


However nowhere in the DEIS/R does Massport describe the irreversible 23.9 
legal instruments that would be necessary to guarantee against any future : 
reversal of a temporary unidirectional runway operation. In fact statements 

on pages P-4 and P-5 in the section entitled = make it 

clear that any runway operational restrictions put in place today would be 

subject to future modification pending application from Massport to the 

FAA when both agencies will be administered by different policy makers. 


Runway 14/32 would jeopardize Jeffries Point even ina unidirectional 


configuration due to the inevitable overflights resulting from missed 23.3 
approaches to Runway 32 which would pass directly over the 
neighborhood. 

¢ Iam opposed to the Proposals to reduce the bad weather instrument landing 23 4 


system (ILS) mimimums on Runways 15R, 27 and 22L. The effect of these actions 
would be to expose residential communities to increased jet flight noise from the 
additional jet overflights attendant on the increased availability of these runways to 
operational usage compared to existing conditions. This negative environmental 
effect is described in the DEIS/ R, Volume III, Technical Appendix D, page 2: 

“The proposal to reduce the ILS minimums to the lowest allowable for these three 
runways would increasre their annual availability, and allow operations to continue 
during periods of low visibility...” 


However I do support the Proposal to reduce the Runway 33L ILS minimums 23.5 
because this might shift some bad weather landings from overland to overwater : 
approaches. 
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PETRUCCELLI 617568.9168 . 


*, STATE REPRESENTATIVE WWW.PETRUCCELLI99.COM 


¢ Iam opposed to the centerfield taxiway proposal because of it’s potential negative 23 6 
noise impacts on the Orient Heights area of East Boston, particularly the Bayswater : 
Street neighborhood. 


The DEIS/R is deficient in that in does not adequately address alternatives to the 

alleged Logan Airport delay problem which is the basis of the proposed expansion 23.1 
plan. A regional airport system plan is called for which would fully utilize the 

potential of other regional airports such as Providence, RI and Manchester, NH. 


Tam also opposed to the DEIS/R because it completely fails to address the larger 

problem of airport related activities on the quality of life of East Boston. The existing 
growth rate of Logan Airport threatens to suffocate our community with air freight ? 3 8 
warehouses, heavy truck traffic, rental vehicles and other similar activities. I again . 
call on the Massachusetts Office of Environmental Affairs to immediately institute 

a complete freeze on all Logan airport related activities in East Boston to protect our 
community from being totally overwhelmed by the airport. 


Sincerely, 


Huthouy Petrucectli 


Anthony Petruccelli 
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Letter 23 
MA State Representative Anthony Petruccelli 


Cod 
23.1 


Response 


unway would more than triple jet fights over some of the _ While Eagle Hillis expected to experience significant noise 

| most densely populated communities in the region, including the _ exposure above 65 DNL for various future scenarios, itis notamong 
Eagle Hill neighborhood in East Boston. Because these areas _the most highly exposed areas around Logan Airport. The most 

| already suffer from some of the highest levels of Logan Airport _ highly exposed areas are primarily in Winthrop andto the north of 

| jetnoise itis simply unacceptable to increase their noise _ Logan Airport in East Boston and Revere (see Tables 6.2-5 and 6,2- 

| exposure by tripling the number of jet flights on _ 24. Asa consequence, with the increased flexibility in use of : 

_ Runway 15R/33L which would result directly from the planned runways afforded by Runway 14/32, PRAS tends to recommend 

_ Runway 14/32. _ additional overfiights of Eagle Hill so as to benefit more highly 

xposed areas 3 experiencing levels 0 of r75 DNL and above. 


232 


_ Altematives _ Runway 14/32 Nowhere in the DEIS/R does Massport describe the irreversible The Runway 14/32 concept under re review inthe Supplemental 
_ legal instruments that would be necessary to guarantee against _ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e,, all aircraft 
"any future reversal of a temporary unidirectional runway _ arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the Runway 32 
» operation. _ approach and all departures would initiate from the Runway 14 


_ heading out over Boston Harbor). State approval under MEPA and 

_ federal approval under NEPA will allow Runway 14/32 to proceed 

_ only ona basis consistent with the stated unidirectional limitations. 

_ Consistent with any such approvals, Masport will ight and stripe 

_ Runway 14/32 to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 

_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional requirements of 
_ thatimprovement concept. The Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, 
_ whichis 174 feet high, is within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The 
location of the Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades 

_ applicable FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 
precluding arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor 
"limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available 

_ facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. : 
_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow maximum use 

_ of over-water operations and thereby limit operational impacts over 
_ residential areas. To strictly reinforce these important environmental 

_ benefits, Massport has designated the intended unidirectional 
"limitation on Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. We anticipate 

__ that any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 

__ Unidirectional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. 


233 ~~ Altematives _ Runway 14/32 Runway 14/32 would jeopardize Jeffries Point even ina _ Runway 14/32 will be used primarily in VER weather conditions. A 
i : ' unidirectional configuration due to the inevitable overflights _ missed approach, which is an exceedingly rare occurrence in VFR 
resulting from missed approaches to Runway 32 which would —_conditions, would not affect Jeffries Point because it would tum to 
: » pass directly over the neighborhood. the left. 
234 —— Altematives _ Reduced "Lam opposed to the proposals to reduce the bad weather _ Reducing the current landing minimums for Runways 15R, 22L, and : 
: _ Approach instrument landing system (ILS) minimums on Runways 15R, 27 at Logan Airport will not increase noise levels. Aircratt will follow 
Minimums | 27 and 22L. The effect of these actions would be to expose _ the same arrival paths, at the same altitudes as today, but the 
i _ residential communities to increased jet flight noise from the - location at which a missed approach decision must be made will be 
_ additional jet overfiights attendant on the increased availability of | moved closer to the airport. Since missed approaches rarely occur, 
_ these runways to operational usage compared to existing they have no discemible effect on the cumulative noise. For 
- conditions. _ example, reducing the Runway 22L decision height to 200 feet 


_ moves the maximum noise point to approximately 3,000 feet from 

_ touchdown which is further from populated areas in East Boston 

_ than the current maximum noise point. Although categorically 

__ excluded from NEPA review, modeling of the changes in runway 
availability from reductions in the approach minimums and an 
analysis of the potential impacts on community noise exposure that 
_ May result were included in the Airside Project in compliance with 

_ an earlier agreement among Massport, the FAA and the City of 

_ Boston. 
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aeae _Topic 1 _ Topic 2 Comment 


| Altermatives 


Reduced — Ido support the proposal to reduce. the Runway 33 33L ILS 
_ Approach _ minimums because this might shift some bad weather 
Minimums _ landings from overland to overwater approaches. 


Taxiway _ Lam opposed to the centerfield taxiway proposal because 
_ Improvements _ of potential negative noise impacts on the Orient Heights 
_ area of East Boston, particularly the Bayswater Street 

» neighborhood. 


g The DEIS/R is deficient in that it does not adequately 

| Transportation — Airports _ address alternatives to the alleged Logan Airport delay 
: : problem which is the basis of the proposed expansion 

» plan. A regional airport system plan is called for which 

» would fully utilize the potential of other regional airports 
» such as Providence, RI and Manchester, NH. 


: Lam also opposed to the DEIS/ R use 
__ fails to address the larger problem of airport related 
activities on the quality of life of East Boston. The existing 
growth rate of Logan Airport threatens to suffocate our 


"Alternatives — 


_ community with air freight warehouses, heavy truck traffic, 


_ rental vehicles and other similar activities. 


‘Letter 23: MA State Ri Bessie ni ies Petruccelli 


_ The purpose of the Airside Improvements | Planning Project is to 
_ Teduce current and projected levels of airfield congestion and _ 
_ delay and to enhance the safety of aircraft operations at Logan. 
_ Massport’s proposed landside improvements are planned to 

_ enhance the efficiency of passenger processing, and include 

_ terminal modernization, as well as roadway, parking and 

_ service area improvements. The landside projects will not affect 
_ the design or implementation of the Airside Project, which has 

_ independent utility, nor will the Airside Project improvements 

_ affect the design or implementation of any of the landside 
projects. All airside and landside projects, where required, will 
_ continue to be the subject of separate comprehensive 

- environmental analysis by project proponents in accordance 

_ with federal and state regulations. 


_ As expressed in the May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate, 

_ Massport’s ESPR (formerly GEIR) process ‘is expected 

_ provide a big picture cumulative impact analysis of Logan 

_ operations, impacts and mitigation. It complements the 

_ project-specific EIRs,” such as this one for the Airside 

_ Improvements, “helps to focus the review process of 

_ individual EIRs, and ensures that segmented project review 
_ does not occur in the context of MEPA review at Logan 


ompletely 


Response 


_ The implementation of the Category HILLS for Rur Runway 3 33L 
_ will be evaluated at a later date in a separate EIS upon — 


_ The ground taxi noise calculated for the northeast end of 

- Runway 4/22, at locations in Winthrop and East Boston, show 
_ small to moderate reductions in ground noise of 2t0 3dBfor 
_ the Preferred Alternative when compared to the No Build 

_ Alternative (refer to Tables 6.2-15, 6.2-16, and 6.2-17 in the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). This is true for average and for 

_ maximum propagation conditions and for all operational 

' scenarios examined. The main reason for these noise 

_ decreases is the reduction of the number of taxiing aircraft 

_ waiting to takeoff on Runways 22L&R. 


_ The principal effect of the Centerfield Taxiway is to reduce 
_ the number of aircraft waiting on the taxiways reducing 

_ ground noise and emissions for close in residents of East 
- Boston and Winthrop. 


Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 


_ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 

_ Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 

_ development and increased passenger traffic at these 

_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 

_ Strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

regional airports and full use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. 

- Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental i 

_ DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the conclusion greater use 

_ of the regional airports will provide passengers within the 

_ service area of such airports with a viable alternative to 

_ Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport's primary 

_ service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 

_ regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 
projects: at ‘Logan Airport. 


irport.” 


COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
MASSACHUSETTS SENATE 
STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133-1053 


NATOR HENRI Ss. RAUSCHENBACH LETTER a4 COMMITTEES. 


CAPE & ISLANOS Orstrictr CeNATe oe on MENS 
Ascuicen: ae CARE 
NERGY 
TEL. (617) 722.1570 April 7, 1999 


Ostricr OFFice 
TEL. (508) 362-4556 


E-Mails: HRausche @senate.state.ma.us 
Web Page: Wwww.capecod.net/senrauschenb 


Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 
1 Winter Street 
Boston MA, 02108 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


way as every other region in eastern Massachusetts. Efficient operation of the Boston airport has 24 | 
immediate and measurable impact on economics and quality of life for Cape and Islands 

residents. For instance, Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines, the largest independent regional server in 

7% the country, flies 150,000 Passengers to and from Boston each year. Passengers include Cape and 


Boston become fully manifest in local consequences, 


I thank you for your consideration and do urge your favorable view of this initiative. 


Respectfully Submitted, 


Ce 


Henri S. Rauschenbach 
State Senator 
Cape & Islands district 
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3t | Letter 24 
MA State Senator Henri S. Rauschenbach 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


| write to you in determined support of proposed runway 

_ 14/32 at Logan International Airport. Efficient operation of 
_ the Boston airport has immediate and measurable impact 
_ on economics and quality of life for Cape and Islands 

_ residents. Cape and Island residents travel on business 

' as well as seek medical procedures or other services 

' unavailable locally. Moreover, air transport is central to 

_ the success of our tourism industry. Too often, delays in 
Boston become fully manifest in lo 


Response 


House of Representatives 


BYRON RUSHING 


State House — Room 542B = ; 
~ Boston, MA 02133-1054 LETTER 29 
(617) 722-2637 ae 
Rep. ByronRushing @house.state.ma.us 


April 22, 1999 
Ninth Suffolk District 
Audubon Circle 
Copley Place 
Fenway 
As pts Arthur Pugsley 
Tcnhar ari ? . 
Prideieial Executive Office of 
St. Botolph Environmental Affairs 
South End 100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 


Attn: MEPA Office 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Boston, MA. EOEA 
#10458. 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


| am writing to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report (EIS/R) for the above project. 


I have-represented the South End and Lower Roxbury neighborhoods of 
Boston in the Massachusetts House of Representatives since 1983: 4 
Serve on the Joint Committee On Transportation in the Legislature. In 


approved flight track for departures off Runway 27 is still not being flown 
accurately within the accepted flight corridor by the majority of planes). 


transportation Program for the region be adopted before any further 
consideration of this Proposal or any other Proposed expansion of or at 


| have come to these conclusions in regard to the Draft EIS/R and to 
Massport's handling of this Process for the following reasons: 


1. The Airside Improvements Project will impose an unacceptable 

noise burden upon my constituents and other communities without y 5 1 
any commensurate benefit either to Logan Airport or to the citizens . 
of the Commonwealth. The EIS/R argues a narrow case for construction 

of a new runway and taxiway without examining in appropriate detail how 

these construction projects will adversely affect the surrounding impacted 
communities. The EIS Similarly fails to evaluate the effect of the 2. 
increased demand which will be generated by the Proposed construction 25 2 
project on its terminal facilities, baggage handling parking Capacity, public 
transportation an road access at the airport. 


2. Massport’s assertions about delay are questionable at best. The 

i isory Committee to Massport (CAC) has determined the 
Massport failed to use readily available data on delay from the FAA to 
Support its representations about the severity of the problem at Logan. 25.3 
My community's representative on that body has convinced me that there 

is no basis for Massport’s assertions about the new runway as a tool for 

delay reduction at the airport. To the contrary, it appears that the delay 
Situation will worsen within 5 years or less while Logan will have subjected 

its neighbors to an environmental nightmare of noise and pollution. 


| do not believe that delays at Logan airport justify this $20 million 

Proposed short-term solution. | know that Logan has problems and that 

delays are one of them. But Massport has not explained to my 

Satisfaction what causes whatever number of delays there are. Are they 

delays which are unavoidable due to storms and dangerous weather 25.4 
conditions? Are they caused by the airlines? By delays at other airports? 

By cargo and baggage handling and ground transportation problems? It 

is counterintuitive to Say delays are the problem and then advocate 

increasing Capacity at the airport. No one has demonstrated that delays 

at Logan have slowed down growth in Boston for the past ten years. 


The burden of proof is on Massport. It has failed to articulate any 
Standard for acceptable delay or growth at Logan. It has also failed to 255 
provide a long-term or comprehensive analysis of the general congestion 

at the airport. Almost all of the airfield delay data is simulated. Actual 

delay has decreased since 1993 according the CAC consultants and they 

question the discrepancy between FAA and Massport methodology. In 

any event, actual data on delay over the years is not presented. 


3. The EIS/R gives short shrift to fundamental environmental justice 
implications of the Proposal. It contains no detailed evaluation of the 

impacts of this project on minority and low-income populations living 25.6 
adjacent to the project. The document shows that Massport did not 

actively obtain the population and impact information required by the 

executive Order 12898 and the DOT Order regarding environmental 


non-English-speaking Latino residents in my Districts. There is a large y 5 7 


4. The project, by Massport’s own account in the DEIS, will generate, 
at best, limited, dubious and short term benefits for the traveling 


configuration and Capacity of the airport =nd cause increased 
environmental injury to Logan's neighbors. 


| cannot end these comments without mentioning the outrage expressed 
by many of my constituents regarding Massport's attempts to skew the 
process. Massport’s paid advertising campaign, during the Public 


language while engaging in deceptive advertising should be severely 
Sanctioned. In no event should Massport, or a group Calling itself Citizens 
for Efficient Regional Transportation, be allowed to submit to MEPA any 
results from an alleged “survey” being conducted in Conjunction with this 


campaign. The “surve 


y” is completely biased and uses invalid polling © 
methods t 


0 come up with a result predestined to favor the project. 


Yours 


RUSHING 
State Representative 
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Letter 25 
MA State Representative Byron Rushing 


Comment Response 


Impacts | The Airside Improvements Project will impose an Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a history of 
unacceptable noise burden upon my constituents and other © PRAS development and performance at Logan Airport. 


communities without any commensurate benefit either to In 1998, 77 : F ; 
‘ te , 77 percent of Logan Airport's jet traffic affected 
Logan Airport or to the citizens of the Commonwealth. The communities to the north and south of the airport—East Boston, 


EIS/R argues a narrow case for construction of a new runway Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, Dorchester, Quincy, 


and taxiway without examining in appropriate detail how these Witton, and Braintree. Without Runway 14/32, as much as 88 

| construction projects will adversely affect the surrounding percent of Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overfly these 

__ impacted communities. communities when Logan Airport reaches 

37.5 million passengers. Construction of Runway 14/32 will allow 
amore balanced geographic distribution of aircraft operations 
over populated areas, will increase the number of over-water 
operations, and will reduce noise exposure for close-in 
communities. In fact, the most heavily impacted communities will 
experience a decrease in overflights compared to 1998 levels. 
With the Preferred Alternative, when Logan Airport reaches 

| : / _ 29 million passengers, overflights from Runway 4 arrivals and 

_ Runway 22 departures, which affect South Boston, Quincy, 

_ Milton, and Braintree, will decrease from 107,861 in 1998 to 

_ 58,305 operations. 


| : : Noise was identified as the only off-airport impact from the 
: _ Preferred Alternative with the potential for environmental justice 
i i _ impacts. The environmental justice analysis found no 
_ disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income and 
| minority populations from direct project impacts. However, 
" because the area added to the 65 dB DNL contour is primarily 
_ within the City of Chelsea, other environmental and health issues 
_ were also considered in an effort to assess other cumulative or 
_ multiple adverse exposures. 


_ Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

_ evaluation of existing measures for monitoring PRAS 

» performance and demonstrates that the FAA has improved its 
_ performance relative to the PRAS goals. The 

_ Preferred Alternative mitigation program includes additional 

_ reporting requirements recommended to enhance the monitoring 
effort. 


Ground Access to The EIS fails to evaluate the effect of the increased Neither Massport nor the FAA has a program to increase 
| Transportation _ Logan Airport = demand which will be generated by the proposed | passenger demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of 
_ construction project on its terminal facilities, baggage _ both organizations is to accommodate demand safely and 
| handling parking capacity, public transportation and road —_ efficiently. The recommended Airside Project is intended to 
access at the airport. _ enable Logan Airport to accommodate current and 


| future aircraft activity with minimum delay. The construction of 
| Runway 14/32 would significantly reduce delays associated 

_ with northwest wind conditions, but would not be expected to 

_ induce additional aircraft traffic or passenger activity at 

~ Logan Airport. 


: : _ The Airside Project does not result in additional aircratt 
_ operation or passenger demand for ground access services, 
/ : _ since the project will not induce additional passenger 

_ demand. Refer to the Logan Airport1994/95 GEIR which 

_ includes Massport’s Ground Access Management Plan and 
_ forecasted Vehicle Miles Traveled for the 37.5 million and 
_ 45 million passenger levels that were studied in the 
irside Project analysis. 
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| Need _ whatever number of delays there are. Are they delays which 
"are unavoidable due to storms and dangerous weather 
conditions? Are they caused by the airlines? By delays at 
other airports? By cargo and baggage handling and ground 
_ transportation problems? No one has demonstrated that 
| delays at Logan have slowed down growth in Boston for the 
_ past ten years. 


fa on delay from 


_ FAA to support its representations about the severity of the 
"problem at Logan. My community's representative on that 

_ body has convinced me that there is no basis for Massport's 

"assertions about the new runway as a tool for delay reduction 
_ at the airport. To the contrary, it appears that the delay 

_ situation will worsen within 5 years or less while Logan will 
_ have subjected its neighbors to an environmental nightmare 
| of noise and pollution. 


_ onthe estimation and modeling of flight delays used in the Airside 


_ Project. Chapter 1 and Appendix C include a description of 

| measures used by FAA and U.S. DOT to calculate delay, the 
_ limitations of those measures, an explanation of computer models 
for estimating flight delays, and historical delay data at 
| Logan Airport and other major United States airports. 


_ Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It : 
_ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and 
_ their limitations, an explanation of computer models for estimating 
| flight delays, and historical data on delays at Logan Airportand 


other major United States airports. The methodology used forthe 
Airside Project includes the effects of constraints at Logan Airport, 
and produces lower delay estimates than FAA modeling. The 
FAA approved all the models, which have been validated in 
previously published studies of Logan Airport. 


The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and 
delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report for 


_ Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 
_ teduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 
_ Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the RDSIM 


| model and estimated that when activity reached 

+ 504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 

_ 260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 

_ forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 
_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet 

_ scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 
_ Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the 

_ Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that the 
| Airside delays represent “a plausible and conservative : 


_ estimate...” 


The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 
| delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport's 
"estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA’s 


_ Delays occur when wind or weather conditions require the use of 
configurations with fewer than three active runways, when poor 

_ weather requires increased separation distances between aircraft, 
_ or when airlines schedule more flights than Logan Airport can 

| handle. The Airside Project is designed to reduce delays at 

_ Logan Airport from adverse winds and taxiway congestion by 

_ addressing constraints at Logan Airport. Delays caused by 

_ conditions at other airports or other factors, such as mechanical 

_ failure, are not addressed since Massport cannot influence these 

_ delays. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR also contains a discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT 

_ delay measures and historical data, along with comparisons of 


_ 20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. 


Letter 25: MA State Representative Byron Rushing 


doo 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


comprehensive analysis of the general congestion at the 

airport. Actual delay has decreased since 1993 according 
| the CAC consultants and they question the discrepancy 

_ between FAA and Massport methodology. Actual data on 
_ delay over the years is not presented. 


_ analyses of congestion at Logan Airport for six future 

_ operating scenarios, which at current growth rates are 

_ expected to extend to the year 2024. FAA Opsnet delays at i 
_ Logan Airport peaked in 1993, declined for two years and are 
rising again. Arrival delays which would be directly affected 
_ by Runway 14/32 have risen steadily since 1994. The FAA 
"consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most delay 
| prone airports in the United States. Logan Airport's estimated 
"annual delay hours in 1998 were over six times the FAA’s i 
_ threshold of 20,000 hours for a severely delayed airport. 

_ Refer to Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 

| Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the FAA and 
DOT delay measures and historical data, along with 

| comparisons of Logan Airport with other United States 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


contain detailed 


airports. 


Environmental | Demographic The EIS/R contains no detailed evaluation of the impacts 

_ Justice _ Data _ of this project on minority and low-income populations 

i living adjacent to the project. The document shows that 
Massport did not actively obtain the population and impact 
information required by the executive Order 12898 and 
the DOT Order regarding environmental justice. The only 
specific data presented is noise data, which compares the 
projected noise impacts (which are significantly 
understated) in particular communities to the study area 
as a whole, rather than showing the discrepancies among 
and between various communities which are impacted by 
the project; and other impacts, such as the impacts from 
air pollutants and odor, are not addressed at all. 


i 
j 


Low income and minority populations were defined in 
accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. 
DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of 
low-income populations was expanded to include households 
at 150 percent of poverty level. The data presented are based 
on the most recently available census data (1990) using 
Geographic Information System (GIS) technology to analyze 
impacts at the most detailed level possible. Refer to 

Sections 6.8.3 and 6.8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for 
a discussion of the analytical methodology and results, 
respectively. 


Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 
within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 
of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 
the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 
predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 
increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
is not a significant adverse impact. The minority and 
low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 
affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 
almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 
contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 
Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 
increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 
provided to affected communities in the form of residential 
sound insulation. 


A discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 
presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Noise was identified as the only off-airport impact from the 
Preferred Alternative with the potential for environmental 
justice impacts. The environmental justice analysis found no 


_ disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income 

_ and minority populations from direct project impacts. 

_ However, because the area added to the 65 dB DNL contour 

__ is primarily within the City of Chelsea, other environmental 
_ and health issues were also considered in an effort to assess 
_ other cumulative or multiple adverse exposures. Refer to 


_ Section 6.8.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional 
_ information. 
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_ Justice _ Data | non-English-speaking Latino residents in my Districts. 

: _ Massport's failure to attempt any opportunity for comment 
_ by Spanish and Portuguese speakers is a direct violation 
| of the Executive Order. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Massport has invo! Hispanic community in 

ublic review of the Airside Project. Copies of the 

irside Project Draft EIS/EIR were distributed to the 

Chelsea Human Services Collaborative, the Centro Hispano 

le Chelsea, and the Chelsea Commission on Hispanic 

ffairs. Consistent with FAA policy of providing translation on 

equest, a Spanish-language interpreter was present at a 

meeting on February 23, 1999 with the Latin American 

lanning and Development Group. Massport also held a 

ublic hearing on March 3, 1999 with the Chelsea City 

‘ouncil at which over one hundred citizens had the 

portunity to provide comment to Massport officials following 
resentation of the Proposed Project. 
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LETTER 26 


April 23, 1999 : 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs Mr. John C. Silva 

Attention MEPA Office Manager, Environmental Programs 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 Airports Division, ANE-600 

100 Cambridge Street New England Region 

20th Floor 12 New England Executive Park 
Boston, MA 02202 Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva: 


Recognizing that the public comment period for the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report on the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project is drawing to a close, 
and that Massport is preparing to move ahead with the next stage of the MEPA/NEPA process, I 
thought this an appropriate time to express my ideas and concerns about the Airside 
Improvements Planning Project as it is currently structured. I am writing to you as a member of 
the Joint Committee on Transportation and as an elected representative from the town of 
Braintree who has had an opportunity to fully review the plans for the Airside Improvements 
Planning Project. 


It is evident that, due to the unique weather and wind patterns around Logan Airport, the airport 
is subject to delays, even on perfectly clear days. The current runway lay-out makes the airport 
especially vulnerable to delays, a problem that the proposed Runway 14/32 is designed to 
alleviate. Delays are understandably unpopular with travelers, especially with business travelers, 
and none of us want to see Logan so hobbled by schedule problems that Boston becomes known 
as a notoriously difficult destination. That would be harmful both to our economy and to our 
civic pride. Moreover, delays are also damaging to our environment, as planes idle on the tarmac 
and circle in the sky, all the while releasing foul fumes into the air. 


Recognizing that delays are a serious impediment to the smooth and efficient management of 
operations at Logan Airport, we still need to ask some important questions about the Airside 
Improvements Planning Project, and especiatly about the long-term efficacy of any proposal that 
includes runway construction. The first and most obvious question is based on the assumption 


that Runway 14/32 will be built: for how long will it be able to alleviate current and projected 
delays? Although Massport has attempted to answer this question, the Citizen’s Advisory 

_ Committee has supplied me with alternative data, and I would like some clarification on this 
point. 


Conversely, if we choose not to act on the Airside Improvements Planning Project at this 
juncture, where will Massport find itself in ten years or twenty years? If we do move ahead with 
the proposed plan, will this be the final piece in the overall puzzle of modernizing Logan? 


The Draft EIS/EIR further claims that Runway 14/32, combined with the other improvements 
included in the Airside Improvements Planning Project, will “...allow noise impacts to be spread 
more equitably across communities and over water...”' This should offer much-needed relief for 
certain neighboring communities currently receiving the major share of noise and other impacts 
from Logan Airport, an effort I applaud. 


In order to manage the current weather-related delays, it is clear Massport needs to make 
modifications to its existing operations. A reduction in the number of delays, coupled with a 
more equitable distribution of the impact of airport activities, is obviously a worthy goal. But it 
is important not to be short-sighted in our approach to improving Massport’s current 
infrastructure. Massport needs to recognize the importance of taking a long-term, regional 
approach to air and ground transportation in the Commonwealth, including expanding the use of 
the airports in Worcester and New Bedford. These airports will never function on the same scale 
as Logan, but they can provide valuable service for their immediate communities. 


The following is a list of points which should be addressed as Massport prepares to move 
forward with the Airside Improvements Planning Project: 


e Any discussion of proposed Runway 14/32 must include conditions for it to be used only as a 
unidirectional runway. Massport has made this a part of the Draft EIS/EIR, but it must now 
demonstrate to the communities of the Citizens Advisory Committee that it is capable of 
making and keeping that commitment. Logan’s neighbors will count on that promise to be 
maintained even as traffic grows at Logan. A firm committment to the unidirectional runway 
will not only help to limit the impact of airplane noise on the surrounding communities but 
will also add an important level of credibility to the proposal. 


¢ Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration must seriously consider a long-term plan 
to expand the capacity of the Commonwealth’s other airports, including Worcester Regional 
Airport. An increase in the use of our other airports would help to relieve some of the 
pressure on Logan. A number of options should be weighed, including relocating to one of 
the state’s smaller airports a portion of the freight traffic and/or the private/corporate jet 
traffic that currently flows through Logan. 


26.3 


26.4 


26.9 


¢ The Commonwealth should work with the states of New Hampshire and Rhode Island, home 
respectively to Manchester Airport and T.F. Greene Airport, to develop a comprehensive tri- 
State plan for managing ground and air traffic in and out of New England. As both passenger 
and freight traffic in the region increase in the future, Logan will not be able to efficiently 
handle all of the air-traffic demand without assistance from airports in our neighboring states. 


¢ To further assist those communities that may experience an increase in airplane noise from an 
increase in activity at Logan, Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration must 
establish an expanded noise abatement program, including increased funding for residential 
sound-proofing efforts. Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration should also 
explore the possibility of requiring planes using Logan’s facilities to either be new and 
therefore less noisy or else to have been retrofitted for noise reduction. I understand that 
there are other urban airports in the country that have restrictions on the types of aircraft that 
can use their runways, a mechanism that Massport should consider. 


* Massport should also work with the impacted communities to consider the possibility of 
establishing rules about hours of operation for Runway 14/32 that are acceptable to the 
residents of those communities as well as to the airport. Massport currently has certain rules 
about how late planes can fly in and out of Logan; those rules should be strengthened in 
response to community concerns about noise. 


¢ As mentioned in Section 2.4.2.5. of the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport has worked to calculate the 
impact of Amtrak’s new high-speed rail service on the number of people using Logan. I have 
seen and read several different figures for this projected impact, and I believe it’s important 
to develop precise data. 


¢ The issue of peak-hour pricing, which is covered in the Draft EIR/EIS and which has been a 
part of the public discussion on the Airside Improvements Planning Project, is a mechanism 
which I believe will not help to alleviate the current problem of delays at Logan Airport. It 
has been demonstrated to me that peak-hour pricing may do economic harm to some of the 
smaller airlines serving our region, those same carriers that the proposed Runway 14/32 is 
specifically designed to serve. For this reason, | believe that peak-hour pricing would not be 
an appropriate administrative choice for Massport at this point. 


Over the past decade, the Commonwealth has worked aggressively to improve its transportation 
networks and to upgrade its existing transportation infrastructure. The opening of the Ted 
Williams Tunnel (T.W.T.), the direct connection between the Massachusetts Turnpike and the 
Ted Williams Tunnel, the progress of the Central Artery Project, and the modernization of the 
MBTA’s Blue Line are all projects that have and will directly improve access to Logan Airport 
from downtown Boston and beyond. It is not an accident that these projects have been made a 
Priority by the Commonwealth as they increase intermodal accessibility around the Greater 
Boston area. In order for these investments to have the maximum possible impact, however, it is 
vital that Logan be able to function as efficiently and smoothly as possible. 


26.6 


26.7 
26.8 


26.9 


26.10 


26.11 


The proposed construction of Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway is designed to alleviate 
current weather-related delays only. But projections show a growth in the number of trips to and 
_ from Logan, growth that will occur regardless of whether we move ahead with the Airside 
Improvements Planning Project. In a way, this is a good problem, because it demonstrates what 
we already know: that the Boston area is a wonderful place to spend time. Our rich history, 
thriving financial, educational, and health care sectors, as well as its proximity to the beaches of 
Cape Cod and the ski slopes of the Berkshires all make Boston a desirable destination. The new 
Convention Center, when it is completed, will be a further draw. We need to find a way to 
balance the projected and potential growth at Logan, however, with the quality of life concerns of 
the cities and towns under the Logan flight paths. This is not a case of ‘build it and they will 
come,’ for they are already coming. We need to address that fact in a manageable, efficient, and 
effective way. 


At the same time, however, we must think about the long-term future of air travel in New 
England, and that requires us to plan more broadly. Therefore, must begin to incorporate the 
Commonwealth’s smaller airports into our aviation network, whether for passengers or for 
freight, and we must look beyond our borders to airports in our neighboring states. 


As one who travels through Logan Airport, and who tries to understand the myriad transportation 
programs of the Commonwealth, I know that access to safe, convenient, and affordable air travel 


is in the best interest of Massachusetts and New England as we move into the 21st century. 


It is my hope that you will consider my thoughts in the sincere way that they have been offered. 


e 


Very Truly Yours, 


Sth Norfolk District 


cc: Mr. Peter Blute 
Executive Director, Massport 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DraFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


a Letter 26 
MA State Representative Joseph C. Sullivan 


Code Topic1 Topic 2 Comment 


26.1 


Response 


_ For how long will Runway 14/32 be able to alleviate _ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
/ _ current and projected delays? _ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
i _ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
: / _ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
» benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
: : _ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the | 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic i 
levels increase. 


_ If we choose not to act on the Airside Improvements _ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
_ Planning Project at this juncture, where will Massport find 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions | 
_ itself in ten years or twenty years? If we do move ahead _are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high __ 
_ with the proposed plan, will this be the final piece inthe as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
- overall puzzle of modernizing Logan? _ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had / 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
_ éfficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic : 
_ levels increase. 


| Alternatives 


_ Massport has developed a range of potential future traffic 

_ levels for planning purposes. For a variety of reasons, 

_ Massport believes that the forecasts described as 1999 and 

- 2010 projections in the Logan Airside Improvements 

_ Feasibility Study, Phase | Report and the DEIS/EIR will not 

_ be achieved until after 1999 and 2010, respectively. The 
Airport is likely to reach 29 million passengers (formerly the 

_ “1999” forecast) in 2003. Developments at the regional 

_ airports and Amtrak’s high speed Acela Express rail service 

_ to New York are expected to further slow Logan Airport’s 

| passenger traffic growth. As a result, Logan Airport is now 

_ expected to reach 37.5 million passengers in 2015 and 

_ 45 million passengers in 2024. Thus the planning forecasts 

| that underlie the delays and environmental analyses covera 
_ planning period that extends beyond 2020. Refer to Chapters 
| 1 and 4 of the Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR for a | 
_ complete discussion of the planning forecasts. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ Code Comment 


_ Topic 1 


263 


_ Massport needs to recognize the importance of taking a 
_ long-term, regional approach to air and ground 
transportation in the Commonwealth, including expanding 
the use of the airports in Worcester and New Bedford. 


| Regional 
| Transportation 


_ Regional 
_ Airports 


Runway 14/32 


ny discussion of proposed Runway 14/32 must include 

_ conditions for it to be used only as a unidirectional runway. 

| Massport must now demonstrate to the communities of the 

_ Citizens Advisory Committee that it is capable of making and 
| keeping that commitment. 


64 


Extensive analysis of im 
discussed in detail in Chapters 5 and 6 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 

City of Worcester to aggressively market the : 
Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 
involvement with Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 
operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 
Since January 2000 Massport has attracted three new 

airlines to Worcester Regional Airport. Delta Connection 

began serving Worcester Regional Airport with two daily 
nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta on 
February 1, 2000 and will be increasing its service to three 
daily flights in April 2001. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle 
began service to New York JFK Airport with three daily 

nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. In February 
2001, PanAm began daily scheduled service from Worcester 

to Orlando International Airport. Massport is in ongoing 
discussions with other carriers regarding potential new 

services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition to the 
Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has pursued a variety 
of initiatives to promote the use of other regional airports and 
travel modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth 


_ pressures at Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, 
_ Massport and Governor Cellucci co-sponsored a 

_ Regional Transportation Summit of the New England 

_ Governors and transportation officials. The Summit focused 

© on joint marketing among the New England commercial 

_ service airports and the joint promotion of rail and road 

_ initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced regional 

_ transportation system. A second summit was held in Rhode 

| Island in December 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 

_ Massport’s regional transportation planning initiatives. 

_ Massport reports on the status of the New Bedford 

_ Airport Project in Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


i 


The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 


_ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all aircraft 
__ arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the Runway 32 

| approach and all departures would initiate from the Runway 14 
heading out over Boston Harbor). State approval under MEPA 

_ and federal approval under NEPA will allow Runway 14/32 to 

_ proceed only on a basis consistent with the stated unidirectional : 
_ limitations. Consistent with any such approvals, Massport will ight 
_ and stripe Runway 14/32 to accommodate unidirectional 
_ operations only. 

_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 

__ physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional requirements 

_ of that improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel and 

_ Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is within 1,300 feet of 

_ the Runway 14. The location of the Hyatt Hotel and 

| Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach surface 
requirements, thereby precluding arrivals from the west to the 

_ Runway 14. Another factor limiting westerly operations on 

_ Runway 14/32 is the lack of available facilities to allow aircraft to 

| taxi to the Runway 32. 

_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow maximum / 
"use of over-water operations and thereby limit operational impacts 

__ over residential areas. To strictly reinforce these important 

_ environmental benefits, Massport has designated the intended 
unidirectional limitation on Runway 14/32 as a mitigation 

_ measure. We anticipate that any state and federal approvals will 
| also strictly reinforce the unidirectional limitations intended for 


Runway 14/32. 
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Topic 2 Comment 


Regional 
Airports 


- _ Regional 
_ Transportation 


Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration must 
seriously consider a long-term plan to expand the capacity 


of the Commonwealth's other airports, including 
Worcester Regional Airport. A number of options should 
be weighed, including relocating to one of the state's 
smaller airports a portion of the freight traffic and/or the 
private/corporate jet traffic that currently flows through 
Logan. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


While Massport has no juris over the evelopment, 
operation or use of infrastructure at airports other than 
Logan Airport, Hanscom Field, and Worcester Regional 


_ Airport (as of January 2000), Massport is engaged in 

_ promoting the use of other alternative regional airports and 
_ travel modes to relieve traffic growth pressures at 

_ Logan Airport. Refer to response to Comment 26.3. 


_ Since cargo operations account for only two percent of 

_ aircraft activity at Logan Airport and occur during off-peak 
_ hours, cargo operations do not contribute to delays at 

| Logan Airport. 


_ General Aviation, including private jets comprise only 5 

_ percent of Logan Airport operations. Congress has 
specifically forbidden airport operators from exercising any 
_ discriminatory action against any class of airport users. 


The Commonwealth should work with the states of New 
| Hampshire and Rhode Island, home respectively to 

| Manchester Airport and T.F. Greene Airport, to develop a 
| comprehensive tristate plan for managing ground and air 
traffic in and out of New England. 


aaa — 
Airports 


_ Regional 


26.6 
: _ Transportation 


Sound 
Insulation 


_ Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration must 
_ establish an expanded noise abatement program, 

_ including increased funding for residential sound-proofing 
| efforts. 


| Logan Airport has one of the most comprehensive and 

_ progressive sound insulation programs of any airport in the 

_ country. It was initiated in 1980 before any airport began 

| receiving federal funding to soundproof homes under FAR Part : 
| 150. Itis the only program in the country to offer residents extra i 
_ sound insulation treatment ina “room of preference” chosen by 
_ the homeowner and it is the only program in the country 
_ attempting to receive FAA approval to expand the area of 
eligibility by accounting for hill effects. In addition, as of the 

| 1999-2000 construction season, FAA grants covering 

_ 80 percent of the cost of sound insulation (paid for by airline 


ticket taxes), combined with funds provided by Massport 
through Passenger Facility Charges and landing fees, had fully 
funded the sound insulation of all eligible dwelling units in 
Massport's current sound insulation program. Despite this 
accomplishment, Massport continues to seek means of 


_ expanding its sound insulation program exclusive of 
_ FAA's decision on this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. If the FAA 
| approves the Preferred Alternative, Massport is committed to 


“ Hushkitted 
/ _ Aircraft 


Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration should 


_ also explore the possibility of requiring planes using 
_ Logan's facilities to either be new and therefore less noisy _ 
_ or else to have been retrofitted for noise reduction. 


expanding the program to include all additionally eligible 


residences. 


For over ten years, Massport has had several noise rules that 


_ have increased the proportions of quieter airplanes in the 


_ Logan Airport fleet. However, as of 2000, the FAA requires 


_ that almost all commercial aircraft comply with the Stage 3 
_ FAR Part 36 noise certification standards which, up to now, 
_ have only applied to certain new aircraft types. As a result, 
_ almost all aircraft in the Logan Airport fleet in 2000 and 


| subsequent years will be of the new quiet, Stage 3 types or 
_ hushkitted Stage 2 aircraft. Section 5.2 of the Supplemental 


_ DEIS/FEIR discusses the status of the use of hushkitted 


Stage 3 aircraft at Logan Airport. 
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Topic 2 Comment 


Runway 14/32 Massport should also work with the impacted communities 
: | to consider the possibility of establishing rules about 

i hours of operation for Runway 14/32 that are acceptable 
to the residents of those communities as well as to the 
airport. Massport currently has certain rules about how 
late planes can fly in and out of Logan; those rules should 
be strengthened in response to community concerns 
about noise. 


| Alternatives 


i 
‘ 


$ important to develop precise data on the impact of 
Amtrak’s new high-speed rail service on the number of 
people using Logan. 


_ Transportation 


The issue of peak-hour pricing, which is covered in the 
Draft EIR/EIS and which has been a part of the public 
discussion on the Airside Improvements Planning Project, 
is a mechanism which | believe will not help to alleviate 
the current problem of delays at Logan Airport. Peak-hour 
pricing may do economic harm to some of the 10 smaller 
airlines serving our region, those same carriers that the 
proposed Runway 14/32 is specifically designed to serve. 
i For this reason, | believe that peak-hour pricing would not 
| be an appropriate administrative choice for Massport at 

_ this point. 


| Peak Period 
_ Pricing 


Alternatives 


_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


in the 1970s, was to minimize the exposure from : 
Logan Airport's aircraft operations on residential areas. Since _ 
the Massport Noise Rules were first enacted, the National 
Noise Policy Act (the “Noise Act”) was enacted as Federal 


_ law. Under the Noise Act, future amendments to Massport’s 
_ Noise Rules or other types of airport access restrictions are 
| subject to FAA review and require completion of a FAR Part 
| 161 Study. Since the Noise Act was enacted, the FAA has 

| not approved any Part 161 access restrictions proposed by 


Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR relies on air to high-speed rail diversion estimates _ 
published in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and Section 4(f) 
Statement, Northeast Corridor Improvement Project, 


| prepared by the Federal Rail Administration in October 1994. 
_ In preparing the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport 

| contacted Amtrak for more recent estimates, but Amtrak did 
not have any updated ridership estimates that could be 

| released to Massport. Amtrak’s written response to 

_ Massport’s request for updated ridership numbers is 


i 
i 


contained in Appendix B of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Refer to Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for an 
_ expanded discussion of PPP. An exemption program 
_ designed to protect services to small communities most 
reliant on Boston for access to the national air transport 
system is described in Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR. The section provides an illustrative exemption 
: program and its impact on the delay reduction potential of 
PPP. 


» The analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and 

| Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that, because PPP 

_ eliminates a small number of small aircraft operations, it does 
_ not produce any environmental benefits or impacts. The 
potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport is 

_ discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

| Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

_ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program. Previous attempts at 


differential landing fee programs at Logan Airport and the 
analysis presented in the 1993 Strategic Assessment Report 
are described in Section 3.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 


__ air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak / 
_ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay : 
_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 


_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
_ Well as other small communities in New England. 
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TIMOTHY J. TOOMEY, Jr. Chairman 
STATE REPRESENTATIVE LE TIE R 2 1 Committee on Public Safety 
29TH MIDDLESEX DISTRICT 
SOMERVILLE - CAMBRIDGE 

TEL. (617) 722-2230 
E-Mail: 
Rep. Timothy Toomey @ house. state.ma.us 


April 21, 1999 


ROOM 39, STATE House 


Robert Durand, Secretary 
MEPA Unit Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 


Boston, MA 02202 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report EQEA #10458 
an Air Expansion 

Dear Secretary Durand: 


If Massport moves forward on its proposal to expand Logan, the number of flights over 
East Somerville and East Cambridge will increase three-fold to approximately 20,000 


district is 33L. Currently, runway 33L generates approximately 6,000 operations 

annually. However, with the proposed expansion, runway 33L usage -- and the resulting 27 | 
noise and air pollution -- will triple. It is unfair to require the predominantly working . 
class neighborhoods to the West of Logan to shoulder so much of the burden of the 

Proposed expansion. 


many, if not more delays than in 1998 with the proposed expansion, according to 21. 2 
Massport’s own estimates. The short term relief that Massport’s expansion proposal 

would provide does not warrant the permanent loss of quality of life for the residents of 

the communities to the West of Logan. 


and more equitably distributing air traffic throughout the Commonwealth. Such a 
solution would be beneficial to the business interests as well as the human interests 
currently at stake. | Strongly urge the MEPA unit to deny any permits for the expansion 


Thank you for your attention to this very important matter, . 


Sincerely Yours, 


ay (aan 
Timothy-+Té6mey Jr. 
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Letter 27 
MA State Representative Timothy J. Toomey 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


With the proposed expansion, runway 33L usage--and the | The Environmental Justice analysis was signif cantly 

_ resulting noise and air pollution--will triple. It is unfairto expanded in Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
require the predominantly working class neighborhoods to Low-income and minority populations were defined in 

_ the west of Logan to shoulder so much of the burden of accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. 
_ the proposed expansion. _ DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
| guidance on Environmental Justice. In addition, the analysis 
"of low-income populations was expanded to include 

_ households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 

_ found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate 

_ impact to low-income and minority populations from the 

_ Preferred Alternative. 


nvironmental 
_ Justice 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Altemative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a : 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 

_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an : 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. Mitigation of the increased 
» noise within the 65 dB DNL noise contour will be provided to 

» affected communities in the form of residential sound 

- insulation. 


_ The environmental justice analysis found no 

_ disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income 

_ and minority populations from direct project impacts. Refer to 
_ Section 6.2 and Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
_ respectively, for additional information on noise impacts and 
environmental justice. 


"Analysis _ Another major problem with the proposed expansion of Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced — 
_ Assumptions Period _ Logan is the fact that at best this is a temporary solution 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
i » to the delay problems there. By 2005 Logan will _ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
experience as many, if not more delays than in 1998 with as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ the proposed expansion, according to Massport's own _ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 


_ estimates. The short term relief that Massport's expansion __ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 

| proposal would provide does not warrant the permanent _been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 

_ loss of quality of life for the residents of the communities _ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 

" to the West of Logan. _ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 

- expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
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Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
© Regional Regional | It is time for the Commonwealth to explore the possibility | Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
| Transportation Airports _ of expanding one of the regional airports already in _ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
_ existence. This will accomplish two major goals: _ Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 
' decreasing demand at Logan and more equitably _ development and increased passenger traffic at these 
distributing air traffic throughout the Commonwealth. airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 


_ Strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and full use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 

_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the conclusion greater use 
_ of the regional airports will provide passengers within the 
_ service area of such airports with a viable alternative to 

_ Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport's primary 

_ service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 

_ regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 

_ projects at Logan Airport. 


_ Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 

_ City of Worcester to aggressively market the : 

_ Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 

_ involvement with Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 

_ operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 

_ Since January 2000 Massport has attracted three new 

_ airlines to Worcester Regional Airport. Delta Connection 

_ began serving Worcester Regional Airport with two daily 

- nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta on 
February 1, 2000 and will be increasing its service to three 

_ daily flights in April 2001. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle 

_ began service to New York JFK Airport with three daily 

- nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. In February 

_ 2001, PanAm began daily scheduled service from Worcester 

» to Orlando International Airport. Massport is in ongoing 

_ discussions with other carriers regarding potential new 

_ services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition to the 

_ Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has pursued a variety 

_ Of initiatives to promote the use of other regional airports and 

_ travel modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth 

_ pressures at Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, 

_ Massport and Governor Cellucci co-sponsored a 

_ Regional Transportation Summit of the New England 

_ Governors and transportation officials. The Summit focused 

_ on joint marketing among the New England commercial 

_ service airports and the joint promotion of rail and road 

_ initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced regional 

_ transportation system. A second summit was held in Rhode 

_ Island in December 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 

_ Massport’s regional transportation planning initiatives. 

_ Massport disagrees that its record in diverting traffic to other 

"airports is unsuccessful. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
MASSACHUSETTS SENATE 
STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133-1053 


LETTER 28 


SENATOR ROBERT E. TRAVAGLINI . SENATE MAJORITY WHIP 


SUFFOLK AND MIOOLESEX 
Oistrict 


Room 511 


TEL. (617) 722-1634 
Fax (617) 722-1076 


April 22, 1999 


Robert Durand, Secretary 
of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge St., 20" FI. 
Boston MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


I write to offer comment on Massport’s Draft EIR/EIS Logan Airside Improvements Planning 


does not explore any plans for a second major airport within either Massachusetts or the New 
England region. 


Massport, and the administration, should begin by relocating certain existing cargo operations 28.1 
from Logan to Hanscom and to make infrastructure improvements to Worcester Airport that will 

make both air fields viable alternatives to Logan Airport. In addition, more emphasis should be 

placed on developing and marketing other airports in the New England area including: New 

Bedford, Providence RI and Manchester NH. 


If runway 14/32 is supposed to be a regional solution, then why is the brunt of airport operations 
being borne by residents of East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, Chelsea, the South End and South 28 2 
Boston? The real-issue is when is enough, enough? The remedies Proposed by Massport are : 


inevitable delays caused by New England weather, nor the delays caused by the airlines - 


? (+4 


themselves which might be solved administratively. Massport’s “preferred alternative” instead, 


pits neighborhood against neighborhood and does not reduce noise but redistributes it 
temporarily and results in increased noise and operations in the long term. 


In the document Massport states that “Alternatives 1 and 1A will allow for increased utilization 

of Runway 15/33 to levels more consistent with PRAS goals.” Then the report goes on to state 

that the plan would “reduce total population within the most severe noise impact areas (i.e. 70 

and 75 DNL contours), but will increase the noise exposed population at 65 dB or greater for all 
scenarios in comparison to Alternative 4.” The No Action scenario appears to have less noise 

impact on the affected communities than any so-called benefit derived from constructing a new 28 3 
runway. There is also the question of Massport’s definition of “noise.impact areas”. does this : 


many more residences being impacted than are currently subject to mitigation measures by 
Massport or located within a “sound contour”. 


result in more hours of delay than are experienced today, even with the addition of a new y 8 4 
runway. Runway 14/32 does not begin to address the real problem — that Logan Airport is : 
overextended and will not be able to handle the projected number of passengers who wish to fly 

to Massachusetts. 


I also have many concerms relating to the actual construction of the new runway, the preferred 
options require a waiver from certain FAA minimum safety requirements. This requires further 28 5 


respectively, should not even be on the table. Obviously the physical constraints of building 

14/32 should be considered, if you need a waiver maybe it isn’t an appropriate idea to build. In 
addition, throughout the document Massport contends that if the new runway isn’t built that 

Logan will “become an airport that operates primarily in a North-South configuration”. This is 28 6 
the current-state of operations at Logan Airport, not something that will be created by an action : 
Or inaction on the part of Logan. 


The portion of the DEIS/EIR which discusses cumulative impacts seems to minimize the reality 

of significant construction occurring in a very small area. The CA/T project will be at peak 

construction in 2001, with other construction activities happening concurrently with various 28.7 
projects at Logan, which if the project is approved would include construction of 14/32 and 

construction of the centerfield taxiway. Cumulative truck traffic, even if diverted from local 

streets, impacts the adjoining residential street network. CA/T and Logan road construction will 

have a significant impact on how trucks would access the Ted Williams Tunnel and Route 1A 

(an extremely congested roadway). Without having a better sense of the destination of all the 
anticipated truck traffic it becomes difficult to assess the impact to air quality from idling and 

increased congestion on the various roadways to and from Logan. 


The plan also requires that a significant amount of material be excavated totaling 777,000 cubic 28 8 
yards. There is no mention of how stockpiles would be treated, what is Massport’s plan to . 
reduce fugitive dust from these materials? The DEIS/EIR does not present a comprehensive 


View of the total amount of excavate generated from the total number of construction projects 
Occurring concurrently, and does not detail the disposal plan. Also, Massport hopes to _ 
accomplish most of the major Construction on the Tunway and the centerfield taxiway during the 


be taken to reduce noise at the source and would request the use of all appropriate noise 8 9 


While I am pleased to see that Massport would require a transportation management plan by 

contractors I am still concerned about construction workers utilizing local streets to park their 28 10 
personal vehicles, especially when working a late shift or weekends. There must be penalties . 
included in any contract to address any potential violations. 


Massport talks about a possible Memorandum of Understanding between impacted communities 
and the Port Authority to “ensure” that 14/32 is unidirectional and that protections remain in 


guarantee for mitigation. 

In closing, I wish to express my strongest opposition to the proposed Logan Airside 
Improvements Project, especially the construction of a new tunway. I would urge you to reject 
_ the Draft EIR/EIS. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal, and if I can provide any additional 
information please do not hesitate to contact me. 


Sincerely, 


ROBERT E. TRAVAGLINI 
Senate Majority Whip 
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Letter 28 


MA State Senator Robert E. Travaglini 


Code Topic: 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Massport, and the administration, should begin by 


_ Hanscom and to make infrastructure improvements to 

_ Worcester Airport that will make both air fields viable 

_ alternatives to Logan Airport. In addition, more emphasis 
_ should be placed on developing and marketing other 
"airports in the New England area including: New Bedford, 
| Providence, RI and Manchester, NH. 


Transportation = Airports | relocating certain existing cargo operations from Logan to ‘ ) 
: : i _ Cargo operations do not contribute to delays at 
» Logan Airport. 


Response 


cargo operations account for only two percent of aircraft 
activity at Logan Airport and occur during off-peak hours, 


' Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the City of 
_ Worcester to aggressively market the Worcester Regional Airport to 
__aifines. Masport increased its involvement with the 
_ Worcester Regional Airport by assuming operational responsibility 

- of the airport on January 15, 2000. By its agreement with the 

_ City of Worcester, Massport could assume ownership of the 

| Worcester Regional Airport by 2005. On February 1, 2000, 

| Delta Connection began serving Worcester Regional Airport with 

_ two daily nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta. 

_ On July 6, 2000, American Eagle began service to New York 

__ JFK Airport with three daily nonstop roundtrip flights on 

| turboprop aircraft. Massport is in ongoing discussions with other 
 canfers regarding potential new services at Worcester Regional 

| Airport. In addition, MassHighway is analyzing altemative highway 
_ Toutes that would improve surface access from 190 and 290 to the 
_ Worcester Regional Airport and filed an ENF in December 1999. 
_ They have begun the preparation of a Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
| for these improvements. In addition, Massport has pursued a 
_ variety of initiatives to promote the use of other altemative regional 

: airports and travel modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth 

_ pressures at Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, 

_ Massport and Governor Cellucci co-sponsored a Regional 
Transportation Summit of the New England Govemors and 
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te 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


| why is the brunt of airport operations being borne by 
_ residents of East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, Chelsea, the 
: South End and South Boston? Massport's "preferred 

_ alternative’ instead, does not reduce noise but redistributes 
_ it temporarily and results in increased noise and operations 
inthe long term. 


_ Does Masspor'’s definition of "noise impact areas” refer 
: only to residences located within “noise contour” areas 
: which are defined by Massport and submitted to the FAA or 
i : : ' does this reflect residences which are actually receiving 
_ high levels of noise which can be documented by actual 
_ data? Complaints of increased noise seem to indicate 
_ Many more residences being impacted than are currently 
_ subject to mitigation measures by Massport or located 
_ within a "sound contour’. 


_ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 
_ number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 

_ Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 

_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the same 
| The difference in these communities would be fewer nighttime 
: operations and more daytime operations but the same noise 

: impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to 

_ Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) would increase, 
_ but most of these are non-jets. These runway operations are 

_ currently running well below the PRAS goals, and the 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow the controllers to 

_ approach, but still remain below the annual goals for these 

| operations. Additionally, by increasing the number of 

» Operations over water, Runway 14/32 would reduce the total 

' annual hours of dwell and persistence over populated areas in 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ have been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and 

| Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 

: locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 
_ modification of source levels to better account for over-water 
_ sound propagation and apparent use of higher engine power 
| settings than are normally assumed in the noise model’s 

_ database (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 i 
_ Annual Update). In 1998, differences between measured and 
_ modeled noise became even less when Massport upgraded its 
| monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 
' aircraft -- a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 

: levels predicted by the noise model. At sites having exposure 

_ levels of 60 dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring 
"system brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 

| 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 

_ 1999 Environmental Status and Planning Repor!). Massport 

' continues to investigate possible causes for remaining 

_ differences (such as from hill effects) and continues to pursue 

_ FAA approval of noise model adjustments that would permit 
_ expansion of its sound insulation program to include the effects 
_ of terrain. Massport also expects to extend eligibility lines to : 
_ include boundaries that follow local streets rather than strict 

| noise contour lines. Nevertheless, Massport continues to 
"believe that the FAA’s INM noise model used in the 

_ Airside Project noise analyses accurately represents expected 

_ noise exposure. 


_ To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding is 
' available, the proposed soundproofing program will include: (i) 
not only all residences that fall within the Preferred Alternative's 
: 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour when compared tothe 
| Airside Project's No Action Altemative’s 65 dB Day-Night 

_ Sound Level contour, but also (ii) those residences that fall 

_ within the 1998 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour as 

| presented in the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update. For the 

: eligible residences, the FAA will fund building code upgrades, 
to the extent necessary, to implement soundproofing 

_ improvements. 


_ While not related to Airside Project impacts, Massport commits 
_ to begin discussions with the FAA with the goal of instituting 

- local or national restrictions on the use of hushkitted Stage 3 

_ aircraft at Logan Airport. Massport reports on the status of 

» those consultations in the Logan Airport 1999 Environmental 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


SARANANEANATANANHNAAEAHAAANANATAA ANT TOAANNANNNNNAAANARHNTHTNNRAAAA AANANAHNTNAAAHNNREA ihh lhe nnanananaNNANREARRNNONNNANR 


Topic 1 


| Alternatives | 


pay 14/32 


_ problem - that Logan Airport is overextended and will not 
_ be able to handle the projected number of passengers 
_ who wish to fly to Massachusetts. 


Alternatives 


_ Runway 14/32 


Options A and B which impact the Hyatt Harborside Hotel 
- and Boston Harbor, respectively, should not even be on 


286 Alternatives 
: : _ Logan will "become an airport that operates primarily ina 
_ North-South configuration". This is the current, state of 
_ operations at Logan Airport, not something that will be 


reated by. an action or inaction on the part of Logan. 


i Construction 
Period 


: comers 
_ Projects 


The DEIS/EIR discussion of cumulative impacts seems to 
_ minimize the reality of significant construction occurring in 
: avery small area. The CA/T project will be at peak 

_ construction in 2001, with other construction activities 

_ happening concurrently with various projects at Logan, 
_ which if the project is approved would include constructio 
_ of 14/32 and construction of the centerfield taxiway. 

_ Cumulative truck traffic, even if diverted from local streets. 
_ impacts the adjoining residential street network. CA/T an 
» Logan road construction will have a significant impact on 
i _ how trucks would access the Ted Williams Tunnel and 

i : Route | A (an extremely congested roadway). Without 

i _ having a better sense of the destination of all the 
anticipated truck traffic it becomes difficult to assess the 
mpact to air quality from idling and increased congestion 
n the various roadways to and from Logan. 


Construction 


he plan also requires that a significant amount of material be 
xcavated totaling 777,000 cubic yards. There is no mention 
how stockpiles would be treated, what is Massport's plan to 
reduce fugitive dust from these materials? The DEIS/EIR doe: 
not present a comprehensive view of the total amount of 
xcavate generated from the total number of construction 
rojects occurring concurrently, and does not detail the 
isposal plan. Also, Massport hopes to accomplish most of the : 
major construction on the runway and the centerfield taxiway 
uring the first quarter of 2000 and 2001. Dust control would 
potentially be dangerous and difficult to achieve with only the 
ise of water. Massport should consider the use of chemical 
soil stabilizers during these winter months to prevent the 
ccumulation of frozen mud and ice which can be tracked 
Cross runways and onto the surrounding roadway system 


Construction 


_ Noise have serious concerns relative to nighttime work and would 
xpect that every measure would be taken to reduce noise at 
the source and would request the use of all appropriate noise 
mitigation measures, including sound curtains, as needed. It 
is important that penalties for violating noise levels be 


included in any contract for any airside improvement project. 


Response 


ased on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced : 
: 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If:no actions 
"are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as 
high as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. 
_ The Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in 
the future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact 
of the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is 

| not expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
: efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ shows that delay reduction benefits increase over time as 
raffic levels increase. 


: Refer to Section 3.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, which 
Clearly states that Option C is the preferred layout for 
_ Runway 14/32. 


ogan Airport currently operated ir in a north-south 
_ configuration 70 percent of the time. Without Runway 14/32, 
_ it would operate in a north-south direction more than 90 

_ percent of the time under the future scenarios. 


_ The cumulative construction impacts associated with the 
: airside projects occurring simultaneously with the 

» Central Artery/Tunnel (CA/T) construction and other projects . 
t Logan Airport and in East Boston are not anticipated to be 
ignificant because of project coordination and mitigation 
rograms that will reduce construction period impacts. The 

eak cumulative construction traffic would occur in 2003, 
mostly as a result of concurrent CA/T construction on the 
irport. Truck traffic associated with construction decreases 
ignificantly after 2003 as CA/T construction on the airport is 
ompleted. Refer to Section 7.5 of the 

upplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of cumulative ' 
onstruction impacts. A discussion of the construction phasing, 
ruck trips, and mitigation measures to be employed during 
‘onstruction of the Preferred Alternative is presented in 
ection 6.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


he volume of soi to be excavated has been reduced as a result 
f the on-going removal of stockpiled CAT soil material from 
Governors Island, and the findings of a subsurface investigation 
program that much of the existing soil material on the airport is 

_ Suitable for construction and therefore does not have to be 

_ removed. Section 6.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes 
the current project amount of soils to be excavated for offsite 

_ disposal and reuse and also discusses recent soil 

_ characterization analyses and updates the Draft EIS/ EIR 
analysis of soil reuse altematives. Section 7.5 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR outlines other construction projects 
"occurring concurrently and Section 8.5 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR describes the construction phase mitigation controls 
_ to minimize fugitive dust. 


_ The DEP identifies two criteria against which construction noise 
_ can be judged: it cannot increase ambient levels by more than 
| ten dB, and it cannot produce a “pure tone” condition. 


_ The analysis of nighttime construction noise levels does not 
"show any significant impact from construction noise, since no 
pure tone noise is allowed to be emitted from construction 

_ equipment such as back-up alarms, as specified in Massport’s 
_ construction mitigation guidelines. 
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Comment 


| While | am pleased to see that Massport would require a e construction contract for the Airside Project will prohibit 
: transportation management plan by contractors | am still _ construction parking on local streets. The selected contractor will 
| concerned about construction workers utilizing local streets to be required to develop a transportation management plan that 

| park their personal vehicles, especially when working alate © addresses compliance with the parking restrictions. This 

_ shift or weekends. There must be penalties included in any _ transportation management plan will be subject to the review and 

© contract to address any potential violations. approval of Massport. i 


Construction 


Massport talks about a possible Memorandum of The Runway 14/32 concept under re review inthe 

_ Understanding between impacted communities andthe Supplemental DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations 
_ Port Authority to "ensure" that 14/32 is unidirectional and © only (i.e., all aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor 
_ that protections remain in place restricting the use of the _ to the Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate 
_ runway. An MOU is only as good as the people who craft _ from the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 

_ it, and there is no guarantee that any of the original | approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
parties will still be in positions of power in the future when __ allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 

_ there will be an attempt to lift these restrictions, and there _ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 

_ is never any long term guarantee for mitigation. ' such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 

i » to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 

_ involves physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional 

_ requirements of that improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel 

_ and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is within 

_ 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the Hyatt Hotel 

' and Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach 

| Surface glide slope requirements, thereby precluding arrivals 

_ from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor limiting : 
_ westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available 
/ facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 


: The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 

| maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 

_ operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 

_ reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 

_ has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 

_ Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. We anticipate that 

_ any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 
idirectional limitations intended for Runw: 
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: HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133-1054 


ome i TURKINGTON LETTER 29 Vice Chairman 


STATE REPRESENTATIVE Committee on Natural Resources 
BARNSTABLE, OUKES & and Agriculture 
NANTUCKET DISTRICT 


ROOM 473F, STATE HOUSE 
BARNSTABLE, CHILMARK, EOGARTOWN 


FALMOUTH, GAY HEAD, GOSNOLD TEL. (617) 722-2210 
NANTUCKET, OAK BLUFFS, TISBURY : Fax MOHD) 722-2339 
WEST TISBURY & YARMOUTH Rep.EricTurkington @house.state.ma.us 
April 6, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


I am writing in regards to the Massport’s Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement as it pertains to the Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project. 


Although I believe that Massport’s preferred alternative is a reasonable response in 

dealing with Logan’s congestion, I am concerned about its decision to keep its option to 29 | 
implement peak period pricing should that become necessary. As Massports’ study : 
shows, peak period pricing would have a particularly negative impact on unaffiliated 

carriers serving the Cape and Islands, since charges could increase by up to 1000% for 

landing and take-offs during peak-travel times. Unaffiliated carriers would be forced to 

raise ticket prices by up to 50% or deal with a negative profit margin, which could lead to 

a reduction of service or even bankruptcy. 


Loss of airline service could further result in job loss, increased traffic congestion, and a 
crippled tourism industry for Cape Cod and the Islands. As such, peak period pricing 
should not be implemented. 


Sincerely, 


2\~_ 


ERIC T. TURKINGTON 
State Representative 
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Letter 29 


MA State Senator Eric T. Turkington 


Comment 


... lam concerned about ... [Massport's] decision to keep 


_ its option to implement peak period pricing should that 

' become necessary. As Massport's study shows, peak 
period pricing would have a particularly negative impact 

| on unaffiliated carriers serving the Cape and Islands, 

» since charges could increase by up to 1000% for landing 
_ and take-offs during peak peak-travel times. Unaffiliated 
_ carriers would be forced to raise ticket prices by up to 

_ 50% or deal with a negative profit margin, which could 

| lead to a reduction of service or even bankruptcy. Loss of 
_ airline service could further result in job loss, increased 

_ traffic congestion, and a crippled tourism industry for 

_ Cape Cod and the Islands. As such, peak period pricing 
_ should not be implemented. 


Response 
Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 


_ updated discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis 
_ of the implications of an illustrative conceptual small 
_ community exemption program. 


_ PPP was included among the Airside Project alternatives to 

_ address delays caused by over-scheduling. In the current 

_ environment, airline over-scheduling is not a significant 

_ contributor to Logan Airport delays and, therefore, PPP was 

_ Not recommended for immediate implementation. In addition, 
_ PPP imposes significant costs on regional airlines and is 

_ expected to restrict access to certain markets. 


_ The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport 
_ is discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
_ Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

_ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program. Previous attempts at 
_ differential landing fee programs at Logan Airport and the 

_ analysis presented in the 1993 Strategic Assessment Report 
_ are described in Section 3.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
"analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
_ services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston | 
_ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
_ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 

_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
_ air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
_ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay : 
» reduction benefits. This Exemption Program includes all the 


Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 


well as other small communities in New England. 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


16 STATE HOUSE STATION 
AUGUSTA, MAINE 
04333-0016 


JOHN G MELROSE. 
COMMSSIOAER 


April 20, 1999 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs LETTER 30 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 ‘i 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 

“Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


The State of Maine Department of Transportation (MDOT) supports Alternative 1A in the 
recommendations for airside improvements at Logan, but objects Strongly to inclusion of Peak Period 
Pricing (PPP) as an alternative without adequate study of the regional impacts of that policy. While 
Alternative 1A specifically excludes PPP, the discussion in the second paragraph of the Operational 
Improvements section of page 8-11 in Volume 1, and the corresponding paragraph on page ES-32 of the 
Executive Summary, adds the option of implementing PPP at some point in the future. This effectively 
makes Alternative 1 and Alternative 1A the same. 


MDOT objection is based on an inadequate evaluation of the regional implications of this option. 
As noted on page ES-6 of the Executive Summary, “Logan is the gateway to New England, Providing a 
vital link to the national and international air transportation systems. The transportation services provided 
at Logan - both passenger and air Cargo - are essential to the economic success of the entire New 
England region.” 


The selections shown in Attachment 1, excerpted from the Draft EIS, point out that PPP: 1 )is 
untried and it's effectiveness is unknown, 2) unnecessary, 3) creates an economic burden to operators 
and passengers from regional markets, and 4) could potentially jeopardize the “transportation services ... 
essential to the economic success of the entire New England region”. 


Attachment 2 discusses some of the relevant sections from the National Environmental Policy Ac: 
(NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) implementing regulations, and Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) Order 5050.4A, implementing NEPA and the CEQ regulations for FAA which 
illustrate Maine's position on the inadequacy of the EIS in addressing the impacts of PPP. 

The effects of PPP on air travel throughout the New England region must be thoroughly studied 
before any implementation. As noted in the Draft EIS previous attempts to implement this type of policy at 
access problems at Logan, with the least impact to those affected. 

Sincerely, 


ald L. Roy, Dir&ctor 


Office of Passenger Transportation 
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Attachment 1, Excerpts from the Draft EIS 


PPP is untried and it’s effectiveness is unknown 

Vol 1, Section 3.5 —*... At present, no airport in the U.S. has imposed such a pricing system." As no 
foreign Operations were evaluated as part of the EIS, we assume no information was available Supporting 
PPP. —_ 


PPP is unnecessa 

Vol 1, Section 3.5 -- “Current flight activity levels at Logan do not exceed airfield capacity. Airline . 
overscheduling has not been a significant factor in Logan delays since 1993 and is not projected to bea 
factor in the near-term.” 


Vol 1, Section 4.5.1 - “Alternative 1A (all actions except PPP) produces comparable delay Savings under 
the Low Fleet scenarios which closely resemble current conditions at Logan. A comparison of 
Alternatives 1 and 1A indicates that the incremental contribution of PPP under near-term, low fleet 
conditions is only 2 percent ... (with a higher threshold than 110 operations the projected delay reduction 
benefits would be even lower)” 


Vol 1, Section 4.6 — “ppp is designed to reduce delays resultin 


rs and passengers from regional markets 
will primarily affect airlines that operate small aircraft.” 


Vol 1, Section 4.4.5.3 — “... Regional operations at Logan are expected to be less profitable under the 
High Fleet scenarios because of greater airline competition” 


Vol 1, Section 4.4.6 — “... The impact of the peak period Surcharge will fall most heavily on airlines that 
Operate small aircraft in highly competitive markets." 


Vol 1, Section 4.4:7 —« ... The Cape and Islands were selected for special analysis because of the 


analysis indicated that the Cape & Island markets are particularly vulnerable to PPP due to their high 
Seasonality and associated reliance on small aircraft. These findings are likely to be equally applicable to 


Appendix F, Introduction and Background ~ “... Carriers operating large jet aircraft would generally 
experience an overall net reduction in Logan Operating fees, while regional carriers would incur an 
increase in Logan operating costs.” 


PPP could potentially j i i 
of the entire New England region”. 
Vol 1, Section 4.4.7 — “... For Cape Air ... PPP is Projected to eliminate its entire profit margin, even under 


the less severe Low Fleet scenario. The loss of Cape Air services Could result in the loss of all scheduled 


Attachment 1, Excerpts from the Draft EIS (Cont'd.) 


Vol 1, Section 4.4.5.3 — “A carriers decision to cancel flights in response to PPP will depend on the 
Magnitude of profit reduction. The greater the reduction in route profitability, the more likely the Carrier will ~ 


respond by canceling flights." _ 


Vol 1, Section 4.6 -- “... Even after fare increases, the net profit impact is most severe on routes operated 
with small aircraft, resulting in the highest percentage of forecast cancellations for this market category.” 


Appendix F, Summary of Findings, Cape Air ~“ Tha magnitude of profit reduction associated with the 
tested pricing structure could jeopardize the viability of Cape Air's Boston Services and, Potentially, its 


entire operation.” 


Appendix F, Summary of Findings, Commutair — “The cost of impacts for Commutair are Significant. 
Operating costs are expected to increase by $1.1 million to $1.7 million annually ... Commutairs profits 
are forecast to decline by approximately $625,000 to $935,000 annually ... Commutair is forecast to 


Cancel 2 to 13 daily peak Period operations ...” 


Appendix F, Introduction and Background --“ ... This change in the cost structure is forecast to produce a 
reduction in regional carrier flights at Logan during peak periods .... In markets experiencing a significant 
drop in Profitability carriers are projected to cancel a portion of their remaining peak period flights." 


Appendix F, Characteristics of Regional Carrier Services at Boston — “The historic context demonstrates 
the fragile Operating economics that have characterized Logan's major regional carriers in the recent past. 
This history also indicates a legitimate basis for concern regarding the possible impacts of PPP on the 


financial health of Boston's regional carriers.” 


Appendix G, Potential Impacts of Peak Period Pricing ~*... the PPP analysis demonstrates that the air 
Services provided ... could be Particularly vulnerable to the impacts of a potential PPP program. The low 
off-season passenger levels in these markets present difficulties for Carriers attempting to provide 
year-round services with larger regional aircraft. The potential impacts of PPP are especially significant to 
(small regional Carriers), given their high degree of reliance on Boston for access to the national and 


international air transportation systems.” 


Attachment 2, Relevant Selections from NEPA. the CEQ Regulations, 
an Order 5050.4A 


- NEPA, Section 101 (a) -- Congress ... declares that it is the Continuing policy of the Federal Government, 
in cooperation with State and local governments ... to use all practicable means and measures ... to foster 
and promote the general welfare -- and fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of Present and 


future generations of Americans. 


(b) In order to Carry out the policy set forth in this Act, it is the continuing responsibility of the Federal 
Government to use all Practicable means ... to achieve a balance between population and resource use 
which will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life's amenities .. 

NEPA, Section 102 —... all agencies of the Federal Government shall — 


(C) include in every recommendation or report on proposals for ... major Federal actions Significantly 
affecting the quality of the human environment, a detailed Statement by the responsible Official on — (ii) 
any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the Proposal be implemented, and (iv) 
the relationship between local Short-term uses of man’s environment and the maintenance and 


enhancement of long-term Productivity 


(D) Any detailed statement required under subparagraph (C) ... for any major Federal action funded under 
4 program of grants to States shall not be deemed to be legally insufficient ... if: (iv) the responsible 


action or any alternative thereto which may have significant impacts upon such State ... entity and, if there 
is any disagreement on such impacts, Prepares a written assessment of such impacts an views for 


confiicts concerning alternative uses of available resources ... 

FAA Order 5050.4A, Paragraph 10.a -- The environmental assessment and consultation process is to 
Provide officials and decision makers, as well as members of the public, with an understanding of the 
potential environmental impacts of the Proposed action. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Topic 2 


_ Peak Period 
_ Pricing 


Letter 30 


State of Maine, Dept. of Transportation 
Ronald L. Roy, Director, 
Office of Passenger Transportation 


Comment 


_ The State of Maine Department of Transportation (MDOT) 
"supports Alternative 1A in the recommendations for 

_ airside improvements at Logan, but objects strongly to 

_ inclusion of Peak Period pricing (PPP) as an alternative 

_ without adequate study of the regional impacts of that 

_ policy. The effects of PPP on air travel throughout the 

_ New England region must be thoroughly studied before 

' any implementation. As noted in the Draft ElS previous 
attempts to implement this type of policy at Logan have 

| met with resistance and legal action from regional air 

_ carriers and general aviation users. Appropriate study and 
' discussion among the interested parties will provide the 

» best possible solution to access problems at Logan, with 

| the least impact to those affected. 


_ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provide 
_ updated discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis 
_ of the implications of an illustrative conceptual small 

» community exemption program. 


_ The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport 
_ is discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
_ Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

_ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program. Previous attempts at 
_ differential landing fee programs at Logan Airport and the 

_ analysis presented in the 1993 Strategic Assessment Report 
_ are described in Section 3.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
_ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 


Response 


services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 


_ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 

_ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 

_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 

_ air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
_ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 

_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 

_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
i well as other 


‘Letter 30: State of Maine, Dept. of Transportation, Ronald L. Roy, Director, Office of Passenger Transportation 


STATE OF VEKMUNTL 
AGENCY OF TRANSPORTATION 
133 State Street, Administration Building 
Montpelier, Vermont 05632-5001 


April 21, 1999 


LETTER 31 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


As directed in Massport's letter of March 4, 1999 and requested in the Joint Massport and 
FAA letter of February 19, 1999, I am Providing the following comments and wish to inform you 
of our intent to play an active role in the Logan Airside Improvements "Draft EIS/EIR" in as 
much as it pertains to Peak Period Pricing (PPP). 


As you know, the PPP issue has been addressed previously and the policy of pricing out 
smaller aircraft found to be discriminatory by a federal judge in a 19x8 Department of 
Transportation Case Ruling. A second attempt, with a twist in how pricing was applied to get 
around the ruling, was also dropped along with last years Runway Plan for Logan Airport. Now, 
PPP appears again as an option in this Draft EIS/EIR. While it is not listed as the "Preferred 
Option", the discussion in the Operational Improvement Section in Volume I and the 
corresponding discussion in the Executive Summary does allow for addition of the PPP Option 
in the future. Also, I have to consider, as you must, that the very active and vocal local groups 
and politicians opposed not only to increased traffic, but the current level of operations at Logan. 
could easily move the selection to any of the other alternatives, all of which contain PPP as an 
option. 


Considering the EIR/EIS acknowledgment that, "Logan is the gateway to New England, 
Providing a vital link to the national and international air transportation system," I find it ironic 
that PPP is still considered and listed as an option at all in this draft. 


Mr Arthur Pugsley 
April 21, 1999 . 
Page 2. ; 


I recommend for closure in the Final EIS/EIR, that previous attempts and failures of PPp 
at Logan be discussed along with its discriminatory nature, and then dropped from alternative 31 | 
consideration in the Final EIS/EIR. In the long run, it is the most effective way to deal with PPP 

as an issue and would avoid further improvement delay through confrontation or follow on 


litigation. 


ce: MDOT, Ron Roy 
NHDOT, Jack Ferns 
BTV Airport, J.J. Hamilton 
Colgan Airlines, Charles Colgan 
Business Express (Delta Connection) 
USAIR 
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Letter 31 
State of Vermont, Agency of Transportation 
Gregory Maguire, Director, Rail & Aviation Division 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Alternatives 


Peak Period 
_ Pricing 


recommend for closure in the Final EIS/EIR, that previous The impacts of the Program for Airfield Capacity Efficiency 
tempts and failures of PPP at Logan be discussed along = (PACE) are described and evaluated in Section 3.5.1 of the 
ith its discriminatory nature, and then dropped from _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

temative consideration in the Final EIS/EIR. In the long 
run, it is the most effective way to deal with PPP as an issue 
ind would avoid further improvement delay through 
‘onfrontation or follow on litigation. 


_ The PPP program evaluated in the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR was : 
_ designed to comply with pertinent U.S.DOT and federal court 
_ precedent in the PACE proceedings and with existing federal 
_ regulations regarding airport rates and charges. Revenue 

_ neutrality was incorporated in the tested program for this 

: reason. Massport's prior experience with the PACE landing 
_ fee structure demonstrates that changes to the existing 

_ weight-based landing fees will undergo thorough legal and 
_ tegulatory review, and that the program must be carefully 

_ Structured to withstand this process. This was examinedin 
developing the illustrative program. : 


BARNSTABLE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 


COUNTY COMMISSIONERS: 


Cummaauid 
NOME RULE CHARTERED 
IN 1989 


April 14, 1999 LE TTER 32 


John Silva 
Manager, Environmental Program 
Airports Division 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


The purpose of this letter is to provide comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (DEIR/S) for the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project. The Barnstable 
County Commissioners Tepresent the people on Cape Cod. 


In response to environmental, economic, and other quality of life concerns, Bamstable County 
has adopted policies to increase year-round transportation options and reduce reliance on automobiles. 
The success of these policies is central to the quality of life on Cape Cod. It is also necessary for the 
sustainability of the Cape’s tourism industry, as well as Public and private efforts to broaden and 
diversify the regional economy and create year-round employment Opportunities. 


Access to Logan airport is an important element in the Cape’s transportation network. Via 
Logan, visitors can teach the Cape without adding to the existing congestion along the southeast 
expressway, Route 3 or Route 6. Access to Logan is increasingly important to a growing number of 
businesses on the Cape which are helping to create quality employment Opportunities for residents. 


PO. BOX 427 CHRISTINE OOLEN, Cnaitman 
BARNSTABLE, ‘MASSACHUSETTS Wast Falmouth 
02630 MARY J. LECLAIR, Vico Chairman 
(S08) 362-251) Ext, 315 Mashpee 
FAX (508) 362-4136 ROBERT A. O'LEARY 


transportation, economic development and environmental policies, and would result in significant 
losses of jobs and business opportunities and would cause hardship for residents who rely on frequent 
affordable access to Boston for business, medical care and other purposes. The loss of air travel would 
also force people to use their cars, thereby adding to congestion on roadways and degrading air quality. 


Thank you for the Opportunity to comment on the Logan DEIR/S. If you have any questions on 
our comments, please do not hesitate to call the County Commissioners Office (508) 375-6635. 


Sincerely, 

CDG. Neg $e l— 
Christine Dolen Mary LeClair Robert O’Leary 
Chairman Vice Chairman Commissioner 


Copies to The Honorable A. Paul Cellucci 
State Senator Henri Rauschenbach 
State Senator Therese Murray 
State Representative Eric Turkington 
State Representative Shirley Gomes 
State Representative Ruth Provost 
State Representative Demetrius Atsalis 
State Representative Thomas George 
State Representative Nancy Caffyn 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 32 

Barnstable County County Commissioners 
Christine Dolen, Chairman 

Mary LeClair, Vice Chairman 

Robert O’Leary, Commissioner 


Comment 


cess to Logan Airport is an important element in the 

_ Cape's transportation network. Via Logan, visitors can reach 
_ the Cape without adding to the existing congestion along 
_ the southeast expressway, Route 3 or Route 6. Access to 

_ Logan is increasingly important to a growing number of 

_ businesses on the Cape which are helping to create quality 
_ employment opportunities for residents. 


Response 


Comment noted. 


_ Transportation 


_ Logan Airport 


referred 
_ Alternative _ Preferred Altemative, is a reasonable response to currentand 
| projected delay conditions at Logan and offers the greatest 


Potential for maintaining a high level of operating efficiency. 
The Barnstable County Commissioners continue to oppose 


Peak Period 


Pricing peak period pricing because it would eliminate access to The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport is 
_ Logan by carriers now serving the region. Loss of air _ discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
_ transportation would be contrary to the county's _ Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 


_ transportation, economic development and environmental 
_ policies, and would result in significant losses of jobs and 
_ business opportunities and would cause hardship for 


analysis of a PPP Exemption Program. Previous attempts at 
| differential landing fee programs at Logan Airport and the analysis 
| presented in the 1993 Strategic Assessment Report are 


| residents who rely on frequent affordable access to Boston _ described in Section 3.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
for business, medical care and other purposes. : 


Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport system. 
The analysis examines the impact that an exemption program 
would have on the delay reduction benefits associated with 

_ PPP. It concludes that an essential level of air service in the 

| peak period can be exempted from the peak period surcharge 
_ without a material impact on the delay reduction benefits. This 
_ Exemption Program includes all the Cape Cod communities 

_ currently served by Logan Airport, as well as other small 
communities in New England. 


Letter 32: Barnstable County Commissioners, Christine Dolen, Chairman, Mary LeClair, Vice Chairman, Robert O’Leary, Commissioner 


CAPE COD COMMISSION 


3225 MAIN STREET 
P.O. BOX 226 
BARNSTABLE, MA 02630 
(508) 362-3829 
FAX (508) 362-3136 
E-mail: frontdesk@capecodcommission.org 


LETTER 33 


April 22, 1999 


Secretary Robert Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02202 

Attention: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Unit EOEA #10458 


John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Sirs: 


The Cape Cod Commission has discussed the “Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project” 
draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR). We concur 


aircraft delays at Logan Alrport are usually due to wind, not airfield Capacity. Therefore, any 
alternatives that include Peak Period Pricing should be eliminated from further consideration. 


Air travel between Cape Cod and Logan Airport is a vital part of the Cape's transportation 
system. Peak Period Pricing, if implemented, would create a severe hardship on airlines such as 
Cape Air that use small aircraft. There is a Strong posslbility that Peak Period Pricing at Logan 
Airport would force Cape Air to discontinue Operations. This would have a devastating impact 
on Cape Cod. It would further isolate towns such as Provincetown, where the only year-round 
alternative to a 25 minute flight to Boston is a 3 hour trip by automobile or bus. It would also 
increasé automobile travel between Cape Cod and Boston, adding to congestion at the Bourne 
and Sagamore Bridges, on Route 3 and Route 6. In addition, we understand that scheduled air 
service to Provincetown Airport, within the Cape Cod National Seashore, is allowed by the 
National Park Service on the condition that continuous service be maintained, Therefore, once 
air service between Cape Cod and Logan Alrport is lost, some of it may never be restored. 


33.1 


Secretary Robert Durand - 


Mr. John Silva 
April 22, 1999 
Page 2 


Ironically, although Cape Air stands to suffer the most from Peak Period Pricing, the airline has 
little impact on current and expected future operations at Logan Airport. That is because 
Cape Air's small aircraft are able to land on runway 15L/33A, which is too short for most 


other regional carriers and is under utilized. 


If the analysis Presented in the draft EIS/EIR is accurate, then it appears that Alternative 1A 
(all actions except Peak Period Pricing) could provide a benefit in terms of equitable noise 
distribution and relief in aircraft delay, We would support Altemative 1A if it does have these 


benefits. 


Thank you for the Opportunity to comment on this report. 


Sincerely, 


Sha ZCFEETZ 


Herbert Olsen 
Chairman 

Cape Cod Commission 

ce: Honorable A. Paul Cellucci, Govermor 
Mr. Peter Blute, Massachusetts Port Authority 

Mr. Mark Robinson, Chalrman, Massport Board of Directors 
Massachusetts Congressional Delegation 

Cape Cod Delegation to the Massachusetts General Court 
Cape Cod Boards of Selectmen 

Bamstable Town Counell 

Cape Cod Economic Development Council 

Cape Ports 
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CAPE COD COMMISSION 


3226 MAIN STREET 
P.O. BOX 228 
BARNSTABLE, MA 02830 
(608) 362-3828 
FAX (608) 382-3136 
E-mall: frontdesk @ gapecodcommission.org 


April 22, 1999 


Secretary Robert Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02202 . 
Attention: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Unit , EOEA #10458 


John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Alrports Division, ANE-800 
New England Ragion 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Sirs: 


The Cape Cod Commiasion has discussed the “Logan Airside Improvements Planning Projact® 
draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIJR). We concur 
with the flndings and conclusions In the report that Peak Perlod Pricing is not an appropriate 
strategy for reducing alrcraft delay at Lagan Alrport. Peak Period Pricing should only be 
considered at airports when scheduling or capacity Is the primary cause of delays. Tha 
aircraft delays at Logan Airport are usually due to wind, not alrfleld capacity. Therefore, any 
alternatives that Include Peak Period Pricing should be eliminated from further consideration, 


Air travel beiween Cape Cod and Logan Alrport Ia a vital part of the Cape’s transportation 
system. Peak Pariod Pricing, If lmplemented, would create a severe hardship on alrlines such as 
Cape Alr that use small aircraft. There Is a strong possibility that Peak Period Pricing at Logan 
Alrport would forca Cape Alr to discontinua operations. This would have a devastating impact 
on Cape Cod, It would further Isolate towns such as Provincetown, where the only year-round 
alternativa to a 25 minute flight to Boston is a 3 hour trip by automobile or bus. It would also 
increasb automobile travel between Cape Cod and Boston, adding to congestion at the Bourne 
and Sagamore Bridges, on Route 3 and Route 6, In addition, we understand that scheduled alr 
service to Provincetown Airport, within the Cape Cod National Seashore, is allowed by the 
Natlonal Park Service on tha condition that continuous service be maintalnad. Therefore, once 
aif service between Caps Cod and Logan Alrport is lost, some of It may naver be restored. 


Secratary Robert Durand 
Mr. John Sliva 

April 22, 1999 

Page 2 


Ironically, although Cape Air stands to suffer the most from Peak Period Pricing, the alrilne has 
little impact on current and expected future operations at Logan Alrport. That Is because 
Capa Airs small aircraft are able to land on runway 15L/33A, which Is too shorn for most 
other regional carrleré and Is under utlllzed. 


If the analysis presented in the draft EIS/EIR !s accurate, then It appears that Alternative 1A 
(all actlons except Peak Period Pricing) could provide a benefit in tarms of equitable noiss 
distribution and relief in aircraft delay. We would support Alternative 1A if it doas have these 


benefits. 
Thank you for tha opportunity to comment on this report. 


Sincerely, 


Ma pyAOEETZ : 


Herbart Olsen 
Chairman 
Caps Cod Commission 


cc: Honorable A. Paul Celluccl, Governor 
Mr, Peter Bluts, Massachusetts Port Authority 
Mr. Mark Robinson, Chairman, Massport Board of Directors 
Massachusatta Congressional Delegation 
Cape Cod Delegation to the Massachusetts General Court 
Cape Cod Boarde of Selectman 
Barnetable Town Council 
Cape Cod Economic Development Council 
Cape Ports 
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Letter 33 
Cape Cod Commission 
Herbert Olsen, Chairman 


Topic 2 Comment 


_ Peak Period =. The Cape Cod Commission ...concurs with th g 5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

_ Pricing "conclusions in the report that Peak Period pricing is notan analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 

appropriate strategy for reducing aircraft delay at Logan _ services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
_ Airport. ...Any altematives that include Peak Period Pricing (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport system. 
_ should be eliminated from further consideration. _ This Exemption Program includes all the Cape Cod i 
: _ communities currently served by Logan Airport, as well as other 

» small communities in New England. : 


Alternatives 


If the analysis presented in the draft EIS/EIR is accurate, 

_ then it appears that Alternative 1A (all actions except Peak 

' Period Pricing) could provide a benefit in terms of equitable 

' noise distribution and relief in aircraft delay. We would 
upport Alternative 1A if it does have these benefi 


referred — 
_ Alternative 


Letter 33: Cape Cod Commission, Herbert Olsen, Chairman 


3225 MAIN STREET 
P.O. BOX 226 
BARNSTABLE, MA 02630 
(508) 362-3828 
FAX (508) 362-3136 
. E-mail: frontdesk @capecodcommission.org 


LETTER 34 


April 13, 1999 


Secretary Robert Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02202 

Attention: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Unit EOEA #10458 


John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Sirs: 


The Cape Cod Commission transportation committee has discussed the “Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project" draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report (EIS/EIB).” We concur with the findings and conclusions in the report that Peak Period 
Pricing is not,an appropriate Strategy for reducing aircraft delay at Logan Airport. Peak 
Period Pricing should only be considered at airports when scheduling or Capacity is the primary 
Cause of delays. The aircraft delays at Logan Airport are usually due to wind, not airfield 


Air travel between Cape Cod and Logan Airport is a vital part of the Cape's transportation 
system. Peak Period Pricing, if implemented, would create a Severe hardship on airlines such as 
Cape Air that use small aircraft. There is a strong possibility that Peak Period Pricing at Logan 
Airport would force Cape Air to discontinue Operations. This would have a devastating impact 
on Cape Cod. It would further isolate towns such as Provincetown, where the only year-round 
alternative to a 25 minute flight to Boston is a 3 hour trip by automobile or bus. It would also 
increase automobile travel between Cape Cod and Boston, adding to Congestion at the Bourne 
and Sagamore Bridges, on Route 3 and Route 6. In addition, we understand that scheduled air 
Service to Provincetown Airport, within the Cape Cod National Seashore, is allowed by the 
National Park Service on the condition that continuous service be maintained. Therefore, once 
air service between Cape Cod and Logan Airport is lost, some of it may never be restored. 


34.1 


Secretary Robert Durand 


Mr. John Silva 
April 13, 1999 
Page 2 
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Cape Cdd Commission Transportation Committee 


cc: — Honorable A. Paul Cellucci, Governor 
Mr.’ Peter Blute, Massachusetts Port Authority 
Mr. Mark Robinson, Chairman, Massport Board of Directors 
Massachusetts Congressional Delegation 


Cape Cod Delegation to the Ma 


Cape Cod Boards of Selectmen 
Barnstable Town Council 
Cape Cod Economic Development Council 
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Letter 34 
Cape Cod Commission 
Transportation Committee 


Kenneth Brock, Chair 


Code _Topic 1 Comment 


Peak Period 
_ Pricing 


The Cape Cod Commission transportation committee 

__ ...concurs with the findings and conclusions in the report 

_ that Peak Period pricing is not an appropriate strategy for 

| reducing aircraft delay at Logan Airport. Any alternatives 
that include Peak Period Pricing should be eliminated from 
further consideration. 


344 | Alternatives 


| Alteratives 


if the analysis presented in the draft EIS/EIR is accurate, 
_ then it appears that Alternative 1A (all actions except Peak 
_ Period Pricing) could provide a benefit in terms of equitable 
_ noise distribution and relief in aircraft delay. We would 

_ support Alternative 1A if it does have these benefits. 


| Preferred 
Alternative 


_ PRAS was established after community input i i 
_ goal of PRAS was to distribute noise equitably, based on 
_ demographic considerations. 


Response 


_ The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport is 
| discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

_ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program. Previous attempts at 

| differential landing fee programs at Logan Airport and the 
"analysis presented in the 1993 Strategic Assessment Report 

_ are described in Section 3.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
_ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
__ services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
(Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport system. 
_ The analysis examines the impact that an exemption program 
_ would have on the delay reduction benefits associated with 
_ PPP. It concludes that an essential level of air service in the 
_ peak period can be exempted from the peak period surcharge 
_ without a material impact on the delay reduction benefits. This 
Exemption Program includes all the Cape Cod communities 
| currently served by Logan Airport, as well as other small 


communities in New England. 


During very high demand periods, the controllers have little or 

_ No flexibility for runway selection. Unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ would give the controllers considerably more flexibility and allow 
_ them to improve achievement of PRAS goals by redirecting 
_ many flights to overwater routes. The addition of Runway 14/32 
_ is the single most important mechanism to achieve equitable 
© geographic distribution of aircraft operations and noise. 


Runway 14/32 and all other airside improvements would reduce 


| Current and future delays and enhance safety. The sooner that 
_ these improvements are implemented, the more long-term 


delay benefits will be realized. 


Letter 34: Cape Cod Commission, Tensor Committee, Kenneth Brock, Chair 


Lew Metropolitan Area Planning Council 


60 Tempie Place, Boston, MA 02111 617/451-2770 Fax: 617/482-7185 Internet: wwwimapcorg 


Serving 101 cities and tovens in metrapalitan Boston 


LETTER 35 


April 22, 1999 


The Honorable Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Unit 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02202 


Project Name: Logan Airside Improvement: Planning Project 
MEPA #: 10458 DEIR/DEIS 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


The Metropolitan Area Planning Council regularly reviews proposals deemed to have regional 
impacts. These proposals are reviewed for compliance with MetroPlan 2000, the regional plan 
for the Boston metropolitan area, as well as for their im) act upon the environment. The Council 
encourages MEPA to ensure that proposed developmen’: scenarios and mitigation plans comply 
with MetroPlan 2000. 


As Massport is not subject to local zoning regulations, MLAPC suggests MEPA assume some of 
the responsibility of reviewing the full context of impacts to the region, beyond those associated 
strictly with the site-specific environmental impacts fro:n the proposed activities. This is 
specifically important given the regional nature of airports, and the regional nature of the 
impacts associated with the operations of such a transportation hub used by millions of people 
annually. 


Massport has prepared two separate MEPA documents: a GEIR which has focused primarily on 
landside development and impacts; and the more recent DEIS/DEIR for proposed airside 
development plans and associated impacts. Given the enormity of the impacts associated with 
any operational change at a regional airport such as Losjan; economic, environmental quality, 
transportation, and even social, such an approach was t.cceptable. However, as the proposed 
improvements have become more specific and less generalized, the integral tie between airside 
and landside activities must be addressed. Only by vievring the landside impacts side by side 
with the correlating airside modifications, can decision:: regarding costs and benefits as well as 
appropriateness of mitigation measures be made, This analysis should be a requisite part of 
any following FEIR. 


It is immediately apparent that Logan Airport plays a v.tal role in the economy of Boston, and 
the New England area. The volume of People, goods and services moving to and through this 
facility is substantial, and the efficiency of this movement is key to the success of the operations 
of all subsequent and associated businesses. Furtherm. are, the dependability and reliability of 
air services plays an important role in where major businesses decide to locate, Accordingly, 


changes in the operations of the airport must be seen in view of these far-reaching impacts. 
Setting aside the issue of the new runway, MAPC has focused its camments on the regional 
impacts stemming from the growing use of Logan Airport and its effects on the regional 
transportation infrastructures. - 


Given the projection that Passenger use will increase fro:n 29 to 45 million within 10 years, a 
55% increase, it can be assumed that the movement of these people to the airport itself is as 
important as the movement of the passengers and Plane; through the airport system. The 
current roadway and transit systems available to move people to and through Boston often 
operate at capacity under today’s conditions. It is vital that this situation be addressed — by 
Massport, by MassHighway, and by the MBTA. There rust be a regional strategy developed 
which is both multi-modal and multi-airport. This comprehensive strategy needs to determine 
how much growth is going to occur in air traffic at each airport, how much ground traffic will be 
generated, and how this ground traffic will be accommaoilated by existing roadways, transit and 
even parking. 


¢ Logan Airport serviced 26.5 million passengers in 1998, and anticipates demand to reach 
45 million passengers by the year 2010. 

* Logan Airport is almost exclusively an origin anc! destination airport: almost 90% of 
Logan passengers begin or end their trip at Logan, with only 10% of passengers 
connecting between flights. 

* Nearly 80% of Logan's demand is drawn from tke region within the Route 495 corridor. 

* Auto is, and will continue to be, the predominant mode of travel between the New 
England regional airport Service areas and Bostcn. 

* Nearly half of the 5,000,000 regional airport passengers that drive to Logan are closer to 
Manchester airport, and almost 1/3 are from the Worcester Airport service area. 

¢ Passengers that might be served from a regional airport but instead drive to Logan for air 
service offer the greatest potential for Logan passenger diversion. 

¢ While the regional alternatives alone cannot eliriinate airside congestion, they can 
alleviate the delays experienced at Logan by achieving a better distribution of the 
Tegion’s intercity travel demand. 

* lout of 3 people traveling to Logan get there by public transportation. 

¢ For every 1% increase in HOV ridership, traffic on airport roadways goes down about 
1,000 cars per day. 

¢ The anticipated level of potential air passenger ‘liversion to other airports or other 
methods of transportation (including video conferencing) represents 16-19% of Logan 
Airport's forecast demand. 


should specify the methods which Massport will use to guarantee this, It implies a considerable 
level of cooperation between the agencies responsible fir managing the transportation 
infrastructure — Massport, MassHighway, MBTA, FHW‘A, and Amtrak. 


Massport should be commended for their efforts in developing private vendor Partnerships to 
improve access to/from areas such as Braintree and Newton. Massport's support of alternative 


30.1 


35.2 


fuel vehicles and transportation demand management (.°DM) is also Jaudable. The effectiveness 
of these transportation alternatives should be discussed in the FEIR, as should the possibility of 
beginning other public transit routes. The opening of the Woburn Intermodal Transportation . 
Center is planned to coincide with the closing of the Mishawaum Commuter Rail Station and the 
neighboring Logan Express facility. The FEIR should include an analysis of ridership impact 
due to this closure on the northwest segment of the region, since travelers on Route 128 from 
the east and west will have to go north on J-93 to use the: new Woburn Service. We are also 
pleased to note that Massport will expand the Logan Express services to Cape Cod and 
encourage Massport to examine additional locations for Express services from current and 
planned park and ride lots. Efforts to limit/reduce the r umber of vehicles travelling to/from the 
airport proper should not only be explained in the FEIR, but the availability of adequate fundin gz 


to support these efforts should be presented as wel]. 


The work associated with the Route 495 Initiative should be incorporated in further documents 
Prepared to address impacts and mitigation plans for the Airport plans. According to the 
Massachusetts Department of Revenue, the cities and tcwns along the 495 corridor exhibit the 
greatest amount of revenues attributable to new growth in 1996, 1997, and 1998, F urthermore, 


example, the existing transit schedule is insufficient to ‘apport growth at the Worcester airport. 
Such modification may include working with MassHighway and the MBTA to improve direct 
access to the airport, making the airport capable of supporting jet airplanes, and even 
encouraging airlines to relocate to this facility. As stated in the GEIR, the success of a multi- 
airport transportation system is dependent on equitabli: distribution of services — both air and 
ground related. Creating such equitable services would result in diverting considerable 
vehicular traffic away from the central Boston area and improving the efficiency of movement 
throughout the area. 


In summary, MAPC requests the Secretary require the sroponent to address the requirements of 
agency analysis under Executive Order 38s, and that the FEIR include a full description of the 
impacts on the transportation infrastructure as well as identify the measures Proposed to 
mitigate such impacts. More specifically, the followin;; issues should be considered: 


Impact Analysis: 


* An indirect access (such as from Route 1A) pertait should be required from the 
Massachusetts Highway Department. 

* Massport should conduct a regional traffic anal ysis: including a passenger Origination 
study which identifies locations at the regional, local level as opposed to the New 
England area level; a Level Of Service (LOS) analysis comparing resulting conditions to 
existing background conditions as well as to a Lackground which includes known 


30.3 


30.4 


39.6 
30.1 


development Projects such as the Convention Cen! eY; an intersection analysis focusing 
on areas such as the ramp to the tunnel and severz] off-ramps from I-93; and a build 
analysis which examines the incremental changes in traffic flow resulting from 
incremental phases of the airport's improvement plan. 

° Adraft Section 61 finding from Mass Highway shculd be included in the FEIR. 


Mitigation Analysis: 


* Massport should identify its Proposed passenger ¢.emand management/reduction 
and/or capacity improvement plans such as differ ential tolls for single occupancy 
vehicles at the tunnels and bridge; subsidized parltng rates at peripheral sites and 
increased parking rates at the airport; increased assistance in existing regional airport 
corridor expansion; and increased assistance with and access to the passenger rail in the 
northeast corridor, 


reauthorization legislation submitted by the administration which may reduce highway 
project dollars for projects in the Logan expansion impact area. 


Comprehensive analysis of passenger delays is clearly a role of Massport. The fact that the delay 
often begins far from the airport should be just as relevarit to Massport, and thus justify their 
involvement in managing the region's transportation infrastructure. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, ) . 


Ruagre 


avid C. Soule 
xecutive Director 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 35 
Metropolitan Area Planning Council 
David C. Soule, Executive Director 


Code Topic Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ parking. | strategy to enhance the use of options to Logan Airport. In the 
' Draft EIS/EIR, Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual 
| passengers that could be absorbed by regional alternatives that 
_ include use of T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 
_ Worcester Regional airports, as well as the new high-speed rail 
_ to New York. In the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport 
_ recognizes that these developments will slow Logan Airport's 
_ passenger traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 
_ 37.5 million passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather 
_ closer to 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not 
_ be achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can 
: / play an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic 
| | _ growth at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport’s 
: | inability to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand 
_ during northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is 
_ designed to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 
_ necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear benefits 
at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will only increase 
_ inthe future, even as developments at the regional airports act 
"to reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


_ Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 

_ increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 

_ deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 

_ Massport’s plans to handle the ground access requirements 

_ of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
_ 1999 Environmental Status and Planning Report (previously 

| GEIR) and its subsequent annual updates (Environmental 
Data Reports). 


Regional _ Regional _ There must be a regional strategy developed whichis both Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 

Transportation | Airports | multi-modal and multi-airport. This comprehensive strategy _ discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
| needs to determine how much growth is going to occur in —_ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken to : 
"air traffic at each airport, how much ground traffic will be __ foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long recognized 
| generated, and how this ground traffic will be _ and has been a proponent of options to Logan Airport. Together 
| accommodated by existing roadways, transit and even _ with the regional airports, Massport has implemented a regional 


_ Ground _ Access to The GEIR states that Massport is developing an Airport _ Massport is working with the MBTA to improve transit access 
_ Transportation Logan Airport —_Intermodal Transit Connector (AITC), and anticipates that to Logan Airport via the Blue Line and the 

| ridership of public transit will double due to the proposed _ Airport Intermodal Transit Connector (AITC). Section 2.7 of 

_ improvements. Any future FEIR should specify the methods __ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the proposed 


| which Massport will use to guarantee this. It implies a | MBTA improvements in transit access to Logan Airport. The 
" considerable level of cooperation between the agencies _ Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR), reports on the 
_ responsible for managing the transportation Status of these ground transit improvement projects. 


infrastructure-Massport, MassHighway, MBTA, FHWA, and 
Amtrak. —_ 
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35.3 Ground | Mitigation _ Massport should be commended for their efforts in _ The Logan Airside Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses impacts 
| Transportation _ developing private vendor partnerships to improve access _ of the proposed airside improvements. Refer to the 
i : _ to/from areas such as Braintree and Newton. Masspor's -—- Logan Airport 1999 ESPR for a discussion of groundaccess 
_ support of alternative fuel vehicles and transportation _ options including the Woburn Intermodal Transportation Center 
_ demand management (TDM) is also laudable. The _ and Logan Express services. 


__ effectiveness of these transportation alternatives should be 

_ discussed in the FEIR, as should the possibility of beginning 
"other public transit routes. The opening of the Woburn 
Intermodal Transportation Center is planned to coincide with 
_ the closing of the Mishawum Commuter Rail Station and the 

i | neighboring Logan Express facility. The FEIR should 

_ include an analysis of ridership impact due to this closure on 

_ the northwest segment of the region, since travelers on 
_ Route 128 from the east and west will have to go north on 
_ 1-93 to use thc new Wobum service. We are also pleased to 
| _ note that Massport will expand the Logan Express services 

_ to Cape Cod and encourage Massport to examine 

_ additional locations for Express services from current and 

_ planned park and ride lots. Efforts to limit/reduce the 

| number of vehicles travelling to/from the airport proper : 

| should not only be explained in the FEIR, but the availability 
_ of adequate funding to support these efforls should be 


3. 4 - Regional _ Regional _ As Massport plans to gain control of the operations of the he MassHighway is analyzing alternative routes that would 
| Transportation Airports _ Worcester Airport, they should consider modifications which improve surface access from I-90 and I-290 to the 
| i » would make this airport more accessible and convenient. _ Worcester Regional Airport. MassHighway is in the process of 
: _ preparing the EIS/EIR for these highway improvements. 
Massport supports this project. 


| The Airside project does not result in additional deman 
ground access services. 


Ground _ Access to 
| Transportation — Logan Airport 


355° _ The FEIR should address the applicability of the proposed 


_ South Boston Piers Transitway in providing access to this 


he Airside project does not result in additional demand for 
ground access services. 


An indirect access (such as from Rou 
required from the Massachusetts i 
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Comment 


Response 


_ Massport should conduct a regional traffic analysis; _ Massport, as a matter of course, has-monitored’and reporte 
_ Transportation _ including a passenger origination study which identifies on the vehicle trip generating characteristics of Logan Airport in 
_ locations at the regional/ local level as opposed to the __ its various environmental filings including the annual : 
_ New England area level; a Level of Service (LOS) analysis | GEIR/Annual Updates documents. It has also projected vehicle 
_ comparing resulting conditions to existing background _ trip generation estimates for an annual airport activity level of 
conditions as well as to a background which includes known _ 37.5 million air passengers, and has analyzed the impacts 
| development projects such as the Convention Center; an measured and projected airport-related traffic for three different 
_ intersection analysis focusing on areas such as the ramp to _ study areas (on-airport, East Boston, and regional). The results : 
_ the tunnel and several off-ramps from I-93; and a build | of these analyses were presented in the Logan International 
_ analysis which examines the incremental changes in traffic Airport Generic Environmental Impact Report filed with MEPA 
| flow resulting from incremental phases of the airport's _ in July of 1996 (EOEA #3247/5146). Since that time, Massport 


_ improvement plan. _ has monitored traffic activity levels at Logan Airport and have 
: reported average annual daily traffic (AADT) and average 
annual weekday traffic (AWDT) annually. 


Level of service analyses have been conducted for many 
intersections in East Boston and Massport has worked with the 
_ community to identify potential improvements. Additionally, 

| | Airport-related trip generation estimates have been 

: | _ incorporated into the traffic models used by the Central 

/ / | | Artery/Tunnel (CA/T) Project that were integral to the design of 
i : CA/T Project roadways including the I-90 extension (TWT) and 
the I-90/Route 1A connections in East Boston. 


Estimates of Logan Airport-related trip generation have also 
been included in the Boston Metropolitan Area regional 
transportation model maintained by the Central Planning Staff. 
| Vehicle trip origins and destinations are assigned to the 

_ Tespective traffic zones based on town level origin and 

_ destination data collected through Massport tri-annual air 

| passenger surveys. As a result, Logan Airport-related vehicle 

' trips are included as part of the regional baseline and all future 

_ condition traffic analyses prepared by Central Transportation 
_ Planning Staff (CTPS) in a manner consistent with vehicle trip 
_ generation characteristics of the Boston central business district 
i | (CBD) and other distinct trip generators in the region. : 


_ In addition to the comprehensive evaluation of Logan Airport- 
_ elated traffic impacts presented in annual environmental filings 
_ by Massport, or other project sponsor, also prepares project- 
_ Specific traffic impacts of on-airport actions that cross MEPA 
_ filing thresholds. Examples include Environmental Assessments 
: _ (EAs) and Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) for the West 
i : Garage project, the Intemational Gateway project, the Terminal 
A project, Cargo Building 63, the Logan Office Center Garage, 
_ the Hilton Hotel, etc. Each of these projects assess the traffic 

_ impacts (including construction-related traffic impacts) of the 

_ proposed project and develops appropriate levels of mitigation 

_ that are included in the project's Section 61 finding. See also 
_ the Proposed Section 61 Findings in Section 8.7 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Draft Section 61 Findings are in Section 8.7 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


i 35.8 Ground 


_ Transportation 


Mitigation 


included in the FEIR. 


Letter 35: Metropolitan Area Planning Council, David C. Soule, Executive Director 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
Pe SS te nie etn tr a Sa ee NSE ROE SS OT Pere ee EEO IE EI I OE Ce ER REESE 


aide 


359 


| Ground 
_ Transportation 


Topic 1 


Topic 2 


Massport should identify its proposed passenger demand 
management/reduction and/or capacity improvement plans 
such as differential tolls for single occupancy vehicles at the 
tunnels and bridge; subsidized parking rates at peripheral 
sites and increased parking rates at the airport; increased 
assistance with and access to the passenger rail in the 
northeast corridor. 


Comment 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ Management Plan, the primary goals of which are to: increase 
_ the overall efficiency of the metropolitan transportation system 
_ through interagency coordination; increase annual air 
| passenger HOV mode share to 35.2 percent by the time annual : 
__ air passengers reach 37.5 million; reduce employee reliance on 
_ commuting alone by private automobile; provide adequate long- 
_ term parking within the limits of the Logan Airport Parking : 
_ Freeze; and improve management of ground access and 
_ infrastructure through technology. 


Key achievements in reaching those goals include: 


_ Establishment of the Logan Airport Transportation Management | 
_ Association (TMA). Massport provided subsidies for TMA 
__ members on Logan Express and MBTA. TMA members ride 
_ the Rowe's Wharf Water Shuttle for free; hired 

_ professional TMA firm to operate the Logan Airport TMA. 


Record ridership on the Logan Express bus service (exceeded 
| over one million passengers in 1998 and 1999) and planning for 
_ a fourth Logan Express location. 


_ Construction of the Woburn Regional Transportation Center 

_ which will include 900 new parking spaces for Logan Express 
_ (construction completed in 2000) 
_ Planning for the Airport Intermodal Transit Connector which will 
_ provide a direct link between Logan Airport and : 
_ South Station/Red Line. Initiation of the Logan DART bus 
_ service between Logan Airport and South Station. 


Participation with the MBTA in planning for the redesigned new 
_ Airport Station to include wide escalators, flight information 
monitors, and other air passenger amenities. 

_ Continued the operation of free shuttle buses between Airport 

_ Station, Water Shuttle dock, and terminals. 

_ Provided a dedicated DART bus dock at South Station with 

| direct service to the airport. 

Implemented Logan Direct service from the South Shore. 
Continued marketing and advertising of HOV services through 
__use of 1-800-23LOGAN telephone service and other media. 

_ Continued implementation of commercial vehicle lane, 

_ Neptune Road exit ramp peak period forced turnaround, local 

| street closures, and traffic volume restrictions at 

_ Maverick Street. Continued traffic monitoring, 

_ curbside monitoring, and traffic control improvements. 
Continued development effort for 
_ Advanced Traveler Information Systems and Automatic Vehicle 
Identification (AVI) to monitor commercial vehicle activity. i 
_ Refer to the Logan Airport 1994/95 GEIR which includes 


Massport’s Ground Access Management Plan. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


Massport should identify their level of commitment to aiding 
in the management of the regional transportation 
infrastructure. For example- MBTA improvements such as 
the urban ring and station locations in an amount 

| corresponding to the amount committed to the artery/tunnel 
| project; locations for proposed new park-and-flys; and 

_ relocation of car rental facilities to off-site areas with 

_ corresponding shared transit to these areas. 


| Transportation Logan Airport 


Response 
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| Massport is considering consolidation of car rental facilities, 
| which will facilitate the consolidation of the courtesy vehicles 
_ serving the rental car companies. 


_ Massport is working with the MBTA to improve transit access to 
_ Logan Airport via the Blue Line and the 
_ Airport Intermodal Transit Connector (AITC). Section 2.7 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the proposed 
_ MBTA improvements in transit access to Logan Airport. The 

_ Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR), reports on the 
status of these ground transit improvement projects. 


_ Massport is constantly striving to make Logan Airport a more 

_ efficient transportation center with less impact on surrounding 

_ communities by improving mass transit access to Logan 

_ Airport. The Airside Project makes Logan Airport more efficient 

_ and will not affect vehicle traffic, transit systems or major : 
_ roadway intersections. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses 


"all the environmental impacts from the Airside Project. The 
' ESPRI/GEIR and its Annual Updates discuss Masspor'’s efforts 


to lessen Logan Airport's total environmental footprint, 


he FEIR should present any discussions regarding the 
_ effect of recent bond reauthorization legislation submitted by 
_ the administration which may reduce highway project i 
dollars for projects in the Logan expansion impact area. 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR responds fully to the EOEA 
Certificate of May 7, 1999. 
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‘CITY OF BOSTON: MASSACHUSETTS 


OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
THOMAS M. MENINO 


April 7, 1999 


The Hon. Robert A. Durand 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 


Attention MEPA Office LETTER 36 


100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


The Massachusetts Port Authority projects that Passenger traffic at Logan Airport will grow from 
26 million in 1998 to as many as 45 million by 2010, an increase of roughly 73 percent. 


congestion will grow worse, more vehicles will slow to a crawl, and suburban travelers may not - 


be able to get to Logan on time. 


Putting more traffic on our urban road system during peak travel times raises the issue of whether 
residents near Logan Airport will be able to navigate their own communities and whether 
employees will be able to travel to and from work without further delays. 


Finally, the addition of more vehicles to our roads raises concerns about environmental and 
economic impacts of traffic congestion, from air pollution to lost time and productivity. The 
region is already in “serious” non-attainment of the air quality standard for ozone, according to 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. ° 


deserve. 


. Menino 


Thomas 
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Letter 36 
City of Boston 
Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 


Comment 


_ Access to _ More passenger traffic at Logan Airport will only mean more — Massport has in place an extensive Ground Access i 
_ Transportation — Logan Airport _cars, trucks and shuttle buses on our congested highways _ Management Plan, the primary goals of which are to: increase 
_ and urban road system. During peak travel times, this could _ the overall efficiency of the metropolitan transportation system 


_ make traffic congestion unbearable on the Southeast _ through interagency coordination; increase annual air : 
_ Expressway and Route 1A. It will also encourage more _ passenger HOV mode share to 35.2 percent by the time annual 
_ drivers to seek alternate routes, worsening congestion and —_air passengers reach 37.5 million; reduce employee reliance on 
| roads such as Storrow Drive. _ commuting alone by private automobile; provide adequate long- 
__... As traffic at Logan expands, road traffic congestion will __te/M parking within the limits of the Logan Airport Parking 
_ grow worse, more vehicles will slow to a crawl, and _ Freeze; and improve management of ground access and 


_ suburban travelers may not be able to get to Logan on time, _infrastructure through technology. 


__..the addition of more vehicles to our roads raises concems Key achievements in reaching those goals include: 
_ about environmental and economic impacts of traffic _ Establishment of the Logan Airport Transportation Management 
_ congestion, from air pollution to lost time and productivity. Association (TMA). Massport provided subsidies for TMA 
: _ members on Logan Express and MBTA. TMA members ride 

_ the Rowe's Wharf Water Shuttle for free; hired 

_ professional TMA firm to operate the Logan Airport TMA. 


_ Record ridership on the Logan Express bus service (exceeded 
_ over one million passengers in 1998 and 1999) and planning for : 
_ a fourth Logan Express location. 
- Construction of the Wobum Regional Transportation Center 


_ which will include 900 new parking spaces for Logan Express 
_ (construction completed in 2000) 


_ Planning for the Airport Intermodal Transit Connector which will 
_ provide a direct link between Logan Airport and : 
_ South Statior/Red Line. Initiation of the Logan DART bus 

_ service between Logan Airport and South Station. 


_ Participation with the MBTA in planning for the redesigned new 

_ Airport Station to include wide escalators, flight information 
monitors, and other air passenger amenities. 

_ Continued the operation of free shuttle buses between Airport 

_ Station, Water Shuttle dock, and terminals. 


_ Provided a dedicated DART bus dock at South Station with 
direct service to the airport. 


Implemented Logan Direct service from the South Shore. 


Continued marketing and advertising of HOV services through 
__use of 1-800-23LOGAN telephone service and other media. 


- Continued implementation of commercial vehicle lane, 

_ Neptune Road exit ramp peak period forced turnaround, local 
_ Street closures, and traffic volume restrictions at 

_ Maverick Street. Continued traffic monitoring, 

_ curbside monitoring, and traffic control improvements. 


_ Continued development effort for 

_ Advanced Traveler Information Systems and Automatic Vehicle 

_ Identification (AVI) to monitor commercial vehicle activity. 

_ Refer to the Logan Airport 1994/95 GEIR which includes 
..Massport’s Ground Access Management Plan. 
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_ CITY OF BOSTON - MASSACHUSETTS 


OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
THOMAS M. MENINO 


LETTER 37 


April 22, 1999 
The Hon. Robert A. Durand 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


Please accept this letter and accompanying attachments, which represent the City of Boston’s 
comments on the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report, EOEA #10458. 


The City of Boston views the Proposed project as a capacity enhancement plan. As the enclosed 
submission indicates, the expansion of Logan International Airport’s capacity raises a number of 
serious concerns that the Massachusetts Port Authority’s DEIS/R fails to address adequately. 


Expanding Logan’s capacity could harm Boston’s environment and public health, due to: 
increased air pollution from additional aircraft, additional taxiway idling, as well as increased 


paths, soundproofing equipment which may reduce indoor air quality, and impacts on the quality 
of water in Boston Harbor. The DEIS/R fails to address these concerns adequately, if at all. 


Expanding Logan’s Capacity will only increase traffic congestion at Logan and the routes to and 
from Logan. Adding another runway to this congested airport is like adding an extra lane to the 
Central Artery. It is not a serious long term solution to traffic problems. More traffic at Logan 
Airport will only mean more cars, trucks and shuttle buses on our congested highways and local 
roads. Traffic congestion is already nearly unbearable during peak travel times. The DEIS/R 
and Massport’s previously submitted GEIR do not address the full landside impacts of these 
airside improvements, nor do they fully explore moving greater number of passengers to and 
from Logan via alternative modes. 


The majority of Logan’s users actually come from beyond Route 128. Adding another runway at 
Logan for more suburban traffic is a Band-Aid approach to a regional problem that requires a 
regional solution. Over the last decade, the Commonwealth has repeatedly rejected or ignored 
studies that have recommended increasing capacity elsewhere in Massachusetts, including: the 


a 


need to land bank a site for a second major airport at Fort Devens at the junction of I 495 and 
Route 2; the need to develop an existing Massachusetts regional airport or air base into a large 


Furthermore, if the Commonwealth and the Federal Aviation Administration allow the 
Massachusetts Port Authority to diminish Boston’s quality of life with increased air and noise 
pollution and weaken Boston’s competitive advantage with increased traffic congestion, then 
economic growth in the region will occur unevenly, and the regional imbalances that have caused 
this problem will only grow worse over time. 


lM Manin 


Thomas M. Menino 
Mayor of Boston 
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Environmental Services 
CITY OF BOSTON 


THOMAS M. MENINO - ANDREA d’AMATO 
Mayor - Chief of Environmental Services 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
April 22, 1999 


The document as presented does not adequately assess the environmental impacts of the 
Proposed project or existing conditions. Further, it does not provide critical data about a 
surrounding regional transportation systems that can alleviate the volumes of traffic and impacts 
on the communities affected by Logan. The City has requested that Massport withdraw the 
document and that a regional planning and evaluation team be convened to assess the overall 
State of transportation, by all modes, airside and landside in the region. After this updated 
analysis is undertaken, both a short and long term transportation plan must be included in a 
comprehensive regional plan. 


The following: is a summary of issues not adequately analyzed and critical information not 
provided about the levels of impact: 
Environment 

¢ Air Quality 


Increase levels of VOC, CO and NOx emissions are projected as a result of 37.2 
anticipated growth at Logan. 


With the addition of the Centerfield Taxiway, there will be additional planes with 37 4 
idling engines adding to pollutant emissions near public beaches and residences. a 


Increase in auto and bus emissions will resuit from growth. 


Current Massport soot monitoring protocols are not sufficient to determine the 3/7 5 
effect on air quality. 


Current complaints about air quality, odor and soot emissions by affecied residents 37 i 
continue and indicate current ieveis are noi acceptabie and have not been addresseqV! 


Noise 


There will be additional noise from idling engines on the Centerfield Taxiway which 
will immediately impact residents of East Boston and Winthrop. a 


Current complaints by residents indicate that existing noise levels are not acceptable.}/ 8 


Massport has indicated that runway 14/32 is to be used primarily during periods of 37 ) 
northwest winds and inclement weather. This will increase noise volumes in the : 
flight path. 


Lowering landing minimums on Runway 27 will increase noise for residents of 3] 10 
Winthrop. ‘Lowering landing minimums on Runways 22L and 15R will increase . 
noise for residents of East Boston and Revere. 


Water Quality 


Massport has not provided the Boston Conservation Commission with adequate 37.11 
information about its monitoring or its compliance with the Orders of Conditions to 
protect the harbor and the valuable remaining wetlands. 


Massport is not in compliance with the Nationai Poilution Discharge and Elimination 37.12 
Systems permitted outfalls at Logan. 


‘No pollution treatment structures for the North, Porter and Maverick Outfalls, which 37.13 
serve 306 acres, are discussed as required. 


Before its removal, alternatives to the Blast Fence that provides marginal protection 3] 14 
from noise, fumes and blast effects from take-offs for residents must be identified and ¥! = 
funded. 


Public Health 


To date little or no analysis or study of the affects on public health from Logan 37.15 
operations has been conducted. 


No analysis of federal Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address 37 16 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. : 


Transportation 


Landside Impacts of Runway 14/32 


Al 


The DEIR/S does not address the link between air transportation supply and ground 
transportation demand. ; 


The DEIR/S assumes that passenger traffic at Logan Airport will grow irrespective 
airport capacity and resulting delay. od 
The DEIR/S does not present a reasoned Build vs. No-Build analysis of airport 37 19 
capacity with and without Runway 14/32, nor the resulting impacts on ground : 
transportation (regional highways, local Streets, transit modes). 


Travel Demand Management 


The DEIR/S does not adequately justify some of its future projections of transit and 37.20 
HOV mode share. 


The DEIR/S does not differentiate the various types of HOV travel, nor does it take 
into account the full impacts of certain types of travel that are considered HOV (e.g, 37.21 
taxi and drop-off trips, passengers who drive alone to park in Chelsea are considered 

HOV trips because they take a shuttle one mile to Logan). 


The DEIR/S dees not provide adequate information on Logan Transportation 3/ 2? 
Management Association membership, participation, or plans for increasing J 
participation. 


The DEIR/S does not provide adequate proposals for improving utilization of the 37.23 


MBTA Blue Line by air passengers. 


Airside Transportation Impacts 

The DEIR/S does not adequately Justify construction of the Centerfield Taxiway. 3/7 2 4 
Adequate runway crossing opportunities and airplane queuing capacity currently : 
exist, and the construction of the Centerfield Taxiway would result excessive aircraft 

idling. 


Runway 14/32 would address weather-related delays, but these are only a portion of 37 05 
the airside delays. The DEIR/S does not provide information on the relative impact . 
of different causes of delay: weather, mechanical, and delays originating from other 

airports. 


The DEIR/S discounts peak period pricing because it is assumed to reduce reginnea 12 6 

air service. Massport should analyze a peak period pricing scenario, Which Considers 

a shifting of some service to other regional airports. 
Regional Alternative 7a 97 97 


¢ There is no description of a regional plan that actually diverts traffic from Logan. 


¢ There are no funding requests in the Transportation Bond Bill for upgrades at a7 y) 
Worcester, Hanscom, or Fort Devens to improve infrastructure and public transit as VI. 8 


part of a regional strategy. 


* Peak pricing is not explored as a tool to divert flights in the region. 37 29 
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Environmental Services 
CITY OF BOSTON 


THOMAS M. MENINO ; ANDREA d’AMATO 
Mayor Chief of Environmentai Services 


April 23, 1999 


Honorable Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 

Attention: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Unit 


John Silva, Environmental Programs Manager, Airports Division 
Federal Aviation Administration New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01083 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report, EOEA 
#10458 


Dear Secretary Durarid and Mr. Silva: 


The City of Boston has reviewed the Draft Environmental! Impact Statement/Report (DEIS/R) for the above 
referenced project and hereby submits the following comments. The City of Boston’s Environment 


Redevelopment Authority (BRA). 


The City of Boston views the Proposed project as a capacity enhancement plan. The capacity issue at Logan 37.30 
International Airport (Logan) is only one part of a New England transportation system that must be addressed 
on a regional, inter- and multi-modal level. 


The City of Boston finds the DEIS/R deficient in many respects and respectfully requests that: 


1. Massport withdraw this document; 

2. A regional panel of experts be convened to immediately assess the overall state of transportation in the 37.31 
region; 

3. This panel develop strategies for both short- and long-term regional transportation needs and identify a 

variety of transportation options available for the traveling public and the movement of goods; and, 


4. Communities in the region be fairly and adequately represented on such a panel along with public 
officials, economists, land use planners, and representatives of environmental and public health interests. 


ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
Air Quality 


For several years, Massport has indicated that it is evaluating the benefits of moving bus servicing and other 37.35 
operations to off-airport locations. This will add vehicle trips to current levels, a detriment to air quality. The 

City has twice requested that a detailed analysis and discussion be presented in a GEIR or Annual Update (AU) 

but Massport has never responded to this inquiry. 


Massport has stated in Prior environmental review documents that PM2.5 data for aircraft are not currently 37 36 
available. This is surprising since aircraft engines have undergone emissions testing for many years. This ' 
should be a subject evaluated in scientific and technical detail by the regional panel of experts, Findings and 


recommendations.on this issue should be a component of a regional transportation report. 


*References to “previous comments” refer to written comment letters submitted to MEPA and other government entities regarding 
Massport GEIRs, Annual Updates and project-related environmental filings. ; 


Massport cites in the DEIS/R two Soot studies released in 1997 showing that deposition of particulates in 


from the engine during take-off. During take-off, when the engine is running at higher RPMs, the combustion 
Process may produce different size particles with different hydrocarbon make-up than the Particles that have 
condensed-on or adhered to the side of the engine (presumably during taxiing or idling at the gate) and exposed 
to prolonged periods of high temperature. 


1. Compilation of a database on emission factors for aircraft engines typically found at Logan; 
2. Detailed modeling for NOx, PM 10, PM2_\5, and VOCs based on emissions factors and number of 
operations/elapsed time of Operations for each type of engine. The model should include both worst-case 


37.38 


The proposed Runway 14/32, at a minimum, facilitates more aircraft operations per hour during certain weather 
Conditions. This is especially of concern when 14/32 is used for departures (wind out of the southeast) and 
emissions from take-off are blown back into the neighborhood. The result is that the Jeffries Point 


Studies outlined above. 


Noise 
The City respectfully disagrees with the statement in the DEIS/R that the Centerfield Taxiway will reduce noise 
impacts from taxiing aircraft in the areas located north/northeast of the airport. 37. ) 


In our analysis, the Ceniterfieid Taxiway will allow an increased number of aircraft to queue on the airport’s 
taxiways with their engines running. A close inspection of Massport’s Airport Layout Plan (ALP) clearly notes 
that the Bayswater Street neighborhood of East Boston is only about 1,500 feet from Taxiway November as it 
Tuns from Runways 22L and 22R. Residents living in the Orient Logan 


Heighis section of East Boston between the Winthrop and Scarpa Bridges experience daily the consequences of 
lengthy aircraft idling. This is especially notable during the warm summer weather When 22L and 22R are used 


Other Boston neighborhoods will also experience elevated noise levels as a result of the proposed plan. The 
Projected increase in take-offs from Runway 27 will affect, at a minimum, the Seaport, South Boston, the South 
End, Roxbury, the Fenway, Jamaica Plain, Roslindale, Mattapan, West Roxbury and Hyde Park. Charlestown 
will also experience substantial increases in aircraft-related noise. 


Blast Fence 


East Boston residents view the blast fence as a device that partially mitigates fumes, noise and blast effects 
from takeoffs on Runway 22R. Massport believes that is has an obligation to take the fence down because it 


quality of life in and adjacent to Orient Heights is not further degraded. 


the use of these Tunways more often during poor the weather conditions exposing nearby residents to noise 
levels which they currently do not experience. 


The City of Boston believes that lowering the landing minimums will only serve to expose already 
overburdened residents to additional noise impacts. Aircraft operations during inclement weather tend to 
expose nearby residents to higher noise levels than under normal Operating conditions. The reasons for this are 
twofold. First, during severe weather conditions involving heavy winds and rain, a pilot must apply a greater 
level of thrust and adjust the aircraft’s flap setting to maintain stable flight. This results in higher noise levels 


and increased impacts for residents under the flight path. Second, a low cloud cover is usually present under 
the weather conditions that dictate the use of these lower landing minimums. When this situation occurs, noise 
levels from aircraft events are amplified in intensity and tend to last longer than on a clear day. 


The DEIS/R indicates that the reduction of approach minimums is consistent with the minimums in effect at $7.43 
other major commercial airports. Current industry practice for major commercial airports allows for greater 
use of the four runways under certain weather conditions. However, Logan is not a typical airport. It is located 
in a densely populated residential area, near scarce open spaces and other sensitive receptors. This makes noise 
a very real problem, one that will be exacerbated by the increased thrust necessary to abort a landing at lower 
minimums. The City questions if the referenced “major commercial airports" are located in similar areas. 
When other major commercial airports are referenced in environmental review documents, the locations and 
characteristics of these airports should be detailed. 


The approach to Runway 15R positions arriving aircraft over the heavily populated Eagle Hill section of East 37.44 
Boston while the approach pattern to Runway 22L results in overflights in the Orient Heights neighborhood. 
Lowering the landing minimums on Runways 22L and 15R will increase the noise impacts on East Boston 


Water Quality 
Logan was Constructed in wetlands at a time when the value of wetlands was neither recognized nor 


treatment systems. As described in the AU, the North Outfall “improved its compliance record for oil and 
grease, was in full compliance for pH, and compliance for settleable solids was slightly lower than in previous 
years.” The West Outfall “achieved near-full compliance for oil and grease, and 100 percent compliance for 
PH levels and settleable solids.” The Porter Street Outfall was in “complete compliance” with the NPDES 
permit requirements for oi] and grease and pH. The Maverick Street Outfall achieved “fuli compliance” for oil 
and grease and “near-full compliance” for pH. The City finds this reporting imprecise and misleading and it is 


Massport’s DEIS/R description of its present drainage system describes four NPDES outfalls that drain 
terminal areas and portions of the airfield, approximately 50 perimeter outfalls and reliance on infiltration over 37.46 


control devices, including a mechanically cleaned bar screen, oil skimmer, grinder pump, sedimentation tank 
and an oil/water Separator. The DEIS/EIR does not. identify any pollution treatment structures for the North, 


Porter and Maverick Gutfaifs that, combined, serve a 306 acre drainage area. It is also unknown if the 50 
Perimeter outfalls treat pollutants and if they are monitored and maintained. 


Since 1989, the Boston Conservation Commission (BCC) has issued to Massport eleven Orders of Conditions 
requiring protection of bordering wetland resources. These Special conditions issued by the BCC relate not 
only to the construction periods of projects but to the perpetual operation and maintenance of new structures. 


n 1998 states that the vegetative 
Cover across the created marsh is at the 70% level. The full value of the lost wetlands is hard to establish and 
there are serious questions as to whether created wetlands truly replicate the full functions of a natural 
wetland. 


While Massport identifies its existing drainage structures, there is no information describing drainage plans for 
14/32 runoff. Pervious vegetated areas and infiltration are mentioned numerous times as beneficial to reducing 
water quality impacts and include a statement that “the combination of overland runoff and a large number of 


Furthermore, the City asks that Massport provide documentation that these commitments are being met: 37.49 


DEP File No. 6-464, March 13, 1991 
Logan Landscaping Im rovements Special Conditions 
14. Where relevant, all facilities and equipment will be continually operated and maintained so as to 
mply with the conditions and the Act. Maintenance conditions are ongoing and do not expire at the end 
of one year or with the issuance of the Certificate of Compliance. The applicant, owner successor or 
assignees shall be responsible for maintaining all on-site drainage structures and outfalls, assuring the 
lasting integrity of the surface cover on the site 


and site activities so as to Prevent erosion, siltation, sedimentation, chemical contamination 
Or other detrimental impact to the on-site and/or off-site resources areas. 

19. All surface drains on the project site must have a legible stencil painting within one foot 
of the structure indicating that the drain drains to the Boston Harbor. 


DEP File No. 6-467, June19, 199] | ~ 97.50 
Massport Employee Parkin and Associated Roadwav Special Conditions 
16. Where relevant, all facilities and equipment will be continually operated and maintained 


perpetuity. 


DEP File No. 6-5 16, July 22, 1992 37.51 


Massport Test Borings/Logan 


16. During and after work on this project, there shall be no discharge or spillage of fuel, oil 
or other pollutant into any area of statutory interest. The Proponent shall have an emergency 
spill management plan prior to work start up, a copy shall be sent to the Conservation 
Commission. 


DEP File No. 6-544" May12, 1993 37 5) 
Logan Safety Ents ; 


appropriate control of the paved drainage area. Enclosed are BWCS oil/water separator 
Standards. 


Wildlife Habitat 


wildlife, a variety of birds and mammals, take second place to the functioning of the airport. At the same time, 


that there is a Viabie habitat at the airport and that Logan is not and cannot be segregated from the Boston 31.53 
Harbor and Belle Isle Marsh ecosystems. 


The DEIS/R Conservation and Management Plan has three sections: 
; * alteration of existing airfield grassland mowing procedures to encourage the uses of non- 
construction areas; : 
* implementation of a pre-construction and an on-going pre-mowing upland sandpiper 
reconnaissance program; and, 
* - off-site mitigation. 


The City Strongly objects to the suggestion that off-site mitigation should occur outside of the Boston Harbor 
area. 


Public Health 37.54 


The City notes that Massport was a contributor to a South Boston air quality study conducted by the Harvard 
Schooi of Public Health on behaif of the South Boston Community Health Center. The study gathered 


important information on various sources of air contaminants including apportioning sources of PM 0 and 


levels in other Bdston neighborhoods impacted by Logan. This information will allow public health officials to 
build on the information gathered thus far. 


TRANSPORTATION 


Ground Transportation 
Massport has consistently framed projects based upon a premise that landside and airside issues are 87 6 
independent of each other. The City of Boston has long maintained that the two are inextricably linked. : 


The City of Boston requests that the Secretary find this DEIS/R inadequate on the grounds that there is no 
analysis of the landside transportation impacts of the proposed Runway 14/32. The DEIS/R’s reliance on 
analysis inciuded in the GEIR is unacceptable, since the GEIR does not include specific impacts related to 
Runway 14/32. In addition, the City finds that many of the GEIR’s assumptions related to HOV and transit 
modes are questionable, and that these assumptions should be re-examined. 


and landside impacts. Massport should be required to examine runway operational capacity, landside trips by 
mode, impact on roadway and transit capacity, and unfulfilled passenger and cargo demand that could be 
accommodated at other regional airports and transportation facilities. 


Further, the GEIR's traffic analysis sections have consistently been fraught with unsupported assumptions and 
questionable methodologies. For instance, in calculating high-occupancy vehicle trips (HOVs), Massport 3] 5Q 


According to the 1997 GEIR Annual Update, 1997 scheduled and non-scheduled air passenger HOV ridership 
increased by 6.8% and 7.0% respectively over 1996 levels. While the City is pleased to see HOV increases, the 
question remains how single party transportation by an unscheduled commercial Provider is considered an 
HOV service. A means of transit should not be considered high occupancy unless there are three or more air 
Passengers in the vehicle for the majority of the trip. A private, on-demand service that transports one 
Passenger to Logan is not an HOV, but functions as does a taxi. 


Massport appears to rely on additional passenger and employee parking facilities just outside the East Boston ; 
parking freeze area to get employees and passengers within shuttle range of the airport. This puts an increased 


Association (TMA). 


The 1997 Annual Update indicates that TMA membeiship is now 20% of all airport employees and that one 31.61 
TMA member is offering subsidized MBTA Passes. No information is provided about the number of 

employees who belong to the TMA or who receive an MBTA pass subsidy. No explanation is offered for the 

TMA estimate that a reduction of only 250 to 300 employee commuter vehicle trips may result from 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures. With 15,000 individuals employed at Logan, this trip 
reduction estimate is particularly questior.able. 


Compietion of the MBTA‘s Blue Line Modernization Program is described as a project that, in Conjunction 37.62 
with the Airport Intermodal Transit Connector (AITC) and other transit projects will help increase the number 
of airport passengers using transit. Although the MBTA has not announced a final project schedule for the 

Blue Line project, it has been progressing at a slower than anticipated pace. This situation must be taken into 
account in assessing the impacts of increased Operations and passenger levels. 


Centerfield Taxiway ; 8 daa 
The DEIS/R claims the Centerfield Taxiway will reduce taxi delay for 4R arrivals trying to cross 4L at the 


¢ the high speed turn-off Taxiway R to Taxiway N; 
the high speed turn-off Taxiway Y to Runway; and, 
* for smaller jets and commuter aircraft, Runway 33L to Taxiway Q. 


It is not clear why three (3) crossing points to Runway 4L are insufficient to handle most, if not all, capacity 
Situations. Based on Massport’s assertion that three crossing points are in adequate, specific information is 
lacking to substantiate the claim, such as: 

¢ the number of crossing points for Runway 22R/4L that Massport believes and the FAA requires to 


The Runway 4R scenario faiis to justify. the benefits of the Centerfield Taxiway. The City disagrees on the 
issue of simultaneous crossings of Runway 4L at multiple points. Additionally, Massport’s claim that the 
Centerfield Taxiway will move this type of activity away from the community lacks merit. While it may move 


While the Centerfield Taxiway would provide an additional taxiing route to both Runways 22L and 22R, the 37.64 


be 9,300 feet in length. Since both the FAA and Massport will not agree to limit the number of aircraft allowed 
to queue on the Centerfield Taxiway, this will result in the potential for FAA ground controllers to approve 
permission for 40 to 50 aircraft to taxi to either Runway 22R or 22L. The City finds it difficult to comprehend 
how any aircraft located in the rear of this enormous queue would depart any earlier than if the pilot 


Was waiting at 2 gate with the piane’s engines off. Delays wouid remain, with the only difference being in ne /. 65 
location of the aircraft at the airport. Furthermore, additional! information and clarification are necessary on the 


environmental benefits, both from a noise and air quality Perspective. It is difficult to comprehend how 


Taxiways Echo, Charlie, Sierra, Fox Trot and Quebec (via Runway 33L) for smaller aircraft. How many 

crossing points are required in order for the air traffic controller to have a safe and efficient set of options? 

Also, what are the environmental benefits related to the Centerfield Taxiway if a pilot enters the Centerfield 

Taxiway and heads back towards the community seeking a place to cross Runway 22R? 37.66 


Massport claims the Centerfield Taxiway will enhance the general safety of airside Operations and facilitate 

more efficient movement of aircraft between terminal areas and runways during takeoff and landing 37 6 8 
Procedures. While it may facilitate aircraft movements on the airport surface, the City questions how it would . 
enhance the general safety of airside operations, since the dramatic increase in the number of simultaneous 

aircraft ground movements could increase the potential for ground incursions on Logan’s complex taxiway 


system. 


The location of the Centerfield Taxiway will be between Runways 22R and 22L. separated from the runways 
by 1,500 feet. Taking into consideration its length (9,300 feet) and the proposed location, a pilot not familiar 
with the airport may experience an identification problem while on approach to either 22L or, for small aircraft, 37.69 


The November Taxiwa wiil remain in operation. Therefore, the City would like to request clarification on 37. 10 
how the air quality and noise benefits will be achieved? In our opinion, it appears that 


rey 


November Taxiway will continue te impact the East Boston Yacht Ciub, Constitution Beach and the western 
Portion of Bayswater Street, while the Centerfield Taxiway will place taxiing aircraft closer the Court Road 
section of Winthrop and to the center of the Orient Heights / Bayswater Street Neighborhood. 97 7 { 


Particularly subject to mechanical difficulties and other delay-prone airports likely contribute to the identified 
Problem at Logan. Delays due to cargo and small commercial and private aircraft must be a significant factor 


Future air Passenger surveys should include questions about the Passenger's origin and the timeliness of the 
flight(s) leaving the city of origin or that they traveled on prior to reaching Logan. 


Peak Period Pricing : 
Massport's recommended project alternative does not include peak neriod pricing. Sucha Program would raise 
the price of using Logan during hours where the level of demand exceeds available runway capacity. 


In its analysis of this administrative option, Massport assumes that some existing aircraft operations would be 3] 1 4 
discontinued by a shift to off-peak hours or cancellation of the service altogether. A’scenario in which airlines , 


weld adda Surcharge to the fare to make up for the peak assessment. In short, peak period pricing need not 
result in reduced regional air service. Massport's rejection of this alternative is unsupported by the arguments 
outlined in the DEIS/R. What is clear is that diversion of service to regional airports, not owned by Massport, 
will hurt. Massport's bottom line. - 


REGIONAL ALTERNATIVES 
RSRNQL ALTERNATIVES 


The DEIS/R asserts that Massport's overall planning strategy for managing congestion and improving Logan's 
Operational efficiency includes the use of regional air, rail and videoconferencing (telecommunications) 
alternatives, Ensuring the effic"en’ use of the 1 +gion's t ns 

coliacorative func:ion of a fate> 6 transporiat on -ntiti-3 ;- cnucing the AS, . dassespuseng Aeronautics 
Commission, New England State Aviation Directors and regional airports. Participation in long-term regional 
planning studies is also identified as part of Massport's long-standing recognition of the importance of 
discussions on intermodal, regional transportation projects. 


Background 


According to Massport’s own documentation, the Opportunities for Logan’s growth are limited. Massport’s 
Director of Aviation stated that “T"ldnately, there via be x veling tat wiil be hit” ‘Boston Giobe, june 19, 
1994) As “ar back as four years : ge, Masspon staf. ioiea ihat “Logan can’t continue to handle it anymore” 
(Bosion Giobe, November 28, i995). An FAA-funded report further stated that “regardless of the author or 
methodology, everyone agrees that Logan will soon be unable to meet demand” (New England Regional Air 


Passenger Service Study, Executive Summary, 1995). 


officials. In a December 24, 1995 article, an official Stated that a new runway at Logan “won’t ease the 
congestion that now ranks Boston as the nation’s fifth worst city for flight delays. This record undoubtedly will 
get worse,...if Logan’s Dassenger trafic go's a: exrccted, from 28 Muliou peopie this year to a projected 45 
million in 2016.” The Stre‘eg's A sessment Report (SAR), conducted in 1993 for tie Massachusetts 
Aeronautics Commission (MAC) by Arthur D. Little, Inc., agreed: “Simply improving the capacity of Logan 
will not solve the transportation capacity problem” in the region (SAR, Volume 1, ES-6). 


(Boston Globe, December 24, i$95). Any further concentration of traffic at Logan Airport contradicts these 
policy statements. 


Table 4-8 in the 1996 Annual Update (AU) to Massport’s Generic Environmental Impact Report (GEIR), 37.15 
‘contained a list of Regional Planning Studies and the implications of those studies for Logan. The City found 
that the information Massport chose to highlight from two of the cited studies, the SAR and the Second Major 


2010. The SMA study did not ¢>7tain a spo<fic re~omy ern¢ztion al cut che « G2 Co air sors i Scessary 
(internaticna!. sho t-ta.: or lorz-raul dom est c). “he $44: rudy Meccmminded trett © etare and bank a 


Ee 


may not provide a sufficient incentive for a chenrs fiom sf cove! The effec Gt te oner technologies on 
transportation demand is not wel! understo. 4 CF GSCl nied and che Wity believes thar passenger diversion 
conclusions were vastly overs:ated. For example, the SAR claimed that telecommunications could divert up to 


Massport, noted in November 5, 1993 comments on the SAR that Massport did not believe that 
“teleconferencing and other telecomm technologies will have the Impact of easing demand for travel services 
by 2.5 million in 2010 and 7.2 million passengers in 2030” (SAR, Vol. III, p. B-4). 


as noise, safety, terminal locations and ground access are unaddressed. Maglev technology has not yet been 
tested in commercial use in the U.S. and the City is aware of no plans for such testing. 


It was determined through data evaluation for the SAR that, “The demand forecast identified the potential reed 
for a tacility smaller than the originally envisioned SMA, but larger than that cffered by current cr potential 


According to the SAR, “based on location alone, the Hanscom Field site was more attractive to travelers than 
the SMA and any other non-Logan site.” The report said that initially Hanscom could accommodate 720,000 
Passengers a year and ultimately take 4.1 million passengers a year away from Logan, compared to an 


estimated 3.95 million Passengers that could be served at a new second major airport at Ft. Devens (SAR, 3-94 
and 5-16). Use of Hanscom as a reliever airport “provides the largest diversion from Logan of any scenario in 


In addition, the SAR urged Massport to pursue options to raise Logan’s “weighted average peak hour capacin” 
(see section entitled, “Logan International Airport Capacity Enhancement,” SAR, Vol. Il, p.4-12). Accord ing 
to the SAR, renewed interest in the long dormant Runway 14/32 proposal grew out of a “Capacity Delay Task 
Force.” But Michael Dawson, a private aviation consultant, in a letter to Massport correcting errors in the 
report, claimed that the correct name for this group was actually the ‘Airport Capacity Enhancement Task 


Clearly, as the recommendations of both the SAR and SMA were ignored by state officials, Logan now finds 
itself in a severe capacity crunch and the most obvious target for expansion. SL TT 


value at approximately 03.4” (1992 SAP. Volume I, p. 4-555, 


The Proponents contend that Runway 14/32, on its own, does not generate any additional aircraft operations or 37.78 


Massport claimed that it can seek to remove the injunction against capacity enhancing improvements for 

“reliever” purposes (Wall Street Journal, April 19, 1999). If this is actually the case, the City questions why 

Massport has not pursued demand management policies suck as peak hour pricing for reiief. Uniike an 37 79 
additional runway or alternative airport development, such a sslution cutild be implemented much more quickly Vi. 

at a much lower public cost. 


Massport has indicated that delays at Logan will continue to grow over time whether or not Runway 14/32 is 37.80 
constructed. Constructing a new runway is only a short-term approach and will do little to solve the expanding . 
regional transportation issues that must be addressed through a comprehensive, regional, inter/multi-modal 

solution. 


In Section 2.5.3 of the DEIS/AR (Voi 


ume i, p. 2-38), Mas 


Sport claims to be "actively engaged in Promoting the 


use of alternative travel choices to provide relief to Logan." Massport talked about relieving congestion at 
Logan by expanding use of the state’s regional airports in Worcester and New Bedford. Yet, after years of talk 
and so-called plans, Worcester and New Bedford carry the lowest number 


~ England regional airports examined 


A Worcester eimpo+t £.udy issued i4 
More than the 160,00u annual users 


According to the New England Regi 


in 1995 (NEC Study), the keys to making regional air 


in the Regional Air Service Study. 


of passengers of the ej ght New 


If “5 estimated ‘Vorcest ~’s ¢ “IVi-e a-ea Comans et 2.3 million, many times 


es and less traffic congestion than the 


paper #1, p. 6). The NEC Study also found New England’s existing 


regional airports were “capturing less than their full potential demand” and pointed to “significant potential for 
increased jet service at each of the regions! airports” (NEC Study, paper # 
Logan's totai annual Operations capacity at 500,000; Hanscom’‘s at 422,00 


Furthermore, the City notes that the 
airport alternatives and, thus, does n 


DEIS/R does not include any discussi 
ot comply with the Secretary’s Certifi 


5, p- 2). This study estimated 
U; and Worcester at 282,000. 


on of the diversion of cargo to off- 31.82 
cate on the ENF. 


Although the DEIS/R States that “The regional alternatives to Logan airport are an important component of 
at Logan” there has heen no aggressive service deveiopment at Worcester, 


Massport’s plan for reducing delays 


Hanscom or any other regional airport in Massachusetts (DEIS/P, 5, 


2 48). 


37.84 


Logan and Worcester Airport survey figures do not distinguish between commuter, charter and other Tegularly 
scheduled non-commuter flights. Given the steady growth in small commuter flights to Logan, the City 


Providence and Manchester ai orts have not diverted traffic from Lo an. As for other out of state airports, 
Massport admits that from 1997 to 1998, “Despite strong growth at T.F . Green [near Providence] and 
Manchester, passenger traffic was not diverted from Logan. Rather Logan's passenger traffic numbers grew by 
3.8 percent in 1998, the highest since 1992" (DEIS/R ES-1 1). 

Laurence G. F.--1am Field 3] 85 
Hansces: Fieli (Rapscem:’ és currently te ot va-nort ccher tian. &Ban Ovwned and operated by Massport. It" 
has deen underused as a part of the regional air transport system. In comments on Massport GEIRs, Annual 

Updates and project filings, the City has long advocated for improvements to Hanscom that would make it an 
attractive alternative to Logan for both airlines and Passengers. Its potential as a regional facility has been 

ignored in the DEIS/R and should have received substantial attention in the alternatives analysis. 


General Aviation (GA) activity (private and Corporate aircraft) at Logan represents 6.2% of total airport 
Operations. For the four quarters ending in December, 1998, Logan GA activity numbered 31,712 flights. GA 
flights now landing at Legan could easily be reairected t¢ Hanscom since these are private and corporate. rather 
than commercial, aircraft. These planes are generally very small and delay larger commercial planes carrying 
many more passengers. Hanscom could be upgraded into a first-class destination for GA with facilities that 
would entice many Private entities to make the switch. In combination with Peak Period Pricing at Logan, 
Hanscom could well become a convenient option for many travelers, 


Hanscom could also be developed into a Northeast hub airfield offering service to major destinations such as 
New York, Washington D.C., Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Cleveland and Detroit. This regional focus would allow 
suburban business people and residents the Opportunity to fly to regional destinations as an end trip or as a 
connecting point to other destinations. The seven regional destination sites respectively rank 1St, 2nd, gth, 
22nd 29th and igth of the top domestic Origin and Destination markets in the U.S. 


A problem for Logan is that Boston serves as a regional hub for most of the smaller cities of New England such 
as Burlington (VT), Portland (ME Mache’ Vineyard, Provincetown ana Nantucket. Such cities are served 
exclusively by smail regional and commuter sircraft. Such flights accounted for 40% of ail flight operations 
out of Logan in 1998. Developing Hanscom as a feeder facility for flights within the Northeast could result in a 
reduction in Logan’s flight operations significantly. 


Finally, extending the MBTA’s Red Line from Alewife to Hanscom should be considered as an access option 
as should a connection with the Fitchburg Commuter Rail line that now stops in Lincoln and Concord. 
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not to duplicate or handle the overflow from Logan. 


water supply reservoir, leaving little developable land The: ‘Tport' "gt cteyar, “Ll 03 leet above ces level) 
Can li wt Cnerstiges | ¥ &-rorait e supped ro Ws ge yy seer Vi ual F feet] ses (Feast ccd Cove? Gases 
Instru mene Ff ; 


= hubs” such ag Newark, 
Phiiadeiphia, Cincinnati, Detroit and direct service ig SOUr GSStiuaiions in Florida (Sabre Report, p. 1-2). The 
Study identified an-advantage for Worcester because of “air iraffic congestion and mounting ground access 


? 


Although Worcester may not serve as a primary reliever for I agan, it ic fiindamenta! iat improved access, 
Preferably off interstate 90, be addressed first and foremost when Planning to excand Sperations at this facility. 
In addition, heavily discounted Landing Fees, Gate Fees and a timited tax exemption for airlines serving 
Worcester Airport may help to attract service, 
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Fort Devens 


assessed. Data on land availability, ground access, suitable types of aircraft and infrastructure should be 
assembled and examined to determine if this site is a viable option for a reliever airport. 


QUALITY OF LIFE: IMPACTS ON COMMUNITIES . 37. 88 
The DEIS/R. lik2 ether Massport? -clest oc earsir:, ¢223 aot acequa :.y a dress t.ey Sry Tear prosiems and 


needs ¢F trose mest etfs-ye 3 by a'mnart of erevie song datty bxsic, Tox Safirs of M2sssort end airiine staff and 
air passengers and the quality of passenger service is always accounted for. However, the quality of life of 
those who live and work in Logan's zone of impact is clearly not acknowledged. For example, the DEIS/R 


resources will not receive impacts or will receive insignificant impacts. This is inaccurate and one example is 
the projected increase in flights over Franklin Fath. This parkianG ts an important resource in a dense urban 


area populated by many peopie of color and is Ci the Nationai Register of Historic Places. 


BASE YEAR AND FORECAST PLANNING PERIOD 

Finally, as further evidence that this DEIS/R is insufficient, the City notes two issues fundamental! to 37 90 
conscientious local and regional transportation planning: the choice of a base year for modeling and the . 
forecast planning period. 


The base year in the DEIS/R for modeling and forecasting is 1993, cix years ago. Given the changes in fleet 
mix and other baseline conditions, 1993 is an inappropriate base year. 


Projections for 1999 are inappropriately called “near-term" rather than ‘current activity’ and the year 2010, 
only 11 years in the future, is called the “long term." The DEIS/R short- and long-term time horizons do not 
conform with generally accepted plannin practices si with FAA standards:. The resuit is an analysis that 
relies upon cutdated information and inadequate forecasting. At a minimum, pianning and forecasting for this 
project should Carry through the year 2020, 


In summary, the City of Boston believes that Massport’s withdrawal of this document and the formation ofa 
regional transportation panel is the Most responsible way to enhance regional capacity. It will also ensure that 
the impacts inherent in accommodating economic growth are evenly distributed. 


Thank you both for the Opportunity to offer comment. The City look forward to contributing to the solution to 
Our region’s transportation needs. ; 


Sincerely, : : a 3 
ee anes En ex: Ce “NM Slot 
Andrea d’Amato Antonia M. Follak 
Chief of Environmental Services Director of The Environment Department - 
Attachments 


AIRSI DEIMP.doc.AD/AMP:AMP/MTZ/CW/NC/RD..mtz 
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. CITY OF BOSTON: MASSACHUSETTS 


OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
THOMAS M. MENINO 


March 26, 1999 
The Hon. Robert A. Havern III 

Chairman 

Joint Committee on Transportation 

State House, Room 513 

Boston, MA 02133 


The Hon. Joseph C. Sullivan 
Chairman 

Joint Committee on Transportation 
State House, Room 443 

Boston, MA 02133 


Dear Mr. Chairmen: 


Thank you for allowing me to testify before your Committee last Tuesday on the 
Proposed runway expansion at Logan Airport. 


I endorse the Proposal for the Commonwealth to Create an independent commission to 
study the runway expansion at Logan Airport. And I would charge the commission to undertake 
a regional air traffic improvement plan. 


T also suggest that the Commonwealth place a moratorium on the runway expansion 
Project until this plan can be completed. There are far too many uuanswered questions to allow 


the runway to proceed: 37 9] 


Administration, “Regardless of author or methodology, everyone agrees that Logan will soon be 
unable to meet demand”; another runway at Logan will not solve this problem if this is the case; 


4) there are questions about genuine Causes of delays at Logan other than northwest winds, such 
as the inability of airlines to find attractive alternative airports in the region; if delays actually 
stem from airlines scheduling far more flights than Logan is capable of handling, then adding 
capacity will not solve the problem, it will only allow the problem to 8TOW worse; in fact, the Port 
Authority Projects delays of 59 minutes per flight by 2010; the only real solution is to improve 
other airports as more attractive alternatives for the airlines; 


5) there are questions about Logan’s high volume of small planes that could be accommodated at 
smaller, regional reliever airports; some 45% of Logan’s flight capacity is planes with 40 


without adding a runway, Logan can reduce this percentage through market mechanisms geared 
to relieve congestion, such as peak pricing; 


7) there are questions about the need to Preserve available sites for potential air fields: with 
Logan at Capacity, the state needs to reexamine the Suitability of Ft. Devens fora new regional 
reliever airport to serve growing demand along the 1495 and 128 corridiors; Ft. Devens is Sited 


of existing ground access infrastructure at this site should not be overlooked; 


9) there are questions about whether Prohibiting a new runway at Logan would actually have any 
undesirable consequences to the efficiency of Logan’s operations or the region’s economy; 
Logan Airport is growing mightily without the runway anyway; when a new runway was 
Proposed 25 years ago by Massport director Ed King, supporters said the region’s economy 


37.92 


37.93 


37.94 
37.95 


37.96 
37.97 


37.98 


37.99 


T endorse your Proposal for the creation of an independent commission, because a regional air 
traffic improvement Plan is the only way for the Commonwealth and our neighboring New 
England states to study all of these issues in a regional context. 


This region’s economy, transportation networks, environment, and quality of life cut across too 
many boundaries to be addressed in isolation or by piecemeal approaches. That is why I cal! 
upon the Commonwealth to declare a moratorium on the new runway at Logan Airport until a 
regional air traffic improvement plan can be completed. 


Sincerely, 


Thomas M. Menino 
Mayor of Boston 


CITY OF BOSTON - MASSACHUSETTS 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
THOMAS M. MENINO 


For Immediate release Contact: | Press Office 
March 23, 1999 - 635-446] 


MAYOR MENINO SAYS MASSPORT RENEGING ON COMMITMENTS 
AND LACKS REGIONAL PLANS F OR GROWING AIR TRAFFIC 


The following is Mayor Thomas M. Menino’s testimony prepared for delivery at the 
State House on Tuesday, March 23, 1999: 


“Mr. Chairman, I come here this moming on behalf of the citizens of Boston to declare 
my strong opposition to the runway expansion at Logan Airport. And I voice my support 


for legislation that will prevent that runway from opening. 


My reason for doing so is simple. The runway is a violation of Massport’s commitments 


that traffic’at Logan would not grow. 


I submit for the record testimony to that effect made by former state transportation 
secretary Frederick Salvucci in last week’s Boston Globe. Mr. Salvucci said the state 
agreed toa cap on Logan traffic. He said, and I quote, “The commitment was clear.” 


Now, in just a matter of years, Massport is reneging on that commitment. 


I also submit for the record a report in this week’s Boston Business Journal. | refer to 
comments made by former Massport executive director A] Raine, who served under the 
Weld-Cellucci administration. According to this report, and | quote, “Raine said the 
commitments were crucial in persuading East Boston residents not to mount what he 


believes would have been a successful legal and political fight...” 


37.100 


Mr. Chairman, there is a fight today because Massport said it would abide by a cap in air 
traffic. But now, Massport says there is no cap. That is how Massport deals with the 
. people of Boston, They have pushed us before. They have pushed us time and time 


again. But this time, the people of Boston will not be pushed without a fight. 


The only solution Mr. Chairman, is for the Commonwealth to get serious about a regional 37.1 (1 


Solution to a regional problem. 


The runway is not a regional solution. It is a short term band aid, a temporary crutch, a 
quick fix for an agency that shows an incredible lack of regional vision. An agency with 


no long term plans for what to do after Logan fills up again. 


Relying on other states to improve their airports is not a smart Strategy for the 37. 1 02 
Commonwealth. It leaves too much to chance. And worse, it gives those states a chance 

to capture the economic growth that will be drawn to an alternative airport. The 

Commonwealth could capture those benefits only if it builds another major airport to 

serve the region, or expand existing airports like Hanscom F ield. Hanscom is in the best 


Position-to‘serve growing businesses along Routes 128 and 495. Not Logan. 


Bilsinees people at the edge of the metropolitan region will not be well served by anew 37.103 
runway at Logan. Because the Tunway will put more airport traffic on the Expressway 

and the Massachusetts Tumpike. A new runway at Logan will only mean more 

congestion and delays on our highways. Those delays will mean lost time, lost 


Productivity, and a loss of quality of life, 
Mr. Chairman, I’m not anti-business. I’m not anti-development. I’m Pro common sense. 
The quality of life in Boston is what keeps our economy strong. Every business leader 


knows that greater Boston cannot compete with other regions based on the cost of living. 


We beat the competition because our quality of life ranks among the highest in the nation. 


Yet, Massport has no Serious plans for what to do when Logan reaches its new capacity, 
And until Massport gets serious about a regional solution to a Tegional problem, the 
People of Boston cannot take Massport’s commitments seriously at all. 


For the sake of our regional economy, and for the sake of our quality of life, I suggest 
that the Legislature stop the new runway at Logan Airport, and take all necessary steps to 
explore alternative ways of handling the growing air traffic in our region. 


37.104 


_  LHAT GREATER BOSTON NEEDS MOST 


37.105 


Opening another Tunway at Logan Airport is a band-aid approach to a problem that 
Tequires surgery. The Most serious delays at Logan are caused by the lack of attractive 

- alternative airports in greater Boston for airlines and consumers. Without appealing 
alternative options, more traffic will continue to go to Logan. But Logan can only 
accommodate so much. 


or methodology, everyone agrees that Logan will soon be unable to meet demand.” 37 106 


Logan’s Passenger traffic grows as expected, from 25 million people this year to a 


For years, Massport planners have talked about relieving congestion at Logan by building 37. 1 07 
a second major airport or expanding the use of the state’s regional airports in Worcester 


City of Boston Office of the Mayor March 31, 1999 


OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
THOMAS M. MENINO 


April 7, 1999 


The Hon. Robert A. Durand 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


Finally, the addition of more vehicles to our roads raises concerns about environmental and 
€conomic impacts of traffic congestion, from air pollution to lost time and Productivity. The 
region is already in “serious” non-attainment of the air quality standard for ozone, according to 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 


- Menino 


Thoms 


April 20, 1999 


Andrea d'Amato 

Secretary 

Boston Transportation Department 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, Massachusetts 


Dear Secretary d'Amato: 


As the Executive Director of the Boston Public Health Commission (BPHC), the 
City's health department, I am concerned that the Massachusetts Port Authority, the US 37 1 0 8 
Transportation Department and the FAA Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, : 


Populations-and Low-Income Populations", which requires each federal agency to 
identify and address the environmental and health effects of its programs that particularly: 
burden minority and low income communities. 


Many of the most serious health outcomes in our Report have been shown to be 
related directly or indirectly to factors associated with outdoor/indoor air pollution (such 37.1 09 
as that produced by aircraft/and traffic emissions), noise and odor problems. The 

DEIR/DEIS claims that environmental impacts resulting from emissions, noise and odor 


already overburdened and susceptible to public health problems, any incremental insult 
from the environment, regardless of size, is potentially of significance. 37 1 1 0 


The DEIR/DEIS proposes to use soundproofing to mitigate noise impacts in 
certain neighborhoods. The process of soundproofing residences and businesses can 
create indoor air-quality problems. And this would occur just at the time the BPHC is 
launching a campaign to identify and reduce contributing factors to high 
asthma/respiratory disease rates in the city. There is no acknowledgement of such 
secondary impacts in the DEIR/DEIS. 


Furthermore, noise and odor impacts have been associated in some studies with 31.1 1 1 
decreased learning and increased aggression. In Boston's neighborhoods affected by the 
redirection and new traffic which will result from this project, decreased learning and 
increased aggression are issues of concern which should also be addressed. 


The BPHC, strongly recommends that Massport, the US Transportation 
Department and the FAA commission the appropriate studies that will document whether 37.1 1 2 
or not there are real health impacts on affected Boston neighborhoods associated with 
the proposed Logan project. The BPHC is available to participate in the design and 
implementation of such an effort. 


If you have any questions about this matter, please call me or John Rich, MD, 
MPH, our Chief Medical Officer, at 617-534-5264 or Ngozi Oleru, Ph.D., the Director of 
the Office of Environmental Health, at 617-534-5966. 


rege 
ees oF : 
John Auerbach 
Executive Director 


cc: John Rich 
Ngozi Oleru 
Lise Fried 


Boston Redevelopment AUthOrity pte to tae How pacar 


Thomas N. O'Brien, Director ‘Tel 617-722-4300 
Fox 617-367-5916 


COMMENTS OF THE 
BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
THE 


ON 
LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/REPORT 
(EOEA #10458) 


Pursuant to regulations implementing the Massachusetts Environmental Policy 
Act (M.G.L., Chapter 30, Sections 62-62H and the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969, as amended (40 CFR, Part 1500) the Boston Redevelopment 
Authority has review the above referenced Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report and is pleased to submit the following comments. 


The Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the Logan 
Airside Improvements Planning Project evaluates seven airside improvement 


improvement alternatives, plus a no-action alternative. The preferred alternative, 


(1) Construction of a new 5,000 foot unidirectional runway 14/32 along the 
southwestern edge of the airport, 

(2) Construction of a 9,300 foot centerfield taxiway located between Runways 
4L/22R and 4R/22L, 

(3) Several taxiways improvements, including reconfiguration of the 
southwest corner taxiway system, the extension of Taxiway Delta to 
Runway 4R/22L, and the realignment of Taxiway November between 
Runway 15L/33R and Runway 33L/15R, and 

(4) Reduction of the approach minima for Runways 15R, 22L, 27, and 33L 


Not included in the Preferred Alternative is peak period pricing, an improvement 
concept evaluated in some of the alternatives. The stated purposes of the 
Airside Improvements Project are to reduce current and projected levels of 
aircraft delay at Logan and to maintain and enhance safe operating conditions at 
the airport. 


presented to support the recommended actions, we nonetheless do have serious 
disagreements with much of the analyses and resulting proposals, some of which 


admittedly are highly controversial. In our comments below we have, inter alia, 
attempted to Suggest alternative solutions to the recognized transportation 
difficulties which presently exist and are projected to increase at the airport. 


~ REGIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 
HEGIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 


To begin, we Strongly support the position of Mayor Thomas Menino and the City 
of Boston that there needs to be a regional approach to resolving the current 
problems at Logan Airport. We firmly believe that the solution to these problems 


Massport has put into the present proposals for Logan, a more realistic regional 
Share of the air traffic burden should be able to be achieved. 


We also want to €xpress Our support of the Proposal of Mayor Menino that an 37.114 
independent commission, or “blue ribbon panel” be established to Study 


commission should explore, along with the greater use of the existing regional 
airports, the Possibility of developing a second major airport (which could be One 


Authority be established to implement a regional transportation strategy, 37 115 
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REGIONAL AIRPORTS 
SSE AIRPORTS 


Manchester/T.F. Green 37.1 1 6 


Regional airports offer a highly feasible resource to attract a large proportion of 
demand from Logan. Manchester and T.F. Green Airports, for example, already 
are demonstrating their ability to act as major alternatives to Logan. 


T.F. Green Airport in Warwick, Rhode Island, just south of Providence, has a new 
$225 million, 19-gate terminal and also is growing rapidly. In 1 990, the airport 


Worcester Municipal Airport 


RBM/313RPT 
042399/3 


recently announced plans to take over operations, and eventually ownership, at 
Worcester Municipal Airport. This is a first step in the right direction to develop a 


Pease International Tradeport 
SSsetiemnational Tradeport 


Curiously, little attention was given in the Draft EIS/EIR to the opportunity Offered 
_by Pease International Tradeport just outside of Portsmouth, N.H. Pease has an 
unusually long 2-mile runway and recently completed a $5.6 million international 
terminal, including custom facilities, According to airport officials, Pease 


Pease, along with Manchester, deserves to be considered as a feasible 
alternative to Logan for those Passengers living and working north of Boston. 


DELAY ANALYSIS 


As numerous commenters have stated, we believe that the delay data and 
analysis used by Massport to Support its proposals, especially the new Runway 


We believe that Massponrt's analysis basically is flawed for several reasons. First 
Massport chose to develop its own mode! (DELAYSIM), rather than an accepted 


In addition, in contrast to Massport's estimates of an approximate 25 percent - 
delay at Logan, FAA data indicate the problem to be substantially less, with only 
Slightly over 3 percent of Operations delayed at Logan in 1998. This difference is 


RBM/313RPT 
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S717 


37.118 


due to the fact that the FAA considers any flight arriving or departing within 15 
minutes of the published schedule to be on time, whereas Massport considers’ 


conditions, conditions at connecting airports, etc.) and that air travelers generally 
expect slight delays. Also missing from the equation are the times when aircraft 


In sum, then, we feel that the data and methodology used by Massport to 
calculate existing and future delay do not realistically portray the normal 
operation of a major U.S. airport and overstate a problem in order to support a 
Pre-conceived program of airside improvements. 

PART 150 STUDY 


Prior to the construction of the proposed improvements, we recommend that 37.1 19 
Massport conduct a Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) part 150 noise 


We believe that limiting or restricting uncontrolled growth of operations at Logan 37.1 20 


establish a demand management policy which could encourage airlines to 


RBM/313RPT 
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maximize load factors. Eliminating or consolidating flights to provide higher load 
factors than Presently exist would, in turn, not only reduce the number of 
operations and maximize airline revenue, but also result in delay reduction. 


RUNWAY 14/30 37.121 


The major element of the Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project is the 
Proposed construction of Runway 14/32, a new 5,000 foot runway to be located 
along the southwestern edge of the airport. According to the Draft EIS/EIR, 
Runway 14/32 would be designed as an unidirectional runway, with all arrivals 


the airport to Operate with fewer than three runways — by providing a second 
effective parallel runway in the northwest/southeast Orientation. 


The City of Boston has consistently opposed this Proposal, which was originally 
included in the 1970 Airport Layout Plan, Construction of this runway actually 
began in 1974 but was halted as a result of an injunction successfully obtained 
by the City and East Boston residents. The injunction remains in effect to this 
day. While we acknowledge the fact that Construction of Runway 14/32 could, to 


AA to achieve better compliance with the runway use goals set forth in the 37 1 2 2 


appropriate changes to the Program that would result in a superior noise 
abatement policy to that Currently in place. In addition, as detailed earlier in this 
letter, we believe that taking a more long-term regional approach to resolving the 
delay/capacity problem at Logan would be far more environmentally beneficial to 
further runway construction at Logan. : 


In examining the extensive data presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, we conclude that 
the alleged benefits of constructing Runway 14/32 may be highly overrated by 


High Fleet scenarios would be greater with the implementation of Massport's 
Preferred Alternative 1A (which includes Runway 14/32 but excludes Peak 


RBM/313RPT 
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Period Pricing, total delays would drop to 208,300 hours. With implementation 
of Alternative 3, which excludes any infrastructure changes but includes Peak’ 
Period Pricing and the reduction in approach minima, total annual delays are 
reduced to 213,200 hours. Similar percentages in the total annual hours of delay 


regional operations from Logan to other airports, as we have recommended 
above. 


the smaller regional jets and turbo Prop commuter aircraft, the runway would be 
Provided with a larger safety area to accommodate “occasion use by larger jets” 


RBM/313RPT 
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31.123 


37.126 


37.127 


Runway 14/32 for larger jets than it has presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, having 
categorized the runway as essentially a commuter runway. | 37.128 


Another issue is that of airfield capacity. Although according to Massport the 
_ Maximum available Capacity is 120 operations per hour (with a 3-runway 


increase to more closely approach 100% utilization. Furthermore, the 
inducement factor needs to be considered; a reduction in delay could result in an 
attraction for a greater number Of flights at Logan. Correspondingly, under both 
of these conditions, there would result an increase in noise and air quality 
impacts. 


CENTERFIELD TAXIWAY 
SEE PIELD TAXIWAY 


The proposed Centerfield Taxiway would be a new 9,300 foot taxiway located 
between Runways 4L/22R and 4R/22L. This runway is designed to reduce 
taxiway congestion and to facilitate a more efficient movement of aircraft 
between terminal areas and runways during take off and landing procedures. 


We have two major concerns with this proposal. 


1. Safety Issues - Parallel runways 42/22R and 4R/22L, which are among the 37 29 
most heavily-utilized runways at Logan,’ are separated by only approximately 


recently, a pilot did land his aircraft on the wrong runway, rather that the 
assigned runway, because of the confusion of the two parallel runways.) With 
this potentially dangerous Situation, we believe that implementing the 
Centerfield Taxiway could be a recipe for disaster, especially if there are 
airplanes waiting on the taxiway. 


2. Environmental Issues - The addition of Centerfield Taxiway would Provide an 37.1 30 


"In 1997, 38% of all arrivals at Logan occurred on Runways 4U/R and 11% on Runways | 
22U/R; 37% of all departures occurred on Runways 22UR. 
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| Taxiway, could nearly triple.) Witha large number of aircraft using the 
Centertield Taxiway, there obviously would be a substantial increase in Noise, 


Constructing the Centerfield Taxiway. 


REDUCED MINIMA 


This proposed operational improvement would reduce the approach minima of 
Runways 22L and 27 to ILS Category | values and on Runways 15R and 33L to 


Procedure at times when visibility is low. 


For Runways 22L and 27, the proposed decision height would be lowered from 
the existing 420 feet and 460 feet respectively to 217 feet. For Runway 15R, the 


* In fact, the City of Boston originally proposed that Massport work with the 
FAA to consider installing a Category II or Category Ill loading system on 
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1. Safe Considerations ~ For the most part, the approaches to these runways 


are located over heavily-populated residential neighborhoods. The approach 


pilot's work load during the landing procedure. With the high number of 


2. Noise Impacts — We disagree with the assertion of Massport that lowering the 
landing minima would result in noise benefits for the residents living under the 


Aircraft operations during inclement weather tend to expose nearby residents 
to higher noise levels than under normal operating conditions. The reasons 


path. 


In addition, should it be necessary for a pilot to execute a missed approach ° 
Procedure, the lowered decisions points (as low as 17 feet) would require the 
pilot to apply a much greater level of thrust than at the current decision point 
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37.131 


31.132 


level in order to gain the necessary height to resume flight, resulting in much 
higher noise levels and further exacerbating the adverse impacts on nearby 
residents. 


Therefore, based on the above considerations, we believe that lowering the 
landing minima will not Serve to reduce the noise burden but rather will tend 
to increase the impacts that residents already have to endure. 


TAXIWAY IMPROVEMENTS 
OA TUIM EF ROVEMENTS 


A number of taxiway improvements also are proposed to improve taxiway 
improvements, in order to reduce taxiway congestion, enhance airfield Safety and 
facilitate operating efficiencies. These improvements include: 


1. The reconfiguring of the Southwest Corner Taxiway System to streamline 
taxiway flow ina very complex area for ground operations and to improve 
access by isolating lines of traffic flow from each other; 


2. The extension of Taxiway Delta to Runway 4R/22. by constructing an ' 
additional 2,000 feet of taxiway between Runway 33L and Runway 4R; and 31.1 33 


3. The realignment of Taxiway November between Runway 15L/33R and 
Runway 33L/15R to eliminate an existing complex intersection and simplify 
the crossing of Taxiways Alpha and Kilo. 


Since these improvements are designed to enhance airfield Safety by eliminating 
confusing or problematic alignments and intersections, we Support their 
implementation at this time. 


PEAK PERIOD PRICING 37.134 


The concept of “peak period Pricing”, Originally proposed by Massport as an 
element of the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, has been rejected 
by Massport, in Spite of its overwhelming support. Peak period pricing is 
designed to reduce delay by eliminating flights during periods when demand 
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long-term High Fleet scenarios “peak period Pricing could provide meaningful 
delay benefits by reducing airline over-scheduling that emerges as a contributor 
to Logan delays within these flights" (emphasis added). 


peak hour activity by approximately 10%, producing a very Substantial reduction 
in the expected amount of delay at the airfield (during the peak period, Massport 
estimated that a 5% reduction in the use of the airport would Cause at least a 
20% drop in average expected flight delays). According to the Massport report, 
this reduction in delay would be expected to come mainly from a reduction in 
commuter activity during peak hours, and especially from markets with ready 
commuting alternatives. Further, Massport estimated that 7% of the peak period 


Peak period Pricing also was endorsed by a National Jury convened at an 
August, 1994 i 

Region) held in Boston to lay out Priorities for transpcrtation, economic 
decades of the 21" century. The Jury recommended that the Commonwealth 
adopt “congestion Pricing’...to mitigate bottlenecks and delays at Logan that 


would impede the region's future economic growth" and further stated that it 
believed “that this approach offers a relatively inexpensive and flexible demand 


: Massachusetts Port Authority “Peak Hour Pricing at Logan Airport", April, 
1993 


“Massport, “Logan Airport Peak Hour Pricing Plan-Briefing to DOT and FAA,” 
June 9, 1993 
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management Strategy, prolonging the use of Logan as its present location 
without requiring controversial runway expansion."* 


effects of peak period volume and to roads to alleviate congestion, with resulting 
environmental and economic benefits. 


Massport claims, based on Case studies included in the Dratt EIS/EIR 
(Appendices F and G), that institution of peak period Pricing would result in 


In conclusion, therefore, we Strongly believe that Massport should institute a 
Program of peak period pricing at Logan, at least On an interim basis, to 
determine its actual effect on reducing delay before deciding to proceed with the 


. Harvey B. Gauth, et.al, “The Boston Conference: Final Report — National Jury 
Recommendations, August 24, 1994, page 5. 
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ADDITIONAL POINTS FOR CONSIDERATION 


1. Page 5-34 (top Paragraph) — One could question the use of modelled runway 87.135 
_ use rather than actual effective runway usage in the noise analysis: does this 
not distort the analysis? 


2. Page 5-61 — Construction of the Centerfield Taxiway will displace the nesting 37.136 
sites of the upland Sandpiper, a State-listed endangered species. The 
Massport mitigation plan Proposes to relocate these birds Off-site to Cape 
Cod. One could question whether a more local site would be more 


3. Page 6-43 (Tables 6.2-14 and 6.2-15) — The differences between alternatives 37.1 37 
are not significant or are imperceptible. (Similarly with Tables 6.2-22 to 6.2- 
29) 


. Page 6.81-6-83 (Tables 6.3-10-6.3-14) — The air quality differences among 37.138 
the alternatives is not Significant. 


5. Page 6-100 (Table 6.6-1) — There are errors in the mean for arsenic, 37.139 
chronium, and lead (see Table 5.6-2, page 5-74), 


6. Page 6-117 (Nighttime Construction) — Nightime construction is scheduled for 371 40 
Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway, Taxiway November, and possibly 
elsewhere. The impact on the adjacent East Boston community (Jeffries 
Point, etc.) needs to be addressed (should construction proceed). 


7. Page 423 Barging, rather trucking, should be considered for the removal of 37.141 
earth from the airport (also, barging in soil and construction materials) to 
reduce construction vehicle traffic. 


8. Page 8.5 (Figure 8.2.1) — This figure is incorrect (actually it is the same as 37.142 
Figure 8.2-2), 
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October ie: 1998 


Trudy Coxe. Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Aifairs 
ido Cambridge Sireet, 20th Floor 

Boston. MA 02202 
Attention: Arthur Pugsley - MEP Unit 


Res BOERS S 47 /S4e". Boston Logan Intemational Airport 
1997 Annual Update 


The City of Boston Environment Deparment has reviewed the above referenced 1997 Annuaj 
Update (Update) and herebdv submits the foilowing comments. 


The Update Prepared for the Massachusems Port Authority (Masscort) indicates that Logan 
International Aurport served 25.6 million Passengers in 1997, a 1.7 percent increase over 1996, 
Domestic Passenger acuvity increased by 1.2 percent, international Passengers by 4.7 percent, 
general aviation passengers by 18.1 percent, aircraft operations by 5.8 percent and air cargo volume 
by 7.1 percent. General aviation (unscheduled) flights increased by 12.7 percent. Such flights are 
generally executive ‘transportation and delivery of medical and financial products. The airport was 
the 11" busiest in the United States and the world ranked by number of aircraft operations. 

This department has compiled, and attached to this letter, a ser of guidelines Zor both the constriction 
and operating periods of projects. These 2uidelines are designed to protect the environmental heai:+ 
of those who live and work in Boston in both the short and long term. We ask that Massport follow 
these guidelines and include them in the Guide to Tenant Construction referenced in previous 
environmental filings. This tenant guide should be reproduced in the next Generic Environmental 
Impact Report (GEIR). 


Air Quality = ? 

Massport has clearly taken seriously the benefits of alternative fuels in equipping its shuttle bus fleet. 
The Update also notes, as did the 1996 document, that incentives are offered for private fleet and 
airside service vehicle Owners who use altemative fueled vehicles (AF Vs). How many of these 


Bio-diesel is identified in Table ES-5 as a “clean” fuej. However, this designation is stil! very much 
in dispute. We recognize that some experts consider it a transitional technology to cleaner 
Operations, However, CNG and other alternative fuel technologiess are well established. bringing 
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We encourage Massport to seize this opportunity to fully and aggressively promote truly clean’ 
vehicles. 


While Stage 3 aircraty are more fuei efficient and provide some decrease in noise levels over Stage 2? 
aircraft, they increase NOX emissions. We concur with the Boston Transrortaticn Derartment 
(BTD) thar it is important that Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration (F AA) make the 
aircraft industry aware of the Pressure to produce quiet engines that do not increase poilutant 
emissions. In addition, as Ground Service Equipment (GSE) is projected to be the future source of 
most CO increases, Massport and the FAA must Work with manufacturers of such equipment to 
improve rates of émussion. 


As this and other City departments have stated in prior letters, we strongly support a consolidated car 
rental faciliry at Logan. We also restate Our concer that Massport continues to examine the 
Possibility of moving bus servicing and other Operations to orf-airport locations, 45 the air quality 
implications are potentially significant. this issue must be discussed with the community. In 


We thank Massport for posting “no idling” signs at the bus/limo and taxi pool areas. Once again, we 
ask that permanent signs be posted at all Service areas, loading docks. and other areas where vehicles 
are likely to idle advising vehicle drivers of the law and Massport’s expectation oF compliance, 


We question Massport’s statement that “PM, 5 data for aircraft do not exist at this time.” This js 
surpNsing since aircraft engines have undergone emissions testing for many years. We request that 


fo 


the GEIR contain a comprehensive literature search on this issue. 


It would appear that airport tenants require continuing education on spill prevention and that 
Massport must monitor this issue more Closely. 


There is currently limited recycling at Logan and we encourage its expansion to inciude glass 
containers, metal containers, cardboard. newsprint. white paver, milk cartons. juice boxes and Plastic 
containers designated from l to 7. Increased Tecvciing rates are likelv to be required in the Future in 
Order to slow the demand for additional landfill space and incineration iacilities both in and outside 
the Commonwealth. Massport should consider the long term in this area. Particulariy when [2cllities 
are being renovated or replaced. Light ballast recvcling can easily be added to Logan’s current 
Program. We refer Massport to the enclosed guidelines for information on WasteCap of 


Massachusetts and the Recvcling Service Directory and Markers Guide for Massachusers. 


We thank Massport for recycling water used during fire fighting taining activities. 


Again, we request that future GEIRs and Annual Updates contain distinct sections devoted to the 
issues of energv/resource conservation and recycling, 


We congranulate Massport on the success of the Logan Express high occupancy vehicle (HOV) 
service for Passengers and emplovees (a 29 percent employee increase) and we expressed our 


In 1997, scheduled and non-scheduled HOV ndership reportedly increased by 6.8 and 7.0 percent 
respectively above 1996 levels. While we are pleased to see HOV increases, we question as we did 
iN response to the 1996 Update how single party transportation by an unscheduled commercial 
Provider is considered an HOV service. A means of transit should not be Considered high Occupancy 


Passenger surveys, information asked of registered providers and Transportation Services Unit 
Statistics should distinguish between the use of vehicles containing less than three air Passengers and 
those Containing three or more'air Passengers (true HOVs). Current and projected mode share 
Statistics should then be modified as necessary to reflect the difference. 


van or bus from the Parking lot to the airport constitutes HOV commuting. Such a Perspective could 
conceivably allow for reports of increased employee HOV use while the 7,100 On-airport employee 
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SDaces and a substantia} increase in emplovee parking in areas surrounding the airport would allow 
for ample. unconstrained single occupant vehicle (SOV) commuung. 

We have not asked for an increase in the HOV mode share goal of 33.2 perceat at 37.5 million - 
Passengers but it is tempung when we see both passenger and emplovee tips counted uncer the 
HOV category that truly do not meer the Cateria for such a designation. This would certainly seem 
tO work against the goais of the Transportation Management Association (TMA). Ridership levels 
shouid distinguish berween employees who utilize an HOV for only Part of thetr irip to work and 
those who use an HOV for the entire commute. A distinction must also be made terween Carpociers 
and drop-off pick-ups. 


Once again. use of the Massachuserts Bay Transportation Authority’s (MMBTA) Blue Line by air 
Passengers is down. We believe that this number can be increased through education and Marketing 
to air passengers, Unfortunately, Massport and the MBTA have been discussing the trial installation 
of a token machine in Terminal C for more than two vears now. The GEIR should contain a detailed 
XDlanation as to Why this subject has not moved cevond the discussion stage. -\s we have said 
before. token Machines should be available ina highly visible location at ever ierminal along with 
Subway maps and bus and subway schedule intormation. We suggest that Massport consider 


locating token machines and informational displavs at shuttle bus stops. 


The Update indicates that TMA membership is now 20% of all airport employees and that one TMA 
member is offering subsidized MBTA passes. How many employees are TMA members? How 
many employees receive a T Pass subsidy? Why does the TMA estimate that a reduction of only 250 
to 300 employee commuter vehicle trips may be a result of Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) measures? _* 


We are concerned that Massport is sending some mixed messages to air passengers about travel to 


airlines to operate scheduled passenger flights at Hanscom. 


We agree with the Suggestion of the BTD that cargo flight distribution be examined from a regional 
Perspective in order to ease the burden on Logan. 
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Health 

The issue of Logan and health related impacts continues to be 2 prevailing concem of this 
department and inhabitants of neighborhoods adjacent to and affected by Logan. Residents continue 
tO question the potential tie between individual and cumulative airport impacts and cancer, 
respiratory illness, hearing damage, headaches, emotional distress, neurological complaints, violence 
anc stress-related disorders. We once again ask for a literature search io be reported in the next 
GEIR. 


Land Use ; 
The design of landscaping for the relocated Park n F ly should provide an edlective visual buffer for 


the community. Replacement sites for the gas station, ground service equipment facility, hanger 
Support facility and cargo facility should be Chosen so that they shield the community, reduce 
existing impacts and create no new impacts. 


Noise 

While the 1997 Cumulative noise index fei] by .3 EPNdB. the population within L,, contours greater 
than or equal to 635dBA grew by 5,995, a 29 percent increase. Increased noise levels were 
experienced in Easr Boston and South Boston and calls to the Noise Complaint Line rose by 16 
Percent, from 3.913 in 1996 to +,663 in 1997, This expansion of noise contours is disturbing and, it 
would appear, is Partially the result of continuing problems with Runway 27 and the lack of success 
in reaching Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) goals. We believe that actual operations 
of Stage 2 aircraft between 11:00 P.m. and 7:00 a.m. (due to unscheduled delays and necessary 
equipment substitution) may have contributed to this increase. However, despite prior requests, we 


accomplished in a given year. We understand from the Update that NOMS data. referenced at 3,20 
in Responses to Comments, wil] Provide such information. This should be fully reported in the 


comprehensive effort to equitably distribute noise (page 5-35), 
A 


This department supports Massport’s initiation of a study of the Hill Effect. We hope that this study 
will help to change the requirement that a resident must experience a flyover for soundproofing 
eligibility. The existing criteria leave many Boston residents subject to oppressive noise Without 
mitigation. 
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We encourage Massport to advocate that the FAA include low frequency noise in ILS Criteria for 
residential mitigation. 


Southwest Service Area é 
East Boston residents do not agree with Massport’s assertion that most users of the Maverick Gate 
are actually East Boston residents with a sticker. This remains an issue. “Again, we ask that signage 
be installed to warn non-authorized vehicles that they will not find an exit on this route. ” 


Please note that a hotel has been proposed for an area very close to this part of Logan. The potentia! 
impacts on hotel guests must be considered as development planning for the SWS.4 continue, 


Staff of the Boston Conservation Commission (BCC) find that Massport rates its NPDES 
compliance with statements that are somewhat confusing and misleading, Descriptions such as “near 
full” to quantify the level of compliance is not specific or helpful. The GEIR should contain precise 
language that provides clear compliance information. 


Massport plans to Connect the Porter Street Drainage Area to the West Outfal] during period of low 

flow. The existing treatment at Porter Sueet is alreadv in complete compliance with NPDES levels 

for oil. grease and pH. What is the rationale for connecting Porter Street to this outfal]? Won’t the 

facility be overburdened by additional flow? We Suggest that Massport use funds designated for the 
Porter Street connection be used to bring the West and North outfalls into complete compliance. 


The Update notes that Massport audits its own and tenant facilities denodicallv for environmental 
compliance. Boés this auditing involve enforcement and penalties? 


We hope that Massport will find iz appropnate to help educate the public ané further improve the 
water quality of Boston Harbor by permanenily installing at all storm drains >iaques that bear the 
warning ‘‘Don’'t Dump - Drains to Boston Harbor.” The enclosed guidelines contain information on 
obtaining these plaques. 


Thank you for the Opportunity to offer comment. 


4 


Sincerely, 
Patricia A. Malone Andrea d’Amato 
Acting Direcvor Chief of Environmental Services 


Enc. 


_ November 24, 1997 


Trudy Coxe, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 

Attention: Arthur Pugsley - MEPA Unit 


Re: EOEA #3247/5146 - Boston Logan International Airport 
1996 Annual Update 


Dear Secretary Coxe: 


The City of Boston Environment Department has reviewed the above referenced 1996 
Annual Update (Update) and hereby submits the following comments. 


Air Quality 


We restate our concern that Massport continues to examine the Possibility of moving bus 
Servicing and other Operations to off-airport locations. This issue must be discussed with the 
community and information Provided to the community and reviewers regarding the number of 
vehicle trips this would add to current levels. 

We continue to understand from East Boston residents that vehicles Waiting the in the taxi 
Pool do not mply with MGL Cc. 90, Section 16A and 310 CMR 7.1 i 
Massachusetts from idling for more than five (5) minutes unless the engine is required to operate lifts 
or refrigeration units. Massport indicates in response to our comment coded 4.4 that the problem of 


Bus/Limo Pool and other areas where vehicles are likely to idle advising vehicle drivers of the law 
and Massport’s expectation of compliance. 
an) 


Airside Improvements 
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suitable ambient conditions. The Federal Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) “Green Lights” 


and “Energy Star” programs can provide additional information on environmentally sustainable and 
prog Pp } 


We encotrrage Massport to provide close oversight on these issues, provide substantial 
direction to tenants and require as a standard part of construction contracts that contractors recycle or 
reuse, on-site or off-site, construction debris to the maximum extent Possible. Some material not 
appropmiate for reuse may be suitable for donation to The Building Materials Resource Center (100 
Terrace Street, Roxbury, 02120. 6] 7-442-8197). The Guide to Tenant Constniction should include 


worker transit, approved truck routes and sanctions for route violations. In addition, Massport 
should consider the development of incentives for tenants to use environmentally sustainable 
practices, 

Again, we request that future GEIRs and Annual Updates contain distinct sections devoted to 
the issues of energy and resolirce conservation, waste reduction and recycling. 


Ground Transportation 


The Update notes numerous times Massport’s conclusion that non-airport related traffic using 
the Ted Williams Tunnel is Tesponsible for the increase in Average Weekday Traffic (AWDT) and 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). While we understand that increased use of the tunnel may be a 
Contributing factor, we believe that the Update understates the reiationship of ‘First Hour Free 
Parking, a policy in effect during eight months in 1996. 

While the Logan Express high occupancy vehicle (HOV) service for passengers and 
employees has been a particular success, the same cannot be said for air Passenger use of the 
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Providers and Transportation Services Unit statistics should distinguish between the use of vehicles 
containing less than three air passengers and those containing three or more air Passengers (true 
HOVs). Current and Projected mode share statistics should then be modified as necessary to reflect 
the difference, 


have driven to parking lots from Chelsea and Revere in single occupant vehicles should not count as 


Health 
This issue continues to,be a Prevailing concer of inhabitants of neighborhoods adjacent to 
Logan. Residents have questioned the potential tie between individual and Cumulative airport 
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Noise oi 
‘The Annual Update provides no explanation for the problems in effectively implementing the 
Runway 27 jet departure procedures. Also, PRAS statistics show an uneven record and a substantial 
gap between goals and actual runway use. 

References to the Noise Complaint Line fail to Speak to nighttime construction noise | 
complaints and how they «re handled. Are they simply recorded, to be dealt with on the next 
business day? 

How does Massport determine the level of compliance with the reduceg engine idling 
recommendation? 

Unfortunately, because a flyover is required for resident eligibility for soundproofing, many 


information should be Provided in each Annual Update and GEIR. 

Please note that we are concemed that noise impacts will increase if lower ceilings/visibility 
minimums are established. 
Terminal A should be designed to shield the Jeffries Point neighborhood from noise impacts. 


Regional Planning and Use of Regional Airports 


a second major airport by 2010. The SMA did not contain a specific recommendation about the type 
of airport necessary (international, short-haul or long-haul domesti °). The Strategic Assessment 


Why have no regular carriers had success in serving Hanscom? The reasons for this lack of 
Success should be outlined in the next Annual Update. 


Logan Airport 1996 Annual Update - p. 5 


Water ( duality 


We hope that Massport will find it appropriate to help educate the public and further improve 
the water quality of Boston Harbor by permanently installing at all Storm drains plaques that bear the 
warning “Don’t Dump - Drains to Boston Harbor.” This would be a very modest expense for 7 


It is encouraging to see Massport’s attention to the large salt marsh System at Wood Island 
Bay. Currently, this Major ecological resource has no official Protection. Over the Past several] 


substantial amount of fuel. While this will not be a Problem once the Jet Fuel Distribution Project — 


Southwest Service Area 
. 4, 7 . . 
Airport Road (also known as Venice Street)is the sole access for traffic to the taxi pool and 


Thank you for the Opportunity to offer comment. 
Sincerely, 
Lorraine M. Downey 


Director 
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September 24, 1996 


Trudy Coxe, secnstar: 

Executive Office of Environmental fairs 
100) Cambridge Sireer, 70th Floor 

Boston, MLA. 02702 

Atention: Arthur Pugsiey - MEPA Unit 


Re: EOE A 2520775146 Boston Logan Internationa! Aircort 
Generic Environmental Imvac: Resort 


Dear Secretary Coxe: 


The City of Boston Environment Devarment has reviewed the above rererences Generic 
Environmental Impact Report (GEIR) and hereby submits the tollowing comments. 


Massport has requested that the GEIRs be filed every five years. rather then three, with 
Annual Updates to be filed by July 31 in years when a GEIR is not Prepared. Massport did not 


Massport has also asked to be relieved of the requirement to file an ENF 70r new entrant 
airlines seeking to serve Logan, arguing that a GEIR and Annual Updates Provide more 
meaningful data on overall Operations. We do not agree and ask that this request be denied. 


Air Quality 


The GEIR indicates that while emissions of VOC and CO have decreased, (as has NOx to 
a much lesser extent), these emissions are expected to rise in the future. With Stage 3 aircraft 
emitting significant amounts of NO, and the Projected increase in aircraft Operations over time, 


fees for private fleet operators, for use of low or no emission vehicles by tenants. In addition, we 
believe that additional measures wél] be necessary and request that Massport investigate other 
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available technologies, Particularly from Massachusetts-based companies, for reducing air 
- missions. Findings should be reported in the next Annual Update. 

The GEIR indicates that Massport is evaluating the benefits of moving bus servicing and 
other operations to off-airport locations. The Annual Update should include a discussion of this 
issue, including the number of vehicle trips this would add to Current levels. 

It is our understanding from East Boston residents that vehicles waiting the in the taxi 
Pool do not comply with MGL C. 90. Section 164 and 310 CMR 7.11. laws that prohibit 
vehicles in Massachusetts from idling for more than five (5) minutes unless the engine is 
required to overate lifts or refrigeration units. Massport should report on the leve| or compliance 
in the next Annual Update and, if the current organization of the taxi pool does not promote such 
compliance, efforts to ensure adherence to the law be detailed. Permanent signs should be poste 
at all service areas, loading docks and Other areas where vehicles are likely to idle advising 
vehicle drivers of the law and Massport’s expectation of compliance. [n addition, the next 
Annual Update should include an analvsis of potential additional odor impacts on residences near 
the taxi pool when the Post Office is demolished. 

The issue of Particulate emissions (PM) and their relationship to public health was a 
Subject of discussion at the MEP 4 Scoping Session on August 27, 1996. Because aircraft and 
ground vehicles emit PM. we request that Massvort initiate a monitoring Program ror PM> < and 
PM 10 to determine baseline leve!s and the manner in which they are distributed. 

Massport is currently a conwibutor to the On-going South Boston air quality study being 
conducted by the Harvard School of Public Health on behalf of the South Boston Community 
Health Center. The Study is gathering unportant information on various sources of air 
Contaminants including apportioning sources of PM,, and PM, ,. Funds for this study will soon 
run out and there js Considerable value to the information being gathered, Massport. as well as 
Other contributors, should continue to fund this monitoring program to build on the information 


Airside Improvements - 


The GEIR contains minimal information on this consequential Plan and it is noted that an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will provide detail. At MEPA Scoping Sessions, public 
meetings and Massport-sponsored technical sessions it has been consistently stated that Runway 
14/32, a center taxiway and lower minimums are necessary for efficiency at existing passenger 
and operations levels and are not geared toward expansion of the airport. There is no reference in 
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the GEIR to the capacity that might be Possible at Logan should Massport’s preterred changes be 


FIR to include an analysis of the potential for these 'mprovements to increase the number of 
Passengers that could be served and the number of new Operations that Logan would be capable 
Of sustaining. The impacts of this capacity should then be detailed for: air cusiiny, particularly 
for levels of CO and NO,, PM,, and PM,9, and for odor and soot impacts: 2rour¢ access ang 
ransvortation, with potential HOV and public transporation mode shares, vehicie (ip per 
passenger (VTPP) and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) expectations, anticipated emplovee transit 
Characteristics and overall parking needs: Noise. inciuding the number of city resigents uving 
Within the expected L,, 60 dBA and L,, 65 dBA contours and Projected low ifecuency noise 
impacts; and water quality, especially related to projected fue! spills and deicing activities. The 
number of aircraft that could be queued on taxiways should be detailed. 


Blast Fence 

It is our understanding that Massport will be submitting an Environmental Notification 
Form (ENF) for removal of the blast fence across trom the Orient Heights Yacht Club. There 
appear to be several significant issues surrounding this controversy and we tegin ov Observing 
that the manner in which Massport informed the community of its intent to remove the fence has 
further reduced tust and mav make community process on any project more contentious. 


airport personnel ahd air passengers and that removal of the fence will negatively affect yacht 
club members, reeredtional users of Constitution Beach and those who live in Orent Heights. It 
iS €asy to apprecidte each perspective. While we have no desire to compromise che safety of air 


protected from noise, fumes and the jet blast that may present a hazard to boaters. We request 
that the alternatives analysis for the ENF include the results of a detailed investigation of a non- 
frangible barrier and other methods to ensure that the quality of life in and adjacent to Orient 


improved facilities consistent with the concept of “sustainability,” Building design should 
maximize the use of natural light, interior lighting systems should respond to fluctuations in 


evaluated for each new or renovated structure. Energy efficient heating and HVAC systems 
should be installed, regardless of who is paying the utility bill, and plumbing fixtures should 
include low-flow toilets and faucets with water conserving aerators. Some rooftop air 
Conditioning units with electric cooling and gas-fired heating are equipped for hot air bypass for 
reheat of Supply air, have dual path systems for Separate conditioning of outdoor and return air 


streams and utilize outdoor air for Cooling under suitable ambient conditions. 
“Green Lights” Program 1s a 200d source OF information on energy conservation. 
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The Federaij EPA's 


When Gramting pians for landscaping, vezetauicn should be chosen that oes nor recuire 
©xt2aSive imgation so that there is minimal USe OF potabie water for this purrose, 
One of che zoals OuUined in the Cits's 1006 Eavironmenri Blueprint is zo rTomote | 


reduction. reuse and TeCVCLNg Of wastes. | tems accecied for reC¥C.ing oY mosi recrclers inciugs 


lass containers. Metal containers. cardboard. ney ‘Somne, wWiite Pader, Milk carions. Juice boxes 
ang plastic containers designated trom | to 7 and they can be co-mingled. Af] abort facilites 
snouid inciude Space ior the separation of recyciabie items trom trash and for the Storage and 
DICK-up of items. We suggest char Massvor: ialk With siart tom the Devarment ef: ucuc Works 
Recvcling Program to discuss NOW airgort-wide reveling can be made erficient and effective, 

We encourage Massport ro provide close oversight on these issues. Provide substantia] 
direction to tenants and require as a standard Part of consiraction contracts that contractors 
reevele or Feuse, On-Site or ofF-sira. construction debris zo the Maximum extent Possible. Some 
material nor ACbrocreate for reuse Mav de suitable for denatica to The Building Materials 
Resource Center (100 Terrace Streer, Roxbury, O2 120. 677 atls 93 973. The Guiée -5 Tenan 
Consirezion Shouid inciuce SPecine requirements for conservation and SUSTaINAoIiiTy as weil as 
secuons r82arcing consirucsion WOrker Wansit. arrrovec crack routes and sanccions ror zoute 
“loiations. In accition. Masspor: should consider the cevelopoment of iacentives Yor zenants re) 
use environmentally Sustainable cractices. 

In an On-Zoing effort to SUPDOIT the clean-up of Boston Harbor, we request the permanent 
installation of plaques at storm drains that bear the warning “Don’t Dump - Drains to Boston 
Harbor.” Information on these plaques is available at the Boston Water and Sewer Commission. 

We request that furure GEIRs and Annual Updates contain distinct sections devoted to 


the issues of energy and resource conservation. waste reduction and recycling. 


, 


Ground Transvondstien 
skid (ransvordtion 


We congramiate Masspon for its commitment to emplovee demand management, 
evidenced by work to initiate a Transportation Management Association (TMLA) and an Eas; 
Boston shuttle Service. As we have commented before, it is this department’ s strong belief thar 
construction employees, abundant in number, should be atfiliated with the TMA and that such a 
requirement be part of Massport’s contract with construction firms. We hope that the next 
Annual Update wil] detail the incentives to join the TMA that Massport offers to tenants. In 


coe " y z . . 
addition, an explanation should be offered regarding the recent service reductions by the on- 


na 


Some Preliminary data on the “First Hour Free” Parking program, aimed at reducing both 
Curb use and the number of vehicles circling airport Toadways while waiting to pick up 
Passengers, show an increase in vehicle trips to Logan. Both Massport and area residents have 
noted that there was increased curb use when the one hour parking rate was increased from $4.00 
to $5.00 in January 1996. Massport must substantiate, when filing supplementai information. the 
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claim that free parking causes nO increased traffic generation and reduces curbside congestion. 
We also request, given Massport’s willingness to forgo some parking revenue, that the 
supplemental information include an evaluation of reinstituting a charge for first hour parking 
With those revenues dedicated to trip reduction. congestion mitigation and oven space 
development and maintenance in Eas: Boston, Existing commitments and the funding of 
mitigation for approved projecis shoulé not be alzected by anv new SOUICES OF mitigation 
revenue. This evaluation would require examination of a range of first hour plicing options and 
calculations of the revenue generation by each, 

Recognizing that Massport is attempting to address both safety and environmental issues 
regarding parking, area residents Suggested several options at the August 29, 1996 Technicaj 
Session. They included a barzer toll at the airport entrance, rescission of the taxi surcharge and a 
Pricing policy that makes the first hour the most expensive. These and other altematives should 
be evaluated in the next “First Hour Free” filing. 

Should Masspont receive approval to continue with the “Firsz Hour Free” policy, it seems 
Sensible that they must reevaluate parking analyses for airport proiects, including the West 
Garage. that are based ona substantiaily different pricing schedule. 

While the Logan Exoress high occupancy vehicle (FOV) service for Passengers and 
embiovees has been a Particular success, the same cannot be said for air Passenger use of the 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority's (MIBTA) Blue Line or buses itom the Norch 


information. Travelers should also be able to purchase the MBTA’s short-term visitor transit 


passengers at their request but this is not widely known and it increases trip time for commuters 
to downtown. The MBTA should examine use of Wood Island Station as a Wansier point with 
Massport Providing shuttle service for both emplovees and air Passengers. Shuttles fom 
Maverick Station Should also be considered, 

Another option for deliberation, particularly if the People Mover Project does not go 
forward, may bee 


€. g 
of way (ROW) near the water tanks on the north side. Escalators and elevators at MBTA stations 
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This department recognizes thar increasing air passenger use of public Tansit will have 
‘impacts for the MBTA. We encourage Massport and the MBT.A to work Closely together to 
resolve anv issues thar may prevent a coordinated elfort to educate air travelers about the 
availability of our public transit system and then making it convenient tor them to use that 
svstem, a 

On a more orcad-based level. we believe tha: accommodating zie region's expected 
Number of air Passengers in the coming vears wil] require a joint effort ov municipal and stare 
agencies to identify and provide a range of convenient and eticient intermodai tTansponation 
alternatives to Logan that do not impact local communities. As an exampie. rarxing facilities 
convenient to the “lassachusetts Tumpike, Perhaps in conjunction with other developmen: 
efforts. might allow tor increased Logan Express or other park and ride Services for air 
Passengers. It would seem that a formal. distinct, collective enterprise by Massport, the iB TA. 
Massachusetts Highway Department (MfHD), Massachuserts Tumpike -Authoriry ( MTA), Boston 
Transportation Department (BTD) and other agencies involved in transportation and economic 
development mav be key to creating a variety of solutions. We ask that vou take any steps 


necessary to encourage this tYEe OF a collaborative enor. 


This issue is Clearly a Prevailing concem Of inhabitants of neighborhoods adjacent to 
Logan. Residents have questioned the Potential tie benveen individual and cumulative airport 


gleaned at the September 16, 1996 Technical Session, that available discharge data is nota 


for examining potentid] links must be identified so that 4 proper response can be formulaied. 
While we understarid that Massport is not a public health agency, we believe that it is ADrropnate 
tor Massport to fund a study on this matter. We encourage Massport to make a commitment to 


Not only work with residents and local and state health agencies to develop a scope and 
Procedure for Study but to fund the chosen process, 


abatement Strategy. 
The GEIR reports that the Low F requency Noise Study showed that Massport’s noise 
insulation Program mitigates this impact. It is also noted that “the human Perception threshold of 
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vibration *7 is far below the vibration level needed to initiate surface cracking in Structures,” 
(Volume IV, Section 4.4.) There is however, no reference to the way in which vibration may 
affect the health and quality of life of residents exposed to his impact. This aspect of vibration 
Must be examined. aa 
Why were no Wide-bdody aircrait included in the study when Masspor: is acding ates 
specitically designed io accommodate such airplanes? Given their absence. we question the 
validity and applicability or the conciusions and request that the low frequency noise effects of 
WiGe-bodied aircraft be swudied. This is an issue that needs further investigation and Massvor 
Should continue research to ideatiry anv Miugation Stancards that have been set for this impact ar 
other airports, Of particular concem for us are -esidents of neighborhoods like Jetiries Point who 
are not eligible for Soundprooting but who are subjec: to considerable low frequency noise. 
As statf trom this department experienced on August 8.1996 ara meeting at the Orient 
Heights Yacht Club, the noise levei in the area js Overwhelming. We understand trom residents 
that the number of idling aircrai queued on the north taxiway contributes to the din. The Annual 
Update should include a discussion of wavs tO minimize the queue and resuiting noise. 
The GEIR indicates thar “lassport fields many telephone complaints annually and thar 
Federal Aviation Adminisiration (FAA), Whar a>vears to be 
missing trom the description is the frequency and manner in Waich exceedances data is provide 


Although directed to enalvze the noise from helicopters flying to and from Logan, 
Massport has Only reitérated information Previously provided. The Annual Update should 
include an evaluation of the impacts of the described routes and the options for mitigation, 

During a discussion of the Flight Track Monitoring Study at the September 20, 1996 
Technical Session, ‘community residents noted thar low altitude Operations are a nuisance and 
violate Nassport’s standards. The Annual Update should contain a method for factoring low 


While recognizing the necessity of deicing for safe Operations, we are concemed about its 
impacts. Although the ccmpounds are not Persistent in the environment, the GEIR does not 
Provide information on the implications for the marine ecosystem due to short term and steady 
exposure. We recommend that Massport move away from the use of ethylene glycol and toward 
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the use of Propylene glyco] with a goal to ban the use of ethylene glycol at Logan within Several 
*€ars. If most of the glycol is used in a known location, i.e. On the aprons, planning efforts 
Should be mace to find a way to collect and dispose the used product before it enters the drainage 
S¥stem. collect and treat the fluid before release or to reuse collected glycol, This department . 
requested in 1993 thar Massport investigate the feasibility of installing catch basins/holding tanks 
for glycol in the apron areas and there has been no response. We request that. in the Annual 
Update, Massport respond to this request and thoroughly compare the effects of potassium 
acetate and other deicing compounds that are More sensitive to the marine ecosystem, 

It is encouraging to see Massport’s attention to the large salt marsh System at Wood 
Island Bay. C urrently, this major ecological resource has no official Protection. Over the past 


mentions planning for Open space buffers. We applaud Massport’s commitment to a community 
design process and request that plans for the East Boston Greenway be considered as part of the 


the Greenway and Provide opportunities for citizens to lear about the ecosystem. Massport has 
demonstrated an interest in education by allowing access to this area in the past for 
environmental education Programs run by the Boston Natura! Areas Fund (BNAF). We 
encourage continued efforts and offer Our assistance in finding WaYS [0 open this major 
environmental resource to the public. 


The GEIR contains numerous references to the limits of Massport’s influence on changes 
iD Service, with the role of airport operators and transpontation professionals described as 
Subordinate to that of airlines, Notably missing from this description is the function of 
Massport's Marketing staff in attracting new and expanded service. The representation is sel¢- 
serving and understates the effect of policies and Practices that may contribute to limited use of 
Other airports, For example, Massport has imposed noise rules at Laurance G. Hanscom Field 
that effectively limits the size of aircraft flying to and from Bedford. In addition, there has been 


In discussing the issue of expanded service at Logan or other facilities, including regional 
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Served in Comparison to the regional airports by the highway, public transportation. and HOV 
services which help minimize the adverse environmental impacts of growth.” Maximizing the 
use of regional airports is not thought to be necessanily “better” from an environmental 
Perspective because of the potenual for such consequences as increased traffic, poor levels of 
Service at key intersections and possible secondary impacts to local street networks. 

Residents ot neighborhoods adjacent to Logan fully appreciate the impacts of a nearby 
airport. In fact, these neighborhoods today live with an Overaoundance of airport-related 
impacts. From our Perspective, deliberations about the path to expanded air Service must 
recognize this realitv. Such a planning process musi also resolve the major inconsistencies 
between the Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission (MAC) 1990 Second Maior Airport Study 
(SMA) and the 1993 Strategic Assessment Revort (SAR) regaraing Logan’s present capacity, 
future demand for air travel. the relative influence of telecommunications technologies and other 
travel modes on air travel demand and methods for ensunng continued. sufficient air service to 
the region. In any case, both studies acknowiedge the need for Service growth bevond Logan 
Airport. We note with concern that there has apparently been no action on recommendations 
from either the SMA or SAR. 

While we recognize that Logan is expected 10 expand. it has reached the maximum leve| 
of local impac: that the C ity of Boston and Surrounding neighborhoods are willing or able to 
accept. As such. other airports must be Prepared to expand or Logan will have to curtail its 
growth. 


Thank you for the opportunity to offer comment. We look forward to the next Annual 
Update. _- 


. 


- 


, 


Sincerely, 


Lorraine M. Downey 
Director 


MASSPoRT, TEN PARK PLAZA, BOSTON, MA 02116-3971, (617) 973-5500 


September 24, 1996 


Peter L. Koff, Esq. 
McGowan, Engel, Tucker, Garrett & Schultz 
125 High Street 

High Street Tower, Suite 260] 

Boston, MA 02] 10 


Dear Peter: 


Sincerely, 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 


WAWO EMT 
Ira M. Wallach 


Senior Legal Counsel] 


ce: S. Katker 


“PERATING: BOSTON LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT - PORT OF BOSTON GENERAL CARGO AND PASSENGER TERMINALS - TOBIN MEMORIAL BRIOGE 
HANSCOM FIELO - BOSTON FISH PiER . COMMONWEALTH PIER 


AGREEMENT 
between 
THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 
and 
THE CITY oF BOSTON 
and 


THE MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 


MPA Ref. No. L-1950 


THIS AGREEMENT Made as Of this 31st day of July, 1989 
between the FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION (hereinafter, 
the "FAA") , an agency of the Department of Transportation of 
the United States of America, the CITY oF BOSTON 
(hereinafter , she "City"™) | @ Municipal Corporation Chartered 
by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and the MASSACHUSETTS 
PORT AUTHORITY (hereinafter, the "Authorityt) | a body 
politic ‘and Corporate Organized ang existing Pursuant to 
Massachusetts St. 1956, o, 465 as amended: 


WITNESSETH: 


1. oA 1,400 foot-long Medium Intensity Approach 
Light System with Flashers, more commonly 
referred to as a MALS/F; 


2. A 3,000 foot-long Touch Down Zone Lighting 
System (This System to be installed ang 
“Operated by the Massachusetts Port Authority) . 

Sees Cal relocation of the present Localizer System 
from. an. offset configuration to a Centerline 


configuration which will be Physically located 
On the Runway 33L Pier but will Serve Runway 


annoyance for residents of the City living under the 


WHEREAS, FAA, in a Project notification form on the 
Proposed installation Prepared pursuant to Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-95, has Stated that FAA's 
intention is not to lower landing minimums on Runway 15R as 
a respit Of the Proposed installations (a COPY of the 
badkeroiad information Presented by FAA in Support of the 
Project Notification 1S attached hereto és Exhibit 4 anc 
incorporated by reference herein), 

WHEREAS, the City has the right to oppose the Proposed 
installations and so advise FAA and Authority, thereby 
having the Potential for delaying or Preventing their 


implementation. 


the City, the FAA and the Authority do hereby mutually agree 


2. FAA will not reduce the landing Minimums for Runway 


Prior thereto, Specifically, these Minimums are a decision 
height of 268 ft. MSL and a Visibility of 4,000 ft. as 


Measured by the airport RVR System or three-quarters of a 


3, If at any time jn the future, for any reason, Fag 
desires to Pursue lower landing Minimums to Runway 15R not 


4S 4 result Of these installations, the FAA Will be required 


public’ ‘meetings if so desired by any community 8roup or 
Duper ari tanec cs Party, 

LY FAK agrees that the terms Of this Agreement Wlil be 
included in al] leases @Ssociated with the Navigational aids 


involved in these Proposed installations, by inclusion of 


5 Authority Shall monitor the volume of landing 
traffic on Runway 1SR in 4ccordance With current ry 


EStablisheg runway use deta Collection Procedures and will 


report Periodically to the City the changes, if any, in. the 
volume of traffic on Runway 15R, 

G4 This Agreement may not be amended except in - 
writing duly Signed by all Parties. 

7. This Agreement Shall be deemed a Massachusetts 
contract to be Boverned by and construed under the laws of 


the Commonwealth. 


written, 


CITY OF BOSTON FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 


an? ; 
By: Ce, yr By: 
£ Cee eee 
7. Title: 
; 
Date: ; 
se 


Approved as 
ars to Form: 
Counsel Regional Counsel 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 


By: 
a 
Title: : 
eee ES ee 
Date: 
ee 


Approved as 
to Form: Ds by. 
Chief Legal Counse 


-4_ 


Approved 
to Form: 


Ass't Corp, 
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Program Narrative 
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II Proposed Action 
rrr " Other Concurrent Actions 
Iv Benefits/Results Expected 
Vv Further Considerations of Proposed Actions 
VI Mitigating Actions 
VII Implementation Schedule 
VIII Project Cost 


Exhibits 


1. Airport’ Map Depicting Project Locus 


* 2. herjias Phos 


as Description of Instrument Landing Systen (ILS) 


4. Pictorial Display of ILs 


- : ~ : 


6. Pictorial Display of MALS /F Lighting System 
7. Description of Touchdown Zone Lighting System (TD2) 


8. Pictorial Display of TDz Lighting System 


“ E. ibit 2 deleteg . Will be available a- Public hearing 


q. 


BACKGROUND 

SOE RAVEND 
~The FAA and MPA have been Conducting Studies of various facility MOGUL Ss G5 
Cions and inprovenents éined at enhancing the overall airport environment 


Landing 4Pproaches to Runvay 15R under low visibility Conditions have 
historically Produced a far Sreater number of inissed 4PPxroaches than 


In addition to the Clear need Co address the bussed @Ppproach Problem 


Co upgrade Davigationa) aids available ar Logan, end CO Provide 4Pproach 
lighting guidance for al] air carrier landing TunWays. This PTOposal 


il. 


III. 


PROPOSED ACTIONS 
EE ALL ONS 


The FAA, in conjunction with the Massachusetts Port Authority, Proposes 
to. improve the existing Runvay 15R appreach and landing environment 
at Logan Airport by taking the following Specific actions: 


‘1. Install a Short medium intensity approach light system with 


be 1,400 feet away. (See exhibits 2, 5, and 6 for location and further 
details.) 


- 2. Install a touchdown zone lighting system extending from the 
displaced landing threshold toward the southeast for a distance of 
3,000 feet. The lighting cans and conduit for this System were 
installed in the runvay pavement several years ago. Activation of the 
System requires only the installation of the flush nounted lighting 
fixtures, installation of interconnecting cable, and certain lighting 
vault modifications. (See exhibits 2, 7, and 8 for location and 
further details.) 


This reloeation will require the Construction of a ney Localizer antenna 
Platform on the Pier, a new Pile supported Platfomo 250 fect CO one side 
of the pier for the electronic equipmear shelter, and a welkway connecting 


. 4, Relocate the present visual glide Slope indicator (VASI) 
approximately 100 feet toward the Southeast so that its visual glide 
Slope is coincident with the existing electronic glide slope, (See 
exhibir 2.) 


OTHER CONCURRENT ACTIONS 
EN, ACTIONS 


"Notice of Intent", filed by that agency under 03 Circular A-95 
Procedures on February 28, 1980. 


“IV. 


age 


BENEFITS/RESULTS. EXPECTED 
AEE SED RESULTS EXPECTED 


Precision, Standardization, and margins of Operational Safety asso- 
cflated with landings on Runvay 15, 


are as follows: 


1. Installation of the MALS/F approach light system and touch— 
down zone lighting wil] 8reatly enhance a pilot's ability to gain 
visual contact with the Tunvay environment well before Teaching the 


approach and the last minute course correction 
required for alignment with the Tunvay. The centering will also 
enhance a Pilot's abiliry to complete a transition from instrument: 


3." Relocation of the existing VASI will eliminate a nNOn-standard 
condition resulting from the fact that it was installed by the 
Mzessachusetts Port Authority Prior to the fostallation of the existing 
ILS systen by the FAA, 4z @ result, its Projected glide Slope for 
visual approaches is not coincideat vith the ILS glide Slope. Reloca-- 


~ oo SSERATION OF PROPOSFn ACTIONS 
1. GENERATION of INCREASED LANDING TRAFFIC 
The Proposed improvements to the Runway 15R @PPproach and landing 


enviroment Vill nor result in increaséd use of Runway 15R for 


ith the Preferenria} runway use System which Bives 
Runvay 15R the lowest landing Priority, Other factors Phich ‘must 


3. LIGHTING EMISSIONS 
TLE SSTONS 


a. MALS /F Approach Lighting System 


through a Prism in the Slotted fixture top. This Produces 
Sharper horizontal ard vertical cut off angles than the elevateg 
fixtures vith no Breater light intensity. 


-o~ 


Light levels along the extendad path of the MALSF SySten 
will be increased but only during those minimal Periods 
when Runway 15R {5 in use for landings at night or under 
low visibility conditions. Since the light beams are aimed 


and have a Sharp vertical cuc off angle, the increased 
fllunination near the ground wil] be quite small. The 
fllumination 2lso falls off rapidly with distance and with 
increasing angles off the centerline. 


any point in the approach enviromnent, Using this methodology, 
it has been Calculated that Worst case illuminance levels on 


Fluorescent Illumination in Kitchen 43.0 foot Candles 
Incandescent Light Suitable for Reading 15.0 * " 

* Beneath Mercury Vapor Street Lamp 130" on 
21" Color Ty @t Distance of 10 Feet ee ms 
Full Moonlight 02 " ou 


“Strobes in a NALS/F Systea falls off more rapidly than the 


In the case of Neptune Roac, none of the direce illumination 
of MALSF lights would be visible from 8tound level al.though 


displaced runway pavement to Runvay 22L should become 


VI, 


b. Touchdown Zone Lighting Systen (12) 


Produce any incrementa] impact over that @ssociated 
with the MALS/F systen, 


5. CONSTRUCTION IMPACT 
EE IMPACT 


From a construction impact Standpoint, no Significant ~ 
construction related annoyances should be created. The only 


extremely limited, consisting Primarily of electrical Daterials, 
All piles and timber materials would be delivereg by barge. 

The Massachusetts Port Authority will be filing pernit applications 
vith 2ppropriate Federal, state and local licensing 48enci.es for 


In order to mitigate em ironzental concerns, the Federaj Aviation 
Adninistration and the Massachusetrs Port Authority PTOpose CoO Joiniiy 
8ive positive éssurances with respect to certain elepents of the 
Propose? actions which may be Perceived as having a Potential for 


sone adverse emviromental effects, These are as follows: 


5 Ue Generation of Increased Landing Traffic 


VI. 


Massachusatre Port Authoriry concurrently file an enviroments 
impact Teport under Massachusetts environnental law. : 


Lighting Ezissions . 


Location of Second Category II System 


PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION OF ACTIONS PROPOSED 


Total €stineted cos; of this Project is SPPTOxinately $800, GoQ, 
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This facili ity trensnits Vertical guidence informtion fran an on 

airport site tnich is Zdjecen= to tha TUMwWay touchdown, Point 
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Medium Intensity Approach Light Svsten With Flashers (MALS ,F) 
1. MALS. 


The Medium Intensity Approach Lighting Systetr (MALS) wil] Provide 
visual 8uidance to the Pilor by Tadiat ing wcdium intensity focused 
light beams by which the Pilot Visualiy aligns the aircraft with ; 
the extended centerline of the Tunway. The NALS Consists of 

light bars Spaced 200 feer apart extending from the Tunway thresh- 
Old to a Point 1,400 feer from the Tunvay threshold. 


fixtures are Spaced approximately 40% inches apart facing the 
Tunway approach, The MALS at 1,000 fect from the end of the runway 
has two additional light bars each spaced 25 feet on each Side of 
the: centerline. The MALS wil} have three brightness intensities, 
low, medium, and high. The lights wil) be operated by Air Traffic 
Control Tower Personnel, , 


Flashers. 
The sequenced flashers are located at the last three light bar 


Stations. These flashers are acded te the MALS to assist pilots 
in making an €arlier identification of the systep. These lights 


in micréseconds. 
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Exhibit 6 


Generel 


A Touch2on Zons Listing Systen c-srisec Visual guidance 


to. the pilot in ‘© Linal phase Of Ass landing @rDreach to 
touchdewn ang Cen @lss serve ac a Visyal extension of the 
ePercach licht Systems in earlier Phtses of the aDPrOaci:, 


Particularly wien eS50C2ted with @ stort 1,400 foot. ay smack 


light system SUC? as the iALS/P, 


Spaced at 160 feat intesvels, ang excending fron the munway 
threshold for a distance of 3000 IT23t coun the Dunway. 


fixture Cmtains one 200 watt la vertically TOunte 
below TUTMeyY Grade. Tho diene bean is Girected tovarg 


the approach ene of the Dey throuch a Prism in the 
Slotted Tixture tc and at ay angie of 5 Gegre2s to the 
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EXHIBIT B 
LEASE TERMS 


"WHEREAS,- ‘the Federal Aviation Administration 
C(hereinater Called "FAA"), wishes to install a Cproject 
description] at Logan International Airport for Runway 
15-Right, and 


___ WHEREAS, the Massachusetts Port Authority (hereinafter 
Called the "Authority") desires to have’ said (project 
description] installed in accordance with the Provisions of 
this lease. 


WHEREAS, the FAA, which has the exclusive authority to 
control and Manage the navigable air Spaces, nevertheless 
recognizes the concerns and wishes of the Authority. and the 


NOW THEREFORE, the Authority hereby grants to the FaAa 
the right to install, maintain and Operate all equi pment 
necessary or incidental for the Operation of [project 
description] on Runway 15-Right at the locations hereinater 
Specified in accordance with the following conditions: 


1. This lease is for locations shown on FAA 
Drawing Nos. attached hereto and Made a 
Part hereof as Attachments. 


2. « FAA shall have the right of access to Said 
“ locations for all purposes consistent with the 
: Operation, installation, Maintenance and 


repair of the (project description]. 


35 The landing Minimums for Runway 15-Right will 
be established in accordance with those in 
existence on the date of this lease, which are 
@ Minimum Decision Altitude of 268 feet MSL 
and Visibility of 4000 feet RVR or 3/4 miles, 


4, Should FAA at some future date Propose to 
reduce landing minimums on Runway 15R, it will 
not. do so prior to holding a public hearing 
and Preparing a ful] environmental impact 
Statement. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 37 
City of Boston 
Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 


Code ‘Topic 1 


Topic 2 Comment 


_ Environmental Blue Ribbon = The Commonwealth must convene a regional p uary , in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
_ Review _ Panel _ evaluate the state of transportation in the region, develop _ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ Process | comprehensive strategies to meet both short-term and long- EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
i _ term regional transportation needs, promote a greater _ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the : 
variety of transportation options available for our citizens _ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
! and our economy, and commit the Commonwealth to meet by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and _ 
| these goals in specific and feasible ways. _ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 

_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 

_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, anda 

_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project’s technical consulting team and other independent 

_ industry experts. 


_ Over the last ten years, various agencies and 

_ transportation planning organizations have conducted a 
_ number of studies that address regional transportation issues. 
_ These studies form the basis of a comprehensive regional : 
transportation strategy that includes the Airside Project at 

_ Logan Airport, expansion and growth of the regional airports, 
_ and the implementation of high-speed rail and other regional 
_ rail projects. All these measures are necessary for meeting 

_ the short-term and long-term inter-city travel needs of the : 
_ New England region. These regional recommendations are in 

_ various stages of implementation. By the end of 2000, Boston - 
_ residents had several alternatives to Logan Airport, including 
_ Worcester Regional Airport, Manchester Airport, 

__T.F. Green/Providence Airport, Pease International 

_ Tradeport, and Amtrak’s high-speed Acela train service. 

_ Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

_ complete discussion of options to Logan Airport and steps 

_ Massport has taken to foster increased use of these 
alternatives. 


_ Massport has a history of engaging in cooperative 

_ regional transportation planning and continues its efforts to 
» promote an efficient and balanced regional transportation 

_ system. Massport’s most recent endeavors include its 

_ assumption of operating responsibility for the 

_ Worcester Regional Airport on January 15, 2000 and its 

© co-sponsorship of the Regional Transportation Summit of 

_ New England Governors in November 1999. An additional 
» Summit was held in December 2000, in Rhode Island. Refer 
_ to Section 2.9 for a discussion of Massport's initiatives in 

_ support regional transportation alternatives. 


"Impacts “Increased levels of VOC, CO and NOx emissions are —-—~-Emissions are shown to decrease withthe Preferred Altemative 
_ projected as a result of anticipated growth at Logan. _ when compared to the No Action Alternative. : 
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| AirQuality Impacts 


The proposed Airside Project will not stimulate 

ditional growth in passenger activity levels at Logan Airport. 
Off-site motor vehicle emissions estimates are shown in 

Table 6.4-9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Increases in the 
number of vehicles accessing Logan Airport are not analogous 
10 increases in emissions. As indicated in the table, these 
emissions generally decrease in the future; as a result of 
improved motor vehicle emission standards, the increased use 
f altemative fuels, a and other factors. 


| Increase in auto and bus emissions will result from growth. 


_ Taxiway : With the addition of the Centerfield Taxiway, th there will be The p principal effect of the Centerfield Taxiway is is to reduce 
| Improvements additional planes with idling engines adding to pollutant _ the number of aircraft waiting on the taxiways reducing 
i " emissions near public beaches and residences. _ ground noise and emissions for close in residents of East 
: _ Boston and Winthrop. Dispersion modeling indicates no 
_ violations of the NAAQS at any of the sites shown on : 
| Figure 6.3-1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, including those at 
_ Public beaches and: residential. areas. : 


Current Massport soot monitoring protocols are not _ The two soot monitoring programs conducted by Masport : are 

_ sufficient to determine the effect on air quality. _ scientifically accurate. Studies concluded that the soot was 
; attributable to background (ambient) conditions in an : 
"urban environment, and not to airport-related activities. Refer to 
he Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR for additional information. 


Current complaints about air quality, odor and soot jassport employs a GIS mapping system to correlate 

_ emissions by affected residents continue and indicate _ air quality and odor complaints with meteorology, airport use, 

_ current levels are not acceptable and have not been _ and other factors. The soot sampling and monitoring programs 
| addressed. _ indicate that Logan Airport is a very small (i.e., less than 

_ one percent) contributor. In addition, the NAAQS serve as an 

_ indicator of the acceptability of current pollutant concentrations 
_ since these standards were designed to protect human health 
and welfare. Dispersion modeling indicates no violations of the 


Air Quality 


375 


: _ NAAQS. 
ST | Taxiway There will be additional noise from idling engines on the ~The ground: taxi noise calculated for ‘the northeast end dof : 
: _ Improvements _ Centerfield Taxiway which will immediately impact residents _ Runway 4/22, at locations in Winthrop and East Boston, show _ 


_ of East Boston and Winthrop. _ small to moderate reductions in ground noise of 2 to 3 dB for 
_ the Preferred Alternative when compared to the No Build 

_ Alternative (refer to Tables 6.2-15, 6.2-16, and 6.2-17 in the 

- Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). This is true for average and for 

_ maximum propagation conditions and for all operational 

- scenarios examined. The main reason for these noise 

_ decreases is the reduction of the number of taxiing aircraft 

_ waiting to takeoff on Runways 22LandR. 


_ The principal effect of the Centerfield Taxiway is to reduce 
_ the number of aircraft waiting on the taxiways reducing 

_ ground noise and emissions for close in residents of East 
Boston and Winthrop. 


urrent complaints by residents indicate that existing noise Massport i is a national leader i in nthe implementation of a an 

evels are not acceptable. _ aggressive residential sound insulation program. Over the 

_ last decade, the affected population within the 65 dB DNL 

_ contour has been shrinking, attributable to improvements in 
_ aircraft technology and noise control, and better attainment of 
_ PRAS goals. Massport continues to explore means of further 
__Teducing | noise in areas around Logan Airport. 


Massport has indicated that Runway 14/32 is to be used The operations of Proposed Runway 14/32 would be over the 
rimarily during periods of northwest winds and inclement water. The departures on Runway 14 would turn over the 

_ weather. This will increase noise volumes in the flight path. inner harbor and proceed out the harbor mouth, as do the 

_ departures on Runway 15R, the nighttime preferential 

_ runway. Similarly, the last several miles of the approach path 
_ to Runway 32 would be over water and largely uninhabited 

_ islands. When Runway 14/32 is in operation, it would reduce 
_ the noise exposure over populated communities. 


Runway Use 
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i Lowering landing minimums on Runway 27 will increase ~ Reducing the current landing minimums for Runways 15R, 

' noise for residents of Winthrop. Lowering landing minimums — 22L, and 27 at Logan Airport will not increase noise levels. 

» on Runways 22L and 15R will increase noise for residents Aircraft will follow the same arrival paths, at the same 

_ of East Boston and Revere. _ altitudes as today, but the location at which a missed 

_ approach decision must be made will be moved closer to the 

airport. Since missed approaches rarely occur, they have 

_ no discemible effect on the cumulative noise. For example, 

_ reducing the Runway 22L decision height to 200 feet moves 

_ the maximum noise point to approximately 3,000 feet from 

_ touchdown which is further from populated areas in 

_ East Boston than the current maximum noise point. Although 

_ categorically excluded from NEPA review, modeling of the 

_ changes in runway availability from reductions in the 

_ approach minimums and an analysis of the potential impacts 

_ on community noise exposure that may result were included 

_ in the Airside Project in compliance with an earlier agreement 
among Massport, the FAA and the City of Boston. : 


assport has not provided the Boston Conservation Massport presents data regarding outfall monitoring ir in nits 
commission with adequate information about its monitoring _ GEIR/ESPRs and its subsequent Annual Updates. Similarly, 
r its compliance with the Orders of Conditions to protect Massport has developed extensive documentation regarding 

he harbor and the valuable remaining wetlands. _ its development of the new salt marsh restoration area along 

- Taxiway November. The Airside Project has been designed in 
_ amanner to avoid any wetland or harbor construction anda 
_ mitigation program has been developed to ensure that the 
project will not adversely affect water resources. 


» Noise _ Runway Use 


Massport is not in compliance with the National Pollution | Areview of NPDES outfall monitoring data since 1995 
Discharge and Elimination Systems permitted outfalls at _ indicates that Massport has consistently improved 
ogan. - compliance with its NPDES permit limits for its permitted 
- outfalls. This information is reported to the EPA, as required, 
- and also is reported on an annual basis in the Logan Airport 
GEIR and its Annual Updates. 


o pollution treatment structures for the North, Porter and The North and West Outtalls are equipped with 
Maverick Outfalls, which serve 306 acres, are discussed as__water pollution control devices such as oil/water separators 
equired. _ and grit collectors, and were upgraded in Spring 2000. 


37.12 Water Quality NPDES Permit 


Stormwater 


37.13 Water Quality 


_ The construction of the Centerfield Taxiway or Runway 14/32 | 
» would not affect the drainage system for the North Pollution 
- Control Facility. Similarly, the drainage system for the 

_ Maverick Street and Porter Street outfalls would be 

_ unaffected by the proposed taxiway construction. 


_ Construction, however, would occur in portions of the 

_ drainage area for the West Outfall and a number of the 
_ smaller culverts that drain the airfield. Approximately 55 acres — 
_ of the airfield drainage will be redirected from the West Outfall 

_ to existing perimeter drains. The perimeter drains will be 

_ directed through a low-flow chamber sized to handle the first 

_ flush of stormwater before being discharged. This 

_ reconfiguration is shown in Figure 6.6-1 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR. The reconfiguration results in an 18 percent 

_ reduction in the drainage area for the West Outfall. The 

_ reduction in flow of generally uncontaminated airfield 

_ drainage is expected to increase the efficiency of the West 

_ Outfall to treat flow from the terminal areas. 


_ As described in Section 6.6.4 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR, Best Management Practices will continue to be 
implemented to minimize the discharge of sediment, and a 

_ low-flow chamber will be installed to treat first flush 

_ stormwater flows from drainage areas redirected from the 

_ West Outfall. 
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37. 14 "Alternatives "Blast Fence Before its removal, ,altematives: to the Blast Fence that 

: : | provides marginal protection from noise, fumes and blast 
_ effects from take-offs for residents must be identified and 
funded. 


| Studies 


To date, little or no analysis or study of the affects on public 


| Health Effects 
i _ health from Logan operations has been conducted. 


Environmental Impacts — 
» Justice : _ Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 


Populations and Low-Income Populations.” 


Cumulative 
_ Impacts 


Master Plan 
i _ transportation supply and ground transportation demand. 


Purpose And _ The DEIR/S assumes that passenger traffic at Logan Airport 
_ Need _ will grow irrespective of airport capacity and resulting delay. 


Environmental FAA/NEPA 


37.19 _ The DEIR/S does not present a reasoned Build vs. No-Build 
| Review : _ analysis of airport capacity with and without Runway 14/32, 


| Process : _ nor the resulting impacts on ground transportation (regional 
i : _ highways, local streets, transit modes). 
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Massport has p provided t the City of Boston and public he health 
_ agencies with air quality and emissions data. 


_ In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health 

' data, including mortality and morbidity from each 

_ neighborhood in Boston and cancer incidence data available 

_ from the Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These 

_ data indicated that causal relationships cannot be determined _ 
at this time. A review of the 1999 Report to the Mayor, Health 
_ of Boston prepared by the Boston Public Health Commission 
_ leads to a similar conclusion. In addition, Massport has 

_ shared the results of the Soot Deposition Study with public 

_ health agencies and is cooperating with the Harvard School 

_ of Public Health on the South Boston Particle Source 

_ Apportionment Study. 


Information on public health issues is provided in Chapter 6 7 
_ the Supplemental | DEIS/FEIR. 


Refer to Section 6. 8 of the ‘Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for: a : 
_ discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. Low-income 
_ and minority populations were defined in accordance with 
Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, 

_ and the Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 

_ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of 
_ low-income populations was expanded to include households 
_ at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there 
_ iso high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 
and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


: The Airside Project does not result i in additional aircraft 

_ operation or passenger demand for ground access services, 
_ since the project will not induce additional passenger 

_ demand. Refer to the Logan Airport1994/95 GEIR which 

_ includes Massport’s Ground Access Management Plan and 
_ forecasted Vehicle Miles Traveled for the 37.5 million and 

_ 45 million passenger levels that were studied in the 


No analysis of federal Executive Order 12898, ‘Federal 


“The DEIR/S does not address the ink between air 


Response 


_ The blast fence is not part of the Airside Project. Removal of 

_ the blast fence underwent a separate state environmental 

_ review process. An EOEA Certificate requiring no further 
_ environmental analysis was issued in February 2001. L 


Airside Project analysis. 


Growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be prngpaly | 


driven by local and national economic conditions, competition 
_ and pricing within the airline industry, and the distribution of 

_ airline services and passenger traffic between Logan Airport 

_ and the surrounding regional airports. The broad range of 

_ forecasts considered in the Airside Project operational and 

_ environmental analyses capture any potential variation in 

_ current and future passenger and aircraft activity at 

: Logan Airport. 


Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not oo 


_ increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 
"deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 

_ Massport’s plans to handle the ground access requirements 
__ of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent : 
_ Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 
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Code Topic 1 _ Topic 2 Comment _ Ze Response — : 
37.20 = Ground ~ ~Accessto. —=s The DEIR/S does not adequately justify: some ofits future The Airside Project does not result in additional demand for 


_ Transportation © Logan Airport projections of transit and HOV mode share. _ ground access services. Refer to the Logan Airport 1994/95 
: : | GEIR which includes Massport’s Ground Access 
_ Management Plan, targeted HOV shares, forecasted 
_ Vehicle Miles Traveled, and trips by mode for the 37.5 million 
_ and 45 million passenger levels that were studied in the 
_ Airside Project analysis. The Logan Airport 1999 
_ Environmental Planning and Status Report (previously GEIR) 
_ provides a status report on Massport’s ground access 
initiatives and HOV Fidership for 1999. 


Refer to response 3 to Comment 37.20. _ 


The DEIR/S does not differentiate the various types of HOV 
_ travel, nor does it take into account the full impacts of 

_ certain types of travel that are considered HOV (e.g., taxi 
and drop-off trips, passengers who drive alone to park in 

_ Chelsea are considered HOV trips because they take a 

_ shuttle one mile to Logan). 


The DEIR/S does not provide adequate information or on i The Logan. Aiport 1999 Environmental Planning and Status i 
_ Logan Transportation Management Association _ Report reported on Logan Airport Employee TMA achievements 
_ membership, participation, or plans for increasing in 1999, including an increase of 14 member organizations, with — 

articipation. otal of 6, 200 ) employe : 


Ground _ Access to | The DEIR/S does not provide adequate proposals for The Blue Line Moderniz: gram is discussed in the 
| Transportation — Logan Airport improving utilization of the MBTA Blue Line by air _ Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Planning and Status : 
: | passengers. _ Report (formerly the GEIR) which was filed with the Secretary _ 
_ of Environmental Affairs on December 15, 2000. 


37.23 


_ Airfield The DEIR/S does not adequately justify construction of the The Centerfield Taxiway will significantly reduce 
_ Capacity | Centerfield Taxiway. Adequate runway crossing _ ground delays and enhance the controllers’ flexibility in : 
_ opportunities and airplane queuing capacity currently exist, _ routing inbound and outbound aircraft when Runways 4L/R or 
_ and the construction of the Centerfield Taxiway would result 22L/R are in use. The Centerfield Taxiway will reduce aircraft 
in excessive aircraft idling. idling, particularly on Taxiways November, Romeo and 
' Yankee waiting to cross Runway 4L/22R. For more details, 
refer to fesponses to Comments 37.64 through | 37. 69. 


37.25 


Purpose and Runway 14/32 would address weather-related delays, but Delays occur when wind or ‘weather ¢ conditions require the 
_ Need : _ these are only a portion of the airside delays. The DEIR/S ~—_—use of configurations with fewer than three active runways, 
i _ does not provide information on the relative impact of _ when poor weather requires increased separation distances 
' different causes of delay: weather, mechanical, anddelays between aircraft, or when airlines schedule more flights than 
© originating from other airports. _ Logan Airport can handle. The Airside Project is designed to 


_ reduce delays at Logan Airport from adverse winds and taxiway 

_ congestion by addressing constraints at Logan Airport. Delays 

_ caused by conditions at other airports or other factors, such as 
mechanical failure, are not addressed since Massport cannot 

_ influence these delays. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a discussion of the 

_ FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and historical data, along 

_ with comparisons of Logan Airport with other United States 

~ airports. 
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37.26 | Atteratives: _ Peak Period The DEIRIS discounts peak period pricing because | itis Regional carriers are not likely to shift operations to 
; _ Pricing : assumed to reduce regional air service. Massport should _ regional airports in response to PPP because doing so would 
: _ analyze a peak period pricing scenario, which considers _likely reduce on-board passengers and the economic viability 


_ shifting of some service to other regional airports. _ of the service. Regional carriers at Logan Airport carry a mix 
: _ of local and connecting passengers. As the largest city in 
_ New England, Boston and the immediate vicinity represent 
_ the largest concentrations of local demand for regional carrier 
_ markets. Also, up to 50 percent of passengers on regional 
. flights connect to other flights at Logan Airport. Shifting 
» regional flights to other airports, such as Manchester or 
_ T.F. Green/Providence, would likely reduce the number of 
_ on-board passengers since a significant number of 
_ Passengers are traveling to the City of Boston or connecting 
_ to flights that are not available from the regional airports. For 
_ example, service to Manchester Airport would not be a viable 
_ alternative for a Provincetown passenger traveling to a 
_ location in downtown Boston. Likewise, service to 
_ TF. Green/Providence Airport would not be attractive to a 
_ Bangor passenger trying to reach Denver, since there are no 
nonstop services between Providence and Denver. 


Regional - Regional There is no description of a regional plan that actually _ The regionalization of aviation in New England is currently 
' Transportation — Airports _ diverts traffic from Logan. _ underway. As a result of capital investment, service 
: i _ expansion at regional airports and coordinated efforts 
_ between Massport and other federal, state and local 
_ agencies, since 1996, eight out of ten new passengers in 
_ New England are using the regional airports. Refer to 
_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of — 
_ the emerging roles of the Logan, T.F. Green/Providence, 
_ Manchester, and Worcester Regional airports in the aviation 
_ transportation system and on upcoming New England 
Airports System Study. 


97.27 


7.28 Regional —-Regional~=S—S«“There are no funding requests in the Transportation Bond Worcester Regional Airport has existing terminal and 
_ Transportation — Airports _ Bill for upgrades at Worcester, Hanscom, or Fort Devens to _ airport infrastructure and has been targeted for increased use : 
: _ improve infrastructure and public transit as part of a regional _ and future service expansion. MassHighway is in the process 


Strategy. _ of beginning the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR for highway 
: _ improvements to improve access to 
Worcester ‘Regional Airport. 


_ Peak pricing is not explored as a tool to divert fights inthe Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses PPP 
_ region. - at length. Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
i addresses ongoing regional strategi 


| Purpose and _ Airfield _ The City of Boston views the proposed project as a capacity The goals of the Airside Project a a delay, increase _ 
| Need _ Capacity / enhancement plan. _ the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 

: _ environmentally responsible manner. The construction of 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 would prevent the significant 

_ drop in airfield capacity that now occurs during 

_ northwest wind conditions. The runway would not increase 

_ Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of 

- approximately 120 operations per hour which is available 

_ nearly 80 percent of the year, but rather would allow this 

_ capacity to be maintained more consistently. 


"Peak Period 


37.29 
_ Pricing 


37.30 
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Response 
Environmental Blue Ribbon ‘The City of Boston finds the DEIS/R deficient in many 


" In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 


_ Review | Panel _ respects and respectfully requests that...fa] regional pane! _EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ Process _ of experts be convened to immediately assess the overall EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
: i » State of transportation in the region; [t]his panel develop _ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 


_ Strategies for both short- and long-term regional _ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ transportation needs and identify a variety of transportation _ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ options available for the traveling public and the movement _ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 


_ of goods; and [clommunities in the region be fairly and _ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
_ adequately represented on such a panel along with public © SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
_ Officials, economists, land use planners, and _ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 


_ representatives of environmental and public health interests. _ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 
_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 
_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 
_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
_ industry experts. 


_ As summarized in the Draft EIS/EIR, a number of studies that 

_ address regional transportation planning issues have been 

' conducted over the last ten years. These studies have 

_ concluded that the Airside Project at Logan Airport, the 

_ expansion of the regional airports, and the implementation of 

_ high speed rail are necessary for meeting the short-term and 
long-term inter-city travel needs of the New England region. 

_ These regional recommendations are in various stages of 

_ implementation. 


_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the 
entire region’s air transportation system, along with a 

_ discussion of alternative modes, specifically high-speed rail, 
_ and describes the regional study and its major conclusions. 


Alternative Massport is to be commended for its program to convertits — Comment noted. Massport has initiated and participated in a 
- Fuels _ ground service vehicle fleet to alternative-fueled vehicles. number of programs to encourage use of alternative fuels at 
: : _ Logan Airport, and has received national recognition for 

_ its efforts. 


“783 


_ Air Quality _ Alternative _ The City has suggested in prior comments on Massport _ Massport offers a 25 percent discount on g 
: » Fuels _ MEPA filings that important steps in mitigating the air quality operators of qualified alternative fuel vehicles (AFVs). In 
: _ impacts of Logan may include lease agreements with new —_ addition, Massport has participated in several grant programs to - 
" or renewing tenants that contain requirements or incentives, encourage tenant use of AFVs. A status report on achievement 
_ such as reduced curb fees for private fleet operators, for _ of Massport ground access initiatives is provided in the 
__use of low or no emission vehicles by tenants. _ Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update and is reported in the 
: _ Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Planning and Status Report 
: : : _ (previously GEIR). 
— 37.34 ~— Air Quality _ Impacts _ The City believes that additional measures are necessary _ Massport is separately studying measures for reducing 
i and requests that Massport and a regional transportation © — Logan Airport's contribution to air emissions in the region, in 
_ task force investigate other available technologies, _ the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). 
_ particularly from companies based in the region, for _ Consideration is given to all emissions sources, and analysis 
_ reducing air emissions. _ is conducted for the airport, East Boston and regional study 
"areas, 
Ground _ For several years, Massport has indicated that it is _ Massport’s efforts to minimize vehicle trips are documented in 


| Transportation | _ evaluating the benefits of moving bus servicing and other —_— the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). Massport 

: : " Operations to off-airport locations. This will add vehicle trips continues to evaluate the benefits of moving bus services to 
_ to current levels, a detriment to air quality. The City has _ off-airport locations. No definitive decision has been made at 
_ twice requested that a detailed analysis and discussionbe __ this time. 

| presented ina GEIR or Annual Update but Massporthas 


never responded to this inquiry. : 
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Topic i. 


Topic 2 


: | Impacts 


_Code 
a7. 36 


Massport has stated in prior ‘environmental review 

_ documents that PM2.5 data for aircraft are not currently 
available. This is surprising since aircraft engines have 

_ undergone emissions testing for many years. This should 
_ bea subject evaluated in scientific and technical detail by 
_ the regional panel of experts. Findings and 


| regional transportation report. 


Given the continued reporting of anecdotal evidence of soot 
| deposition and the open issues as to the accuracy and 

| robustness of the soot monitoring protocol...this matter 

: demands further study. Coupled with the continuing 

| problem of odor from aircraft operations, the overall 

" emissions from all airside operations should be the subject 
ofa truly comprehensive, state-of-the-art monitoring and 


he proposed | Runway , at a minimum, facilitates 

| more aircraft operations per hour during certain weather 

: conditions. This is especially of concem when 14/32 is used 
' for departures (wind out of the southeast) and emissions 

| from take-off are blown back into the neighborhood. The 
result is that the Jeffries Point neighborhood and 

| surrounding areas may experience an increase in 

_ concentration of jet emissions during southeast wind 

_ conditions. 


37.38 Air Quality 


: Runway 14/32 is part of Logan Airport's program to 
_ increase passenger levels to a minimum of 37.5 million in 

- 2010 and, as such, contributes to the increase in emissions 
_ generated by the new aircraft operations. 


Alternatives Runway 14/32 


| _ er ae 


37.40 
_ Improvements 


_ DEISIR that the Centerfield Taxiway will reduce noise 
_ impacts from taxiing aircraft in the areas located 
north/northeast of the airport. 


Preferred 
_ Alternative 


-37At 


| Alternatives 
i ' partially mitigates fumes, noise and blast effects from 

_ takeoffs on Runway 22R. Massport believes that it has an 
_ obligation to take the fence down because itis 


_ Non-frangible, and would therefore present a hazard to flight 


personnel and air passengers in the event of a crash. ... An 
_ alternatives analysis, prior to the filing of environmental 
- documents, should include the results of a detailed 


_ investigation of a non-frangible barrier and other methods to 


: ensure that the quality of life in and adjacent to Orient 


: Comment noted. Massport re 


_ The City respectfully disagrees with the statement inthe ty 
_ Refer to responses to Comments 37.7 and 37.24. 


East Boston residents view the blast fence a asa a device the . 


_ Heights is not further degraded. 


Response 


» Particulate Matter (PM)e emission factors for aircraft are 

» very limited, at best, and nonexistent in most cases. Therefore, 
' asa conservative, worst-case assumption, the air quality 
"analysis assumed that all PM is less than 10 microns in 

_ diameter. No emission factors or approximation methods are 
available for PMes. 

» recommendations on this issue should be a component ofa 


Monitoring of airborne soot levels in the vicinity of Logan Airport 


_ has shown that the airport is a very small (less than one 
percent) contributor. The air quality analysis, based on 

| EPA/MDEP models and guidelines, performed for the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is considered to be comprehensive 
- and state-of-the-art. 


The ‘dispersion 1 modeling results indicate t that concentrations sof 


_ pollutants will be below the NAAQS at all times. The 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR reports worst-case conditions, 

_ meaning air quality will be better than this under almost all 

_ conditions. A full year of actual weather data was used to 

_ conduct the dispersion analysis. In summary, actual wind : 
_ conditions have been used to model pollutant concentrations at 
__ Jeffries Point, where no violations of the NAAQS were 
_ projected. Furthermore, Runway 14/32 will primarily be used for 
- arrivals. Also it will not increase the number of operations : 
_ during northwest winds, but will allow projected operations to be 


ated with fewer ‘delays. 


either assport nor the FAA has a program fo i increase | 


: passenger demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of 

_ both organizations is to accommodate demand safely and 

_ efficiently. The recommended Airside Project is intended to 

_ enable Logan Airport to accommodate current and 

_ future aircraft activity with minimum delay. The construction of 
_ Runway 14/32 would significantly reduce delays associated 

_ with northwest wind conditions, but would not be expected to 

_ induce additional aircraft traffic or passenger activity at 

_ Logan Airport. Refer also to Section 4.2. The availability of 

- Runway 14/32 is projected to produce a small improvement i in 
: air quality from 1 improved effici 
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~ Runway Use The City does not z agree ‘with the FAA’s assertion that 
: _ lowering landing minimums will result in noise benefits for 
_ residents under the approach path to the runways in 
_ question. ... Lowering the landing minimums is likely to 
_ result in the use of these runways more often during poor 
' weather conditions, exposing nearby residents to noise 
_ levels which they currently do not experience. The City of 
Boston believes that lowering the landing minimums will 
only serve to expose already overburdened residents to 
: additional noise impacts. 


_ Noise 


Alternatives Reduced “The DEISIR indicates that the reduction of approach 
d : Approach : minimums is consistent with the minimums in effect at other 
~ Minimums : major commercial airports. Current industry practice for 


_ major commercial airports allows for greater use of the four 
| funways under certain weather conditions. ... The City 

| questions if the referenced “major commercial airports” are 
_ located in similar areas. When other major commercial 

i : airports are referenced in environmental review documents, 
the locations and characteristics of these airports should be 
|" detailed. 


Alternatives Reduced _ Asnoted in the DEIS/R, the City of Boston entered into an 
i _ Approach _ agreement with the FAA and Massport not to decrease the 
_ Minimums » landing minimums on Runway 15R. It is our intention that 


_ this agreement should be respected and honored... With 

_ the high number of residents living alarmingly close to the 
_ touchdown point of these two runways (22L and 15R), the 
| lowering of the landing minimums will place these residents 
_ in additional peril. 


Water Quality NPDES permit The City finds this reporting [on NPDES permitted outfall 


discharges are not ‘Meeting the EPA's NPDES limits. 


. The DEIS/EIR does not identify. any ‘pollution treatment 
structures for the North, Porter and Maverick Outfalls that, 
_ combined, serve a 306-acre drainage area. It is also 

_ unknown if the 50 perimeter outfalls treat pollutants and if 
_ they are monitored and maintained. 


37.46 Water Quality NPDES permit 


_ While Massport identifies its existing drainage structures, 
_ there is no information describing drainage plans for 14/32 
_ runoff. ... The proposed airside improvements will result in 


37.47 Water Quality Stormwater 


_ the conversion of 39.4 acres of vegetation to paved surface. 


_ Massport anticipates the need to use more de-icing agent 
_ with the proposed improvements. If overland dispersion is 
: "presently a method of treating these compounds, how will 
the loss of 39.4 acres be addressed? How will Massport 
_ mitigate this loss of pervious area? 
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Response 


Response to Comment 37.10 addresses the fact that the 


| flight paths themselves do not change, and Appendix D in the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR includes a complete discussion 
_ of the impacts of lowered landing minimums. The 

_ lowered minimums allow the use of runways 

_ more closely aligned with the prevailing winds, thereby 

_ increasing safety. The runway use would change 

_ imperceptibly by the reduced minimums—less than 

_ 0.2 percent of equivalent operations—and these flights 
represent shifts from Runway 4, not additional operations. _ 


The reduced minimums at Logan Airport would be consistent 


_ with recommended practices as established in 

_ FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standards for Terminal 
__ Instrument Procedures. These standards are used at all 
airports in the United States, and in many other nations 

_ around the world. These standards are already used for 

_ Runway 4R approaches at Logan Airport. To cite 

_ two typical examples, both La Guardia New York and 

_ Washington Reagan Airports have Category | ILS with a : 
~ minimum ceiling of 200 feet above ground level and one half- 


mile visibility. 


Comments 37. 10 and 37.42. 


: aware ae — 
! monitoring] imprecise and misleading and it is apparent that 


_ Refer to response to Comment 37.13. As required by its 

_ NPDES Discharge Permit, Massport conducts water quality 

_ monitoring at the four outfalls that convey drainage from the 
_ “industrial” portions of Logan Airport, such as the fuel farms, 
_ terminals, car rental facilities, and maintenance facilities. 

_ These are the North, West, Porter and Maverick outfalls. 

_ Federal regulations do not require Massport to monitor the 

_ “non-industrial” drainage from the airfield that discharges 

_ through approximately 50 perimeter outfalls. The 

_ perimeter outfalls are not equipped with treatment devices, 

_ since the airfield areas they drain are not a significant source 
_ of contaminants or suspended solid materials. The 

_ perimeter outfalls are routinely inspected and maintained, as 
i needed, by Massport. 


AS stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, Runway 14/32 will be de-iced 

_ when weather conditions dictate. Taxiways are, however, not 
_ routinely deiced and there will be no additional aircraft deicing 
_ or satellite deicing stations required for the project. The 
_ existing drainage system will be reconfigured, where 

_ necessary, to accommodate additional stormwater runoff. As 
Stated in the response to Comment 37.46, the airfield is nota 
_ significant source of contaminants. However, Massport will 
install a low-flow chamber to capture any contaminants 

_ contained in the first flush stormwater. Although portions of 
_ the airfield pervious surfaces will be paved, 

_ adequate vegetated areas will be provided between 

_ paved surfaces and the new drainage inlets to provide 
Suitable levels of treatment. 


_ The agreement between the City of Boston, the FAA and 

_ Massport stipulates that any modification of the existing 

_ minimums requires completion of an EIS/EIR, even though 

_ the setting of minimums is otherwise categorically excluded 

_ from the EIS/EIR process. The reduced minimums will, in 

_ fact, enhance safety by providing precision guidance to a 

_ point closer to touchdown and reducing reliance on 

_ Runway 4R under poor weather conditions, when winds may 
_ favor use of an alternate runway. Also, refer to responses to 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code 


EZ 48 


Comment 


Itis obvious when one reviews Logan AUs (GEIR Annual 

_ Updates) that Massport is experiencing difficulty in 

- complying with the BCC (Boston Conservation 

_ Commission) Orders of Conditions and EPA NPDES 

_ permits conditions... The City asks that Massport review its 


Topic 2 


_Topic 1 
| NPDES | permit 


Water ‘Quality 


Response _ 


a As a condition of the NPDES Permit, Masport monitors 

_ water quality for pH, Oil and Grease, and Settleable Solids 
_ three times each month at the North, West, Porter and 
_ Maverick outfalls. These outfalls include all drainage from the — 
_ terminal and fuel farm areas, and some runway andinfield 


_ permits, including all perpetual Orders of Conditions, and 


: _ areas. The monthly monitoring is conducted (1) in 
_ provide evidence that these conditions are being met. 


_ dry conditions; (2) in wet weather conditions and 

_ (3) immediately following a storm event. This sampling and 

_ other monitoring has helped Massport to improve 

_ permit compliance significantly. During 1998, there was 

_ 100 percent compliance for pH. Oil and Grease limits 

_ compliance was 100 percent at the West Outfall; 97 percent 

_ atthe North and Maverick Outfalls; and 94 percent at the ; 
_ North Outfall. A copy of the 1998 Water Quality Management 
_ Update is contained in the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update 
_ and additional information is provided in Appendix | of that : 
_ document. (Refer to Table of 1998 NPDES Compliance and 

_ Summary of 1995-1998 Compliance Averages). Massport’s 

_ outfall sampling summary for Logan Airport in 1999 is 

contained i in Appendix | H of the 1999 ESPR. 


i All on-site drainage structures are routinely inspected. 


_ Water Quality 


Stormwater 


37.49 _ [Provide documentation that this commitment is being met] 
| DEP File No. 6-464, March 13, 1991, Logan Landscaping 


i As with all Logan Ai nstruction projects, contractors 
_ Improvements Special Conditions. Acai ceoleasel Le al ae ! 


_ are required to implement and maintain full erosion and 
_ sediment control program throughout construction. 


Massport has an ongoing program to stencil surface drains 
_ that discharge to Boston Harbor. 


_ Environmental 
- Review 
Process 


_ Permitting 


_ [Provide documentation that this commitment is being met] 
_ DEP File No. 6-467, June 19, 1991, Massport Employee 
Parking and 


_ Although permit approvals for this project were secured, 
_ Massport never constructed this project. 


ere were no discharges or spillage of fuel, oil, or 

_ other pollutants during the test boring program. As with all 
_ Massport contracts, an emergency spill management 
program was in effect throughout the test boring program. 


i Environmental 
» Review 
_ Process 


| [Provide docum is being met]: 
_ DEP File No. 6-516, July 22, 1992, Meader Test 
_ Borings/Logan. 


Permitting 


er Sera eaaiaae | Pole aoumtnie onion i aaa sete Rages Me et a 
_ Review | DEP File No. 6-544, May 12, 1993, Logan Safety Ends. _ Runway-End Safety Improvements, erosion and 
| Process : _ sedimentation control practices were fully employed. Exposed 


_ landside soil was stabilized and vegetated quickly. 

_ Siltation booms were deployed in Boston Harbor and 

_ water quality monitoring was conducted as required in the 

_ Boston Conservation Commission Order of Conditions. 

_ Massport continues to monitor and maintain the runway end 
_ Safety areas to assure their stability. 


_ There were no newly constructed or relocated catch basins 
_ associated with construction of the runway end safety 
_ improvements. : 
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Code ue 1 Topic 20 Comment _ Response 


The City strongly objects to the suggestion that off-site ~ Upland Sandpipers | require extensive areas of 
_ [habitat] mitigation should occur outside of the Boston _ grassland habitat. This type of habitat has dwindled steadily 
| Harbor area. _ throughout New England as a result of natural succession of 
_ these areas to forest and through development. Many of the 
_ remaining large grassland areas in the Commonwealth and 
_ throughout New England are found at airports. Because of 
_ the hazard that birds present to aircraft and the flying public 
_ and because of the potential hazards to the birds, Massport 
_ has worked with the Natural Heritage and Endangered 
| Species Program to develop a mitigation program that is 
_ Temoved from airport operations to the maximum extent 
_ practicable. Camp Edwards provides an excellent opportunity — 
_ to reclaim a former grassland that is currently being lost to 
forest and restore a population of Upland Sandpiper that has 
| declined over the past decade. Restoration of a degraded 
_ habitat is considered to have a much greater potential for 
_ success as compared to constructing a new habitat area of 
_ over a hundred acres in the Boston Metropolitan area even if 
i ‘such a suitable site were to be located. 


The Boston 1 Public I Health Cc Commission believes that 


‘The 3 available pu public health studies for communities 5 adjacent 


"Health Effects 


| Massport, the FAA and the U.S. Department of _ to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 
| Transportation have failed to take the health of Boston _ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 
residents into consideration in planning the proposed _ status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 


| project. - comparable public health reports were not available from the 
: - Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 
_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 
_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 
: airport. 


The City asks that the FAA and DOT comply with _ Refer to Section 6. 8 of the ‘Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora 
_ Executive Order 12898 and provide documentation and all discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. Noise was 
_ relevant data to that effect. _ found to be the only adverse impact from the 
: _ Preferred Alternative with the potential for 
_ Environmental Justice impacts. Additional demographic 
| analysis of the noise-affected areas was conducted to : 
_ determine if minority and/or low-income populations would be 
_ disproportionately affected by the Preferred Alternative. This 
_ analysis found that there is no high and 
_ adverse disproportionate impact caused by the 


ironmenta 
_ Justice 


_ Preferred Alternative. i 
Environmental The City of Boston requests that the Secretary find this | The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that * A 
_ Review : _ DEIS/R inadequate on the grounds that there is no analysis Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Sania on this 
_ Process _ of the landside transportation impacts of the proposed "project adequately and properly complies with the 
_ Runway 14/32. The DEIS/R’s reliance on analysis included — Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...” Refer to the 
" inthe GEIR is unacceptable, since the GEIR does not _ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 


' include specific impacts related to Runway 14/32. The City _ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 
finds that many of the GEIR’s assumptions related to HOV 
and transit modes are Capelli and that these 
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Comment 


‘The l DEISIR’ 5 ‘neglect of landside transportation i issues is 
_ based on the premise that Runway 14/32 will not add 
_ capacity, only relieve delay. The City strongly questions the 
_ premise that passenger demand at Logan Airport is inelastic 
_ with respect to delay...It is illogical to suggest that such an 
_ increase in delay would not result in a shift in air service to 
_ New England's other airports or other services to substitute 
for air travel to and from Logan Airport. 


| Regional 
_ Transportation 


_ Regional 


_ Such a shift in activity [to air service to New England’s other 
_ Airports 


airports] would result in divergent Build and No-Build 
: conditions. This demands that Massport analyze the 
' difference between the Build and No-Build conditions. 


| capacity, landside trips by mode, impact on roadway and 
_ transit capacity, and unfulfilled passenger and cargo 

_ demand that could be accommodated at other regional 

_ airports and transportation facilities, 


The GEIR’s traffic. analysis sections have consistently been 
' fraught with unsupported assumptions and questionable 
_ methodologies. ... The Boston Transportation Department 
' suggests that Massport re-think traffic impact analysis in 
_ terms of vehicle-miles traveled and passengers per vehicle 
trip. 


Ground 


37.59 
i » Transportation 


Impacts — 


_ Ground 
_ Transportation 


Massport appears to. rely on ‘additional passenger ‘and 

- employee parking facilities just outside the East Boston 

_ parking freeze area to get employees and passengers 

| within shuttle range of the airport. This puts an increased 

_ burden on private sector carriers and nearby communities 
_ to accommodate potentially dramatic increases in vehicle 

| trips. This would certainly seem to work against the goals of 
_ the Transportation Management Association (TMA). 


- 37.60 


_ Access to 
_ Logan Airport 


le Annual Update does not provide information 

_ about the number of employees who belong to the TMA or 
| who receive an MBTA pass subsidy. No explanation is 

| Offered for the TMA estimate that a reduction of only 250 to 
' 300 employee commuter vehicle trips may result from 
ransportation Demand | Management Measures. 


Ground 


S761 
» Transportation 


~ Groun 
» Transportation 


87.62, 


_ Program is described as a project that, in conjunction with 


_ Logan Airport 
: _ the Airport Intermodal Transit Connector and other transit 


ompletion of the MBTA’s Blue Line Modernization ro 


|The construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32 would not be 
_ expected to induce additional aircraft operations or passenger 
_ traffic at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2. Increased use of 


__ Response 


_ the regional airports surrounding Boston and alternative 
_ transport modes (e.g., high-speed rail) is reflected in the 


i 


_ Both the No Action Alternative and the Preferred Altern 
_ assume increased use of regional transportation options. 


| planning forecasts used for the Airside Project operational 
' and environmental analyses. 


_ Analysis of operational capacity for Logan Airport runway 
_ configurations under various weather conditions was 
: Massport should be required to examine runway operational 


performed and represents a central input in the 


_ operational analysis presented in Chapter 4 of the 


_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The recommended airside projects 


: will not affect ground access demand or capacity at 

» Logan Airport. The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously 

_ GEIR) reports on vehicle trips by mode for both current and 
_ forecast passenger demand levels at Logan Airport. 


_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR examines 
_ passenger demand that could be accommodated at the 
/ regional airports surrounding | Boston. 


_ The Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Planning. and Status 


_ Report (previously GEIR) includes an updated traffic impact 
_ analysis that discusses Vehicle Miles Traveled and 
_ Massport’s ground access management achievement. 


"There are currently approximately 2,000 active = 


_ airport employee and commercial parking spaces at various 

_ off-airport locations in Chelsea, which is outside the limits of 
_ the East Boston Parking Freeze area. These include 1,550 
airport employee parking spaces in the Chelsea Parking 

_ Garage that are leased by Massport, 500 airport employee 

| parking spaces that are controlled by Delta Air Lines for their 
_ employees, and 800 commercial parking spaces at the Park, 
_ Shuttle and Fly site on Marginal Street. The environmental 


_ impacts of these parking spaces were analyzed as part of the 


_ Chelsea Garage DEIR (prepared in 1992) and were 
_ confirmed by an additional analysis conducted in support of 


_ the West Garage Final EIR (prepared in 1995). Both analyses 


_ demonstrate that the provision of these parking spaces 
_ reduces vehicle trips and VMT on local East Boston streets 


_ projects, will help increase the number of airport passengers 
__ using transit. Although the MBTA has not announced a final 


project schedule for the Blue Line project, it has been 


_ progressing at a slower than anticipated pace. This situation 


_ must be taken into account in assessing the impacts of 
_ increased operations and passenger levels. 


_ and results in measurable air quality benefits. 
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The Logan Airport 1999 Environmental Planning. and Status 
_ Report (previously GEIR) provides an accounting of the 

_ achievements of the Logan Airport Employee TMA. In 1999, 
__ five new organizations joined the TMA, bringing member 

_ organizations to 14 and the number of employees to 6,200. 


Code ‘Topic 1 
37.63 — Purpose and 


: Need 


Alternatives 


37.65 — Alternatives 


87.66 Alternatives 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 20 _ 


- Airfield 
| Capacity 


Taxiway 
_ Improvements 


_ Taxiway 
_ Improvements 


_ Taxiway 
_ Improvements 


Comment 


: Itis not clear why three (3) crossing points to Runway 4L 

| are insufficient to handle most, if not all, capacity situations. 
: Based on Masspor'’s assertion that three crossing points 
are inadequate, specific information is lacking to 

_ substantiate the claim... The Runway 4R scenario fails to 

_ justify the benefits of the Centerfield Taxiway... Massport’s 
_ claim that the Centerfield Taxiway will move this type of 

_ activity away from the community lacks merit. 


_ taxiing route to both Runways 22L and 22R, the City 

_ believes that the delay benefits may be exaggerated...The 
_ Centerfield Taxiway will be 9,300 feet in length. Since both 
_ the FAA and Massport will not agree to limit the number of 
_ aircraft allowed to queue on the Centerfield Taxiway, this 
will result in the potential for FAA ground controllers to 

' approve permission for 40 to 50 aircraft to taxi to either 

| Runway 22R or 22L. The City finds it difficult to comprehend 
_ how any aircraft located in the rear of this enormous queue 
_ would depart any eartier than if the pilot was waiting at a 

| gate with the plane’s engines off. Delays would remain, with 
_ the only difference being in the location of the aircraft at the 

- airport. 


_ environmental benefits [of the Centerfield Taxiway), both 
_ from a noise and air quality perspective. 


_ The City of Boston believes that possible delays on Echo 

_ Taxiway from arrivals on Runway 22L also fail to justify the 
_ construction of the Centerfield Taxiway...How many 

__ crossing points are required in order for the air traffic 

: controller to have a safe and efficient set of options? Also, 

_ what are the environmental benefits related to the 

_ Centerfield Taxiway if a pilot enters the Centerfield Taxiway 
_ and heads back towards the community seeking a place to 
_ cross Runway 22R? 


Response 


_ Currently, approximately 75 percent of Runway 4R jet arrivals 
_ exit at Taxiway Yankee or Runway 33R. These aircraft 
| cannot exit earlier because of landing distance requirements, 
: and exiting on Taxiway Romeo or later greatly increases taxi 
_ time and distance unnecessarily. Aircraft crossing at 

_ Runway 33R are forced to queue on the runway to cross 

: Runway 4L at this single crossing point and then use 

_ Taxiway November (along with any aircraft that exited via 
_ Taxiway Romeo or later) to get to the terminals. This queuing 
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_ and the use of Taxiway November has adverse air quality 

_ and ground noise impacts on East Boston near 

_ Constitution Beach. The Centerfield Taxiway will allow these 
- aircraft to taxi southward and cross the runway 

_ simultaneously at multiple points closer to the terminals. 
_ Appendix K in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR demonstrates 
_ that these delays will be cut by nearly 48 percent or more. It 


While the Centerfield Taxiway would provide an additional 


Additional information and clarification are necessary on the 


will also reduce congestion on Inner and 
Outer Taxiways Alpha and Kilo. 


Refer to response to Comment 37.130. The estimates of the 


_ taxiway delays were generated with FAA-approved and 

_ universally accepted modeling techniques, and the 

_ delay benefits are realistic expectations. Forty to fifty aircraft 
_ represent nearly an entire hour's departure flow at peak traffic 
_ conditions, and only about ten percent of these use 

_ Runway 22L. Extra aircraft idling on the taxiway system 

_ would cause unnecessary costs to the airlines, unnecessary 


environmental impacts, and increased taxiway congestion 


» which would inhibit the ability of controllers to move aircraft to 
_ and from the runways. 


_ Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that there 
_ are small noise benefits from the construction of the : 
_ Centerfield Taxiway. The principal effect of the 
_ Centerfield Taxiway is to reduce the number of aircraft 


_ waiting on the Taxiway November, thus benefiting 

_ East Boston. It also should eliminate aircraft landing on ; 
_ Runway 4R from waiting to cross Runway 4L and aiming their _ 
_ intake noise toward Constitution Beach. Section 6.4 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the air quality benefits of 


_ the Centerfield Taxiway. 


_ Approximately 75 percent of jet aircraft arrivals exit 

_ Runway 22L at Taxiways Papa or Echo, leading to a 

_ single crossing point. Runway 27 jet arrivals also must move 
_ through this Southwest Comer area. The Centerfield Taxiway 
_ will allow aircraft to taxi north to crossing points at Charlie or 
_ Foxtrot. The aircraft can then cross at points closer to 

_ Terminals C and E without incurring delays in the Southwest 
_ Corner or causing increased congestion on Taxiways Alpha 
_ and Kilo near Terminals B and C. Allowing aircraft to bypass 
_ Southwest Corner and Taxiway Alpha/Kilo congestion will 


_ reduce environmental impacts from ground operations, and 


moving from Taxiway Echo to Taxiway Charlie or Taxiway 


_ Foxtrot will not move the impacts significantly closer to the 
_ communities. 
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Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
_ 37.67 axiway _ Massport has listed as one of its criteria for the construction — Congestion on the Inner and Outer Taxiways is already a 
mprovements __ of the Centerfield Taxiway the concem about wing-tip _ problem because pushbacks on Taxiway Alpha can interfere 
"clearance conflicts on Taxiways Alpha (Inner) and Kilo _ with and delay operations on Taxiway Kilo. As some future 
| (Outer). Should the Inner Taxiway remain in service _ aircraft wingspans increase, wingtip clearance may 
_ Subsequent to the construction of the Centerfield Taxiway? occasionally increase congestion. Taxiway Kilo will still be 
: Whatis to prevent this potential conflict from remaining a _ needed for maneuvering most aircraft past Terminals B and 


_ concern? _ C, since unnecessary runway crossings would have a 


_ detrimental impact on airfield capacity. 


axiway The City questions how the Centerfield Taxiway would The Centerfield Taxiway will not increase the number of 

Mprovements enhance the general safety of airside operations, since the ground operations at Logan Airport. It will simply increase : 
_ dramatic increase in the number of simultaneous aircraft » controller flexibility and reduce delays. The number of aircraft 
_ ground movements could increase the potential for ground _ onthe taxiway system is directly related to the number of 
: incursions on Logan's complex taxiway system. __ flights operating at Logan Airport and will not change because 


_ there is another taxiway. 

Taxiway _ Taking into consideration the Centerfield Taxiway length Practically every major airport with parallel runways (including 
_ Improvements _(9,300 feet) and the proposed location, a pilot not familiar _ Logan Airport) also has parallel taxiways. Runway markings, 
with the airport may experience an identification problem _ air traffic control procedures, and electronic approach 

_ while on approach to either 22L or, for smalll aircraft, 22R. guidance during poor visibility make mistaking taxiway for a 

: _ runway highly improbable. The Centerfield Taxiway will 
_ Satisfy all applicable FAA safety regulations regarding its 
' design, construction, lighting, marking, signage, and use. 


37.70 Yy ie November axiway will remain in operation. Therefore, While Taxiway November will remain in operation, the 
_ Improvements __ the City would like to request clarification on how the air _ larger aircraft that require Runway 22L for departure will no 


quality and noise benefits will be achieved? longer need to queue on Taxiway November with the 
_ Runway 22R departures, reducing both the number and the 
_ size of aircraft using this taxiway. 


_ Taxiway : _ Refer to response to Comments 37.64 and 37.68. The number 
_ Improvements —__ reduce delays for aircraft en route to Runways 22R/L for _ of aircraft on the taxiways is directly related to the capacity of 
_ departure. Although this could occur if a minimal number of _the runway system, since every departing or arriving aircraft 
_ aircraft are on the field, the City questions how this benefit _ must use the taxiway to get to or from the terminal. The 
' would be accomplished during peak periods of operation, _ Centerfield Taxiway will not change the taxiway demand. The 
_ when the number of aircraft movements on the airfield _ delay benefits will be realized during high demand situations 
_ increases substantially? _ when Runway 22L departures are able to bypass the queue for 
i _ Runway 22R. Some larger and heavier aircraft (which generally 
_ produce more noise and emissions) cannot use Runway 22R 
for departure but under current conditions must wait in the 
| queue with other departures on Runway 22R, thereby 
_ increasing environmental impacts. Even though the queue on 
_ Taxiway November is limited to four jets, the heavy jets in this 
_ queue produce noise and air quality impacts that could be 
_ avoided if they could proceed directly to Runway 22L via the 
- Centerfield Taxiway. 


37.71 Altematives 


37.72 Altematives —Taxiway -—-—_If the motivation behind this taxiway is to open gate space The purpose of the Centerfield Taxiway is notto open. 
i : _ Improvements __ by increasing queues on taxiways, allowing Massport to - gate space, but to reduce taxiing delays and congestion and 
: _ reduce the so-called “delays” occurring now, then this plan _to provide environmental benefits. The taxiway modeling 


" is clearly a capacity enhancement program for Logan. _ teflects delays from taxiway congestion and 
: _ aircraft movements. 
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Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


| Purposeand _— Delay _ The City questions Massport’s representations of _ The Airside Project deals with delays at Logan Airport and the 
' Need _ delays...Missing from any discussion or evaluation of delay _airport’s ability to address them; hence delays caused by 
: | is the role of other airports in delaying flights destined for conditions at other airports, equipment failures, and 
_ Logan and problems with equipment or personnel, both at —_ personnel problems are not relevant nor are they included in 
_ Logan and other airports....Delays due to cargo and small _the analysis. The delays caused by cargo, general aviation, 
: commercial and private aircraft must be a significant factor and commuter aircraft are included in the analysis and the 
_ in delay. This suggests to us that delay must be evaluated range of the various forecasts encompasses the impacts that 
ina regional context as these are the types of flights most » may occur from development of and diversion to : 


| easily accommodated at other airports. _ other airports or regional transportation modes. Chapter 2 of 
Future air passenger surveys should include questions the Supplemental DEIS| FEIR discusses Logan Airport in a 

about the passenger's origin and the timeliness of the _ fegional transportation context. As the second most delayed 
flight(s) leaving the city of origin or that they traveled on _ airport in the nation for arrivals, Massport is trying to reduce 


_ its airside-related delay at Logan Airport. Refer to Chapter 1 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Logan 
Airport delays caused elsewhere in the system. 


_ prior to reaching Logan. 


Peak Period 


Massport’s recommended project altermative does not Massport has developed an action plan as described in 


» Pricing - include peak period pricing. _ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to i 
i H i . age * 9 . i 
| Inits analysis of this administrative option, Massport address overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. Regional : 
_ assumes that some existing aircraft operations wouldbe _—-Catiers that provide service between the Cape Cod and 
discontinued by a shift to off-peak hours or cancellation of island markets and Logan Airport arene ey ipienih Wiese 
_ the service altogether. A scenario in which airlines would —_—-S@"vices to other regional airports because doing so would 


_ move service to a regional airport is not mentioned, as ifit ‘duce the number of passengers and the economic viability 
_ were not a viable option. Also neglected is a planin which of such services. Regional carriers serving Logan Airport 


- airlines would continue to offer flights at peak times but _ carry a mix of local and connecting passengers. As the 
_ would add a surcharge to the fare to make up for the peak largest city in New England, the Boston metropolitan area 
i assessment... Massport’s rejection of [the peak period _ represents the largest concentration of demand for outlying 


_ pricing] alternative is unsupported by the arguments 
outlined in the DEIS/R. 


_ The City found that the information Massport chose to 


_ regional carrier markets. 


37.75 


Environmental Public Process - Massport disagrees. The Airside Project Dr 
_ Review i highlight from two of the cited studies, the SAR (Strategic the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR accurately reflect the 
| Process _ Assessment Report) and the Second Major Airport Siting conclusions of these studies. 


» Study (SMA), did not fully represent the conclusions of 

_ those studies as they would affect Logan. The same is true 

_ for the way in which Massport now portrays the motivations 

_ for and conclusions of these studies in public Airside : 
_ Improvements presentations. : 
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E68 Aas 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 | 
37.76 = Purposeand _Aiirfield 
_ Runway 14/32 proposal grew out of a “Capacity Delay Task 


| Need _ Capacity 
: _ Force.” But Michael Dawson, a private aviation consultant, 
_ ina letter to Massport correcting errors in the report, 

' Claimed that the correct name for this group was actually the 
| “Airport Capacity Enhancement Task Force.” This is an 
: important distinction, because if Runway 14/32 is in reality a 
_ capacity enhancing measure, then the rationale for the 

_ tunway contradicts Massport’s recent statements. It may 
"also violate the Supreme Judicial Court injunction that 

_ prohibits the airport’s expansion. 


"The correct tile of the report is the Boston Logan 


SUPPLEMENTAL DraFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. It : 
_ documents work by the Boston Airport Capacity Design Team 
_ (also referred to as the Task Force) which FAA established 


as part of its national effort to reduce delays in the NAS. The 


| Task Force included key members from the FAA, Massport, 
"and the airline community. The FAA has sponsored over 

_ 30 such teams, which “work to develop a coordinated action 
_ plan for reducing airport delay’ (refer to Page 15 of the 

' Boston Logan Capacity Enhancement Plan, produced in 

_ October 1992 by the FAA). The report recommends ways to 
_ accommodate 1992 and projected demand levels with an 


acceptable level of delay and without compromising safety or 
© the environment. 


_ Runway 14/32 would not increase the normal operating 

_ capacity of the airport. Logan Airport can currently handle 
_ 120 hourly operations, and if the runway is constructed, that will 
still be the normal capacity throughput. Runway 14/32 

_ enhances operating efficiency by providing a third available 

_ tunway in weather conditions that require 

' northwest-southeast operations. With a third available 

' runway, controllers are able to segregate large and small 

_ aircraft operations, which leads to significant delay reduction 


Peak hour travel time at Logan is a limited resource. Until 

_ Massport and a consortium of other public entities can 

' expand capacity at altemative airports within the region, the 
_ immediate solution for relieving delays at Logan is to ration 
_ the existing resource through demand management 
policies, 


Peak Period 


3777 
: _ Pricing 


Alteratives 


The proposed new Runway 14/32 will precipitate increased 
_ passenger volumes with consequent increases in vehicle- 
_ miles traveled. In the past, Massport has cloaked airside 

» improvements under the veil of improved management of 
"existing aircraft operations. But, clearly, 14/32 is different 

_ and will facilitate a new round of added air service and 

_ increases in vehicle traffic on the roads, both locally and 
regionally. 


_ Massport claimed that it can seek to remove the injunction 


37.78 Altematives =» Demand 


37.79 Altematives Peak Period 


_ Massport acknowledg 
"prohibiting only the completion of a Runway 14/32 concept 

_ and certain other airfield improvements proposed in the early 
_ 1970s. The express terms of this injunction, however, allow 

_ future improvements under certain circumstances, 

_ (e.g. changed conditions) or, more generally, if application of 


_ benefits. Similar three-runway configurations exist for all other 


operating directions. 


_ The Airside Project analysis indicates that PPP is an effective 
_ option when airline’s schedule beyond the normal hourly 

_ operating capacity of the airport. Massport has developed an 
_ action plan as described in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR, designed to address overscheduling conditions at 
_ Logan Airport. 


The construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32 would not 


_ increase Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of 

_ 120 operations and will not generate 

"additional aircraft operations or passenger traffic. Refer to 
" response to Comment 37.18 and 37.76. 


of an agreed injunction 


_ the terms of the injunction on a prospective basis is no longer 
_ equitable. The Airside Project Feasibility Study, : 
- Draft EIS/EIR, and Supplemental DEIS/FEIR examine 

_ Logan Airport's current and prospective operating 

_ environments and a wide range of alternative improvement 

_ concepts, including specifically, PPP. The improvement 

_ concepts have been compared to the No Action Alternative. 
_ The selection of the Preferred Alternative is based on the 

_ operating and environmental analysis set out in the Airside 

_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Pricing _ against capacity enhancing improvements for “reliever” 
: _ purposes, If this is actually the case, the City questions why 
_ Massport has not pursued demand management policies 
_ such as peak hour pricing for relief. 
37.80 Altematives Runway 14/32 Constructing a new runway is only a short-term approach 


and will do little to solve the expanding regional 
_ transportation issues that must be addressed through a 
_ comprehensive, regional, inter/multi-modal solution. 


4 


" Refer to response to Comment 37.1. 


_ Massport has not made any claim or assertion to the 
~ contrary. 
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fey) 


Comment 


Massport claims to be “actively engaged in promoting the 
se of alternative travel choices to provide relief to Logan.” 
Massport talked about relieving congestion at Logan by 
Xpanding use of the state’s regional airports in Worcester 
ind New Bedford. Yet, after years of talk and so-called 
lans, Worcester and New Bedford carry the lowest number 
f passengers of the eight New England regional airports 
xamined in the Regional Air Service Study. ... There has 
been no aggressive service development at Worcester, 
Hanscom or any other regional airport in Massachusetts, 

: even though Massport claims that ‘The regional altematives 
» to Logan Airport are an important component of Massport’s 

' plan for reducing delays at Logan” (EIS/R 2-48). ... 

_ Massport’s unsuccessful record in diverting traffic to other 
airports makes the City doubt Masspor’s claim of promoting 
| regional alternatives. 


ransportation Airports 


| Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 
' City of Worcester to aggressively market the 
_ Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 
_ involvement with Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 

_ operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 

_ Since January 2000 Massport has attracted three new 

_ airlines to Worcester Regional Airport. Delta Connection 

_ began serving Worcester Regional Airport with two daily 

| Nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta on 

' February 1, 2000 and will be increasing its service to three 

_ daily flights in April 2001. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle 

_ began service to New York JFK Airport with three daily 

| Nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. In February 

_ 2001, PanAm began daily scheduled service from Worcester 

_ to Orlando International Airport. Massport is in ongoing 

_ discussions with other carriers regarding potential new 

_ services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition to the 

_ Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has pursued a variety 

_ Of initiatives to promote the use of other regional airports and 

_ travel modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth 

_ pressures at Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, 

_ Massport and Governor Cellucci co-sponsored a 

_ Regional Transportation Summit of the New England 


SUPPLEMENTAL DraFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Governors and transportation officials. The Summit focused 
on joint marketing among the New England commercial 
service airports and the joint promotion of rail and road 
initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced regional 
transportation system. A second summit was held in Rhode 


_ Island in December 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 

_ Masspor'’s regional transportation planning initiatives. 

_ Massport disagrees that its record in diverting traffic to other 

_ airports is unsuccessful. Since 1996 eight out of 

_ ten new passengers in New England were directed to 

_ regional airports, which include T.F. Green/Providence, 

_ Worcester Regional, and Manchester airports. In 1999, : 
_ Massport estimates that regional airports attracted 2.4 million : 
_ passengers, that would have otherwise used Logan Airport. 
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ORY Ags 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Regional - ity notes that the DEIS/R does not include any 


"and, thus, does not comply with the Secretary's Certificate 
_ on the ENF. 


Access to _ Essential to the success of distributing air traffic within the 
| Transportation — Logan Airport _region is the development of a comprehensive, inter- and 
i _ multi-modal transportation system. Such a system should 

_ address not only the diversion of passengers from air 

_ Service but should ensure that travelers have convenient 
_ vehicular, private and public transit access to regional 

_ transportation hubs....in order to minimize air quality 

_ impacts, incentives should be offered for the use of 

- altemative fueled vehicles. 


The City recommends that data that distinguish between 
_ Assumptions _ commuter, charter and other regularly scheduled non- 

: : » commuter flights be part of the evaluation of regional air 

_ transit. 


_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
_ Transportation — Airports, Cargo discussion of the diversion of cargo to off-airport alternatives 


_ The Airside Project does not result in additional demand for 
ground access services. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 


_ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...” Refer to the 

| Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. The potential diversion of cargo 
| operations was not specifically analyzed because cargo 

_ operations account for only two percent of aircraft activity at 

» Logan Airport and since most all-cargo aircraft operate during 

_ Off-peak hours, cargo operations do not contribute to delays 

_ at Logan Airport. However, all cargo operations were included 

_ inthe future fleets analyzed in the Airside Project. 
_ Additionally, some cargo is now being diverted to 

_ regional airports as indicated by the strong growth in 


cargo services and air cargo activity at the regional airports 


_ Massport is working with the MBTA to improve transit access 
_ to Logan Airport via the Blue Line and the Airport Intermodal 

_ Transit Connector (AITC). Section 2.7 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR discusses the proposed MBTA improvements in 

_ transit access to Logan Airport. The Logan Airport 

_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR), filed on December 15, 2000, 

_ also reports on the status of these ground transit 

_ improvement projects. 


_ Section 2.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the 
_ impact of planned ground access improvement projects at 
_ Logan Airport and the regional airports on passenger traffic 
_ levels and high-speed rail passenger diversion estimates. 


_ Allthe Airside Project forecasts included activity by segment: a 
_ Jet, Regional Non-Jet, Charter Jet, Cargo Jet and Non-Jet, 
_ and General Aviation Jet and Non-Jet. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code Topic 1 1 _ Topic 2 Comment 
87.85 Regional Regional _ Hanscom’s ‘potential a asa regional facility has been ignored 
_ inthe DEIS/R and should have received substantial 


| Transportation Airports 
; - attention in the altematives analysis... Massport has not 

_ invested the funds necessary for infrastructure 

| improvements that would attract cargo and regional 

_ Service...Hanscom could be upgraded into a first-class 

_ destination for General Aviation activity with facilities that 

| would entice many private entities to make the switch. In 

© combination with Peak Period Pricing at Logan, Hanscom 

_ could well become a convenient option for many travelers. 
_ Hanscom could also be developed into a Northeast hub 

: airfield offering service to major destinations such as 

' New York, Washington, D.C., Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, 

_ Cleveland and Detroit. ...Developing Hanscom as a feeder 
_ facility for flights within the Northeast could result in a 

_ reduction in Logan's flight operations significantly. Finally, 

_ extending the MBTA’s Red Line from Alewife to Hanscom 

_ should be considered as an access option as should a 

© connection with the Fitchourg Commuter Rail line that now 
_ stops in Lincoln and Concord. 


- 37.86 


“Regional Regional. ~=—S_Although Worcester may not serve as a primary reliever for 
: Transportation _ Airports _ Logan, it is fundamental that improved access, preferably 
: __ off Interstate 90, be addressed first and foremost when 
_ planning to expand operations at this facility. 
3787 Regional Regional 1 The City believes that evaluation of Fort Devens’ potential 
| Transportation — Airports _ tole in a regional transportation system should be assessed. 
"Initiatives. —-~=The DEISIR, like other Masspor project documents, does 


_ not adequately address the very real problems and needs of 


_ those most affected by airport operations on a daily 
_ basis...the quality of life of those who live and work in 
'S zone of ‘impact i is Clearly | not t acknowledged. — 


i MassHighway i is analyzing alternative routes 
_ improve surface access from Routes I-90 and |-290 to the 
_ Worcester Regional Airport. MassHighway filed an ENF in 
_ December 1999 and is in the process of preparing a Draft 


_ Response 


"The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the ‘Supplemental _ 

_ DEIS/FEIR specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
_ in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
_ serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
_ already accommodates a significant number of 

_ aircraft operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The 

_ Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, charter, 

_ and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 

_ Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was 

_ filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began 

_ commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 
_ limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets — 

_ Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, : 
_ Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle Americais 
- also conducting operations between Hanscom and : 
_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field, consistent with its 
_ established policy (60-seat regulation), it believes that 

_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a 

_ major general aviation reliever, and that its 

» geographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional and 
_ Manchester airports will prevent its development as a : 
_ significant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 
"serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 
"significant number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom 

_ Field, since approximately 50 percent of passengers on 

_ Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to other 

_ Logan Airport flights. However, any new commercial service 

_ initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for 

_ consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), its 

_ Annual Updates, and applicable regulatory limitations, and 

_ shall be considered by the Hanscom Field Advisory 

_ Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field. The 

_ environmental impacts of commercial services at 

_ Hanscom Field are summarized from the HGEIR and appear 


Appendix | B of the ‘Supplemental DEIS/ 


EIS/EIR, which i is expected to be filed in October 2001. 
Fort Devens was an alternative considered asa 


potential airport site in the Second Major Airport Site 


_ Selection study conducted in 1991 by the 

_ Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission. However, 

_ Fort Devens was not selected. The site has since been 

_ developed for other uses. Development at 

_ TF. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 

_ Pease International Tradeport has superseded the need fora 


second major airport. 
assport i is committed to a number of mitigation m measures in 


_ addition to project-specific mitigation. Refer to Chapter 8 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of mitigation 
_ Measures. 
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Code 
37.89 


Topic 1 Topic 2 


Open Space/ Impacts 
» Parkland 


Comment 


_ The DEIS/R states that, due to the airside improvements 
| project, areas such as parkland, farmland and cultural 
_ resources will not receive impacts or will receive 
__ insignificant impacts. This is inaccurate and one example is 
| the projected increase in flights over Franklin Park. This 
| parkland is an important resource in a dense urban area 
| populated by many people of color and is on the National 
Register of Historical Places. 


| Analysis 
_ Assumptions 


_ Forecasts | The base year in the DEIS/R for modeling and forecasting is 
_ 1993, six years ago. Given the changes in fleet mix and 
_ other baseline conditions, 1993 is an inappropriate base 


| /year. 


' Projections for 1999 are inappropriately called “near-term” 
' rather than ‘current activity’ and the year 2010, only 11 
"years in the future, is called “long term.” The DEIS/R short- 
_ and long-term time horizons do not conform with generally 
_ accepted planning practices or with FAA standards. The 

_ result is an analysis that relies upon outdated information 
and inadequate forecasting. At a minimum, planning and 

_ forecasting for this project should carry through the year 

_ 2020. 


Purpose and 
- Capacity 


_ There are questions about Logan Airport's long-term 
- Need 


' capacity to serve growing air traffic demand in the region, 
_ particularly the growing territory beyond Route 128; 


_ Access to 
_ Logan Airport 


Ground 
_ Transportation __ urban highways can absorb larger volumes of suburban 
traffic; 

Access to 
_ Logan Airport 


ae sik 
: Transportation | passengers and residents of surrounding communities who 
i _ will share the air deserve an accounting of the 


_ environmental and economic costs of more traffic 


_ There are questions about whether already congested -—_-Refer to response to Comment 37.17. 


...commuters who will share the roads with Logan’s. 


congestion and delays on urban roads; i 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ Section 6.3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes 

_ the additional analysis of parklands relative to the 

_ Preferred Alternative. As depicted in Figure 6.3-4, Franklin 
_ Park is well outside the 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour — 
_ associated with the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the 
_ Airside Project will have no impact on this National Register 

_ property. 


Consistent with the request made by EOEA in its Certificate, 


_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes delay and 
_ environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect current conditions 


and provide context to the delay problem at Logan Airport. 


_ However, it should be noted that the appropriate comparison 


for assessing future year conditions and the effectiveness of 


_ the Airside Project, is a comparison of the Preferred 

_ Alternative to the No Action Alternative. A discussion of 

_ current and historic conditions can be found in Section 4.2 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Current traffic trends at Logan Airport and the regional 
airports indicate that Logan Airport is not expected to reach 

_ the 29 million passenger forecast presented in the Airside 

_ Project Draft EIS/EIR until 2003. Continued air service 

_ expansion at the regional airports and the introduction of : 
» high-speed rail to New York in December 2000 is expected to 
_ further slow Logan Airport’s passenger traffic growth. With 
_ these developments, Logan Airport is not expected to achieve : 
_ the 37.5 million passenger forecasts until 2015, and the 
_ 45 million passenger forecasts will not be achieved until 

_ 2024. Thus the planning forecasts that underlie the delays 

_ and environmental analyses cover a planning period of at 

_ least 20 years. Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of the planning 


_ attractive options for air passengers that originate in 

_ communities north and south of Routes I-95 and 1-495. By its 
_ agreement to assume operational responsibility and the 

_ eventual ownership of the Worcester Regional Airport, 

_ Massport is working to increase air services at 

_ Worcester Regional Airport and is working to increase the 

_ airport’s role in accommodating air travel demand generated 
_ in communities west of I-95 and I-495. 


ag oe ; : aaa a ’ Siyinp ca gears 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Topic 2 Comment 


There are questions about genuine causes of of f delays at at 
_ Logan other than northwest winds, such as the inability of 
| airlines to find attractive alternative airports in the region; if 


: than Logan is capable of handling, then adding capacity will 
: not solve the problem...The only real solution is to improve 
_ other airports as more attractive alternatives for the 

- airlines... 


Alternatives 


There are questions about Logan's high volume of small 

_ planes that could be accommodated at smaller, regional 

| airports; some 45% of Logan’s flight capacity is planes with 
_ 40 passengers or less;...Logan can reduce this percentage 
_ through market mechanisms geared to relieve congestion, 

_ such as peak pricing; 


_ Pricing 


here are questions about the suitability of alternative 
_ airports or the readiness of alternative regional airports to 

_ handle increased traffic and meet demand projections: the 
"effects of physical improvements to existing airports, ground 
| access infrastructure, as well as improvements to 

_ Logan Airport need to be studied in a regional context, not 
in isolation. 


37.96 


9 
_ Transportation 


- Regional 
» Airports 


om ac aera 
| Transportation 


There are questions. about the need to preserve available 

__ sites for potential airfields; with Logan at capacity, the state 
_ Needs to reexamine the suitability of Fort Devens fora new 
_ regional reliever airport to serve growing demand along the 
_ 1495 and Route 128 corridors; 


“Regional -—-Regional_~=SS«There are questions about the regional economic benefits of 
_ Transportation — Airports _ airport expansion and infrastructure improvements at all 
: _ facilities in the region. 

37.99 Purpose and Delays. ~=—=S«‘There are questions about whether prohibiting anew 


_ Need _ funway at Logan would actually have any undesirable 
: » consequences to the efficiency of Logan’s operations or the 


_ region's economy. 


_ summary of existing ground access projects that will benefit 
_ the regional airports and to Appendix B of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR for a summary of environmental impacts of the 

_ regional airports. 


_ Refer to response to Comment 37.87. Massport is not aware 
_ of any state initiatives to re-examine the suitability of i 
_ Fort Devens. The development at T.F. Green/Providence and _ 
_ Manchester airports and Massport’s role in 

_ Worcester Regional Airport have superceded the need for a 


Response — 


- Airline services in New England are concentrated at 

_ Logan Airport because Boston is the region’s most 

| populous city and generates the most air travel demand. The 

| delays actually stem from airlines scheduling far more flights : 


regionalization of aviation in New England is currently 


_ underway. In fact, since 1996, eight out of ten new 

| passengers in New England have used the regional airports 

_ instead of Logan Airport. Refer to Sections 2.3 through 2.6 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the 

_ emerging roles of the Logan, T.F. Green/Providence, 

_ Worcester Regional, and Manchester airports in the 


regional system. 
The Airside Project analysis evaluated PPP as a demand 


_ Management measure for reducing delays caused by airline 
_ overscheduling, such as that experienced at Logan Airport 

_ in 1993. Since 1993, regional carriers operations at 

_ Logan Airport have declined by 25 percent through market 

_ mechanisms without any intervention by Massport. Massport 
_ has developed an action plan as described in Section 4.5 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to address 
overscheduling conditions at | Logan Airport. 


Refer to Section 2.9 of the ‘Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora 


second airport. 


: The regionalization of aviation in nthe eastern ‘Massachusetts, 

_ Rhode Island, and New Hampshire region is underway. The 

_ T.F. Green/Providence and Manchester airports are 

__ experiencing tremendous growth in passenger volume 

_ because of the entry and expansion of low fare carriers such 

_ as Southwest Airlines, MetroJet, and Delta Express. This 

_ strong growth at the regional airports should relieve 

_ traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, both currently and 
_ well into the future. On January 15, 2000, Massport assumed 
_ the operational control of Worcester Regional Airport, located 
_ west of Boston, in an effort to establish a third significant : 
_ regional airport for accommodating future growth in air travel 

_ demand. While these developments are important, 

_ improvements at Logan Airport are an equally critical element 

_ of the regional transportation strategy and would produce 

_ immediate benefits for area travelers. Refer to Chapter 2 of 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the role of 

_ Options to Logan Airport and steps Massport has taken to 

: foster increased use of these alternatives. 


he delay analysis presented i in the Airside Project 


| Draft EIS/EIR and in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR clearly 

' indicates that delays will increase in the future if 

_ Runway 14/32 is not built. Section 1.2 of the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR and Section 1.5 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR discuss the importance of Logan Airport to the 

_ regional economy. Refer also to Section 4.6 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the delays that 

- would occur under future scenarios if no actions were taken, 
_ and the delay reduction benefits of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Code _Topic 1 Topic 2 _ Comment eee ae Response 
37.100 _ | Alternatives 


The runway is is a violation of Massport’s commitments that 
_ [air] traffic at Logan would not grow. 


Massport has made no such commitment. The analysis i in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR indicates that with the Preferred Alternative, 
Massport can accommodate existing and foreseeable future 
lemand efficiently and responsibly. 


The only solution is for the Commonwealth to get serious 
| Transportation —_ Airports : about a regional solution to a regional problem. The runway 
: is nota regional solution. It is a short-term quick fix for an 
"agency that shows an incredible lack of regional vision. An ummiarizes relevant planning studies and their major 
_ agency with no long-term plans for what to do afterLogan conclusions. A regional transportation strategy that includes 
: fills up again. _ the expansion of regional airports, the development of high- 
_ speed rail, and the construction of Runway 14/32 and 
_ other infrastructure improvements at Logan Airport has 
_ evolved from these important studies. All the 
_ Major improvements to the regional transportation system 
_ have been implemented except for improvements to 
_ Logan Airport's airfield. The regional airports have been 
_ experiencing tremendous growth in services and 
_ passenger traffic since 1996 and Amtrak introduced its 
_ high-speed Acela train service between Boston and 
_ New York in December 2000. Massport considers 
_ Logan Airport to be part of a regional system of airports that 
includes the T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 
Worcester Regional airports. Service development and 
increased passenger traffic at these airports are an important 
part of the region’s long-term strategy to accommodate : 
growth in air travel demand. While greater use of the regional 
airports and high-speed rail will provide relief to 
Logan Airport, the proposed Airside Project provides clear 
benefits at current, as well as future, traffic levels. The 
benefits will only increase in the future, even as regional 
transportation developments act to reduce the rate of future 


egional initiatives to improve the efficiency of the 
egion’s inter-city transportation network have been studied 
ince 1989. Section 2.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


growth at ‘Logan Airport. 
| Regional ~ Regional _ The Commonwealth could capture economic growth that Because the development of a second jor airp 
' Transportation — Airports will be drawn to an alternative airport only if it builds another require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
_ major airport to serve the region, or expands existing review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 
airports like Hanscom Field. Hanscomis in the best position —_ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
_ to serve growing businesses along Routes 128 and 495. demand over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field’s potential 


service area overlaps with the service areas for 
_ several airports that already have the necessary 
_ infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 
_ Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 
_ Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 
_ improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside 
facilities and airfields. 


_ Anew runway at Logan will only mean more congestion and The Preferred ‘Alternative i is not expected to lead to an 
_ delays on our highways. Those delays will mean lost time, increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 

_ lost productivity, and a loss of quality of life. ... Adding more __no effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 

_ traffic to congested highways will only weaken our quality of + Refer to section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

life—and our regional economic advantage. : 


37.103 Alternatives Runway 14/32 


37.104 | Regional _ Regional : Massport has no serious plans for what to do when Logan _ Refer to response to Comment 37.101. 
_ Transportation Airports _ reaches its new capacity. And until Massport gets serious 
_ about a regional solution to a regional problem, the people 
_ of Boston cannot take Massport’s commitments seriously at 
all. : 
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Code _Topic 1 Comment 
37, 105 Regional _ The most serious delays at Logan are caused by the lack of 
: i eee : attractive alternative airports in greater Boston for airlines 


"traffic will continue to go to Logan. But Logan can only 
ite so much. 


lore traffic at Logan will only mean more cars, trucks and 
_ shuttle buses on our congested highways and urban road 
| system. 


_ Transportation 


For years, Massport planners have talked about relieving 

_ congestion at Logan by building a second major airport or 
_ expanding the use of the state’s regional airports in 

_ Worcester and New Bedford ... Yet, after years of talk and 
_ so-called plans, Worcester and New Bedford carry the 

_ lowest number of passengers of all of New England's ten 
largest regional airports. 


_ lam concemed that the Massachusetts Port Authority, the 
_ US Transportation Department and the FAA Logan Airside 


Regional 
| Transportation 


» Environmental 
_ Justice 


| into consideration the health of Boston residents in their 

_ Logan Airport expansion plan. This is particularly worrisome 
_ because of the potential impact on some of the City’s most 
_ vulnerable subpopulations who are already 

_ disproportionately affected by negative environmental 

_ factors. Furthermore, the failure to consider such matters 

_ appears to be out of compliance with President Clinton's 
Executive Order 12898. 


~~ Preferred Alter 
native 


Alteratives 


37.109 | 
_ from emissions, noise and odor are negligible or within 

_ established state and federal guidelines/ standards. We 
| question this conclusion. 


| ied 
_ Insulation : noise impacts in certain neighborhoods. The process of 
- soundproofing residences and businesses can create 

_ indoor air quality problems. . 


f such second 


- Studies ; Noise and ‘odor i imp: ‘ed in some 

_ Studies with decreased learning and increased aggression. 
_ In Boston’s neighborhoods affected by the redirection and 
_ new traffic which will result from this project, decreased 

_ learning and increased aggression are issues of concern 


_ which should also be addressed. 


_ recommends that Massport, the US Transportation 

_ Department and the FAA commission the appropriate 

_ studies that will document whether or not there are real 
_ health impacts on affected Boston neighborhoods 


Response 


_ Refer to response ‘to Comment 37.94. 


' and consumers. Without appealing alternative options, more 


_ Refer to response to Comment 37.102. 


_ Improvements Planning Project, DEIR/DEIS, have not taken 
_ Status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
_ comparable public health reports were not available from the 
- Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 

_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to 

_ Logan Airport. 


_ Refer to Section 5.2.4 and Section 5.4. 
_ DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the federal threshold for noise 
_ compatibility standards for residential land uses and the state 
_ and federal air quality standards. Also, refer to Section 6.2 
_ and Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ discussion of the noise and air quality impacts, respectively, 
_ of the Preferred Alternative relative to federal and state 

; standards. 


The DEIR/DEIS claims that environmental impacts resulting : 


The DEIR/DEIS proposes to use soundproofing to mitigate 


..There is no acknowledgement 


The BPHC (Boston Public Health Commission) strongly 


efer to section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


» The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
_ to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 


Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 


Sound ins insulation i is: a a widely. accepted and popular form of noise 
_ mitigation. Neither Massport nor the FAA is aware of secondary 
_ impacts that would alter the recommended practice. 


efe is no consensus of these effects within the 


- scientific community. Massport will continue its attempts to 


reduce instances of highest noise exposure first. The 


_ greatest benefit of Runway 14/32 would be the reduction of 
_ noise to those most impacted by noise. It would shift 

_ 75,000 flights over water, while reducing total number of 
nighttime flights. 


Refer to response to Comment 37.15. 


_ associated with the proposed Logan project. : 
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Code 


37. 7.113 Regional 
: | Taneportation 


“37.115 
_ Transportation 


37.116 


374 


Review 
_ Process 


Topic 1 


Regional 


Transportation 


Regional 


as _ a 
/ Need 


Topic 2 2 


Regional 


Airports 


| Panel 


“Regional — 
_ Airports 


- raree| es 
_ Airports 


i ae eee 


- There needs to bea ‘regional approach to ‘resolving the 

_ current problems at Logan Airport. We firmly believe that the 
_ solution to these problems cannot be solved solely by 

_ improving conditions only at Logan. ... 
_ State and Federal governments have the obligation to devise 
_ a strategy to encourage and to ensure that a much higher 

_ percentage of the burden at Logan is relieved by regional 

_ commercial airports. 


Comment 


_and economic impact of further f expansion at | Logan. 


: “We support the Mayor's suggestion that a regional New ae i 
» England Port Authority be established to implement a 
: regional transportation strategy, replacing the limited focus 


of Massport. 


We are 


We believe that the delay data and analysis used by 

_ Massport to support its proposals, especially the new 

_ Runway 14/32, is highly questionable and overstates the 
_ actual problem. 


‘Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable ie M. Menino 


want to express our support of the proposal of Mayor 

_ Menino that an independent commission, or “blue ribbon 

_ panel” be established to study objectively the opportunities 
_ for regional air traffic improvements and the environmental 


Regional airports offera : highly feasible resource eto attract a a 

_ large proportion of demand from Logan. Manchester and 

_ TF. Green Airports, for example, already are demonstrating 
_ their ability to act as major altematives to Logan ... 
| especially pleased that Massport recently announced plans 
" to take over operations, and eventually ownership, at 

_ Worcester Municipal Airport. This is a first step in the right 

' direction to develop a regional solution to Logan’s capacity 
_ and delay problems. In the meantime, we strongly urge 

' Massport to put the same energy in promoting and 

' developing the use of Worcester as an alternative to Logan 
as it has in developing the Airside Improvements Project. 


The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the _ 

_ most delay-prone airports in the United States. 

_ Logan Airport's estimated annual delay hours are over 

__ five times the FAA’s threshold of 20,000 hours for a 

_ severely delayed airport. The FAA Technical Center simulated 
_ Logan Airport operations in 1992 and estimated that when 
"activity reached 504,000 annual operations, total delay would 

- exceed 260,000 hours per year. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 

_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29 M Low Fleet 

_ scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the 

_ FAA Technical Center delay estimates with those of the 

_ Airside Project modeling. The FAA has concluded that the 

_ Airside Project delays represent “a plausible and conservative 
_ estimate”. 


_Response- 


_ Since 1990, there have been several studies that have 

_ recommended regional initiatives to improve the efficiency of 
_ the region’s inter-city transportation network. These studies 
In our opinion, both the 


reflect the cooperation of federal, state and 


- local transportation agencies and stakeholders. Section 2.9 of | 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes relevant regional 

_ planning studies and their conclusions. All studies have 

- concluded that the Proposed Runway 14/32 and the other 

_ airside improvement projects at Logan Airport, along with 

_ Increased use of the regional airports, including 

__T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
_ airports, and high-speed rail services, are necessary for 

_ accommodating the region’s future inter-city air travel 

_ demand. Refer to discussion of the role of regional 


alternatives and steps Massport has taken to foster increased 


_ use of these alternatives in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 


DEIS/FEIR. 
Refer to response to ‘Comment 37. a 


This is a matter for the United States Congress and individual 
state legislatures. i 


Massport considers Logan Airport tobe part ofa 


_ regional system of airports that includes the 


T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 


_ Manchester airports. Service developments and 

_ increased traffic at these airports are a component of the 
_ region's long-term strategy to accommodate passengers and 
_ activity growth. By its agreement to assume 

_ operational responsibility and the eventual ownership of 

_ Worcester Regional Airport, Massport is working to increase 
_ air services at Worcester Regional Airport and its role in 

- accommodating air travel demand generated in communities 
_ west of I-95 and I-495. Greater use of the regional airports 

_ will relieve traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but will 

— not eliminate t the need for the Airside Project. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code Topic 1 


37.118 Delay 


Topic 2 


Comment 


_ Model 
i _ several reasons. First Massport chose to develop its own 

_ model. Further, Massport based its model on data from 

_ 1993, a peak year for delay at Logan, rather than averaging 

_ several years of data. ... FAA statistics on delay at Logan 

_ since 1993 have indicated an approximate 19 percent 

_ decrease in delays between 1993 and 1998, ... In sum, we 

| feel that the data and methodology used by Massport to 

_ calculate existing and future delay do not realistically portray 
_ the normal operation of a major U.S. airport and overstate a 
_ problem in order to support a pre-conceived program of 

_ airside improvements. 


_ Studies 


_ Prior to the construction of the proposed improv 
: recommend that Massport conduct a Federal Aviation 

_ Regulations (FAR) part 150 noise compatibility study, which 
: would set forth measures to be taken by Massport to reduce 
_ incompatibility in land uses and prevent additional 

_ incompatible land uses in the vicinity of Logan Airport. 

A Part 150 study, in tum, would trigger an FAR part 161 

_ study for a program of noise abatement and restriction, 

| which could provide for a voluntary control of the number of 
' flights to Logan through agreements between Massport and 
_ the airlines serving the airport. 


, WE 


37.119 : Noise 


We believe that limiting or restricting uncontrolled growth of 
| operations at Logan is imperative and could serve as an 


_ Construction 
| Alternatives 
: : flight delays. ... Eliminating or consolidating flights to 

_ provide higher load factors than presently exist would, in 

_ tur, not only reduce the number of operations and 

_ maximize airline revenue, but also result in delay reduction. 


_ We feel that a fair and equitable distribution of aircraft 
operations can be achieved through alternative measures 
_ and without the construction of a new runway. We 

| recommend that Massport officials work with FAA tower 

_ personnel to examine the PRAS program to determine 

_ whether there may be changes to the program that would 
result in a superior noise abatement policy to that currently 
- inplace. 


We believe that Massport’s analysis basically is flawed for / 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR to account for truly unique aspects of 
_ this project. For example, no other airport in the world has a 
_ runway advisory system as sophisticated as PRAS; no other 

| airport in the world has adapted an existing noise prediction 

" model to account for over-water sound propagation (to the 

_ extent it is a problem at other locations, it has been ignored); 

_ and no other airport in the world has addressed the noise from 
aircraft taxi movements in as comprehensive a manner as this. 

_ The FAA and Massport believe the resulting analyses 

_ presented in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR are 

_ thus more informative than they would be using only standard 
_ models. Separately, the existing environment has been updated 


_ measures over the years and continues to pursue a variety of 
_ innovative solutions to its noise problems. Massport has no 
_ authority to direct land use outside Logan Airport's boundaries. 


_ The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
_ the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 

- environmentally responsible manner. 

_ Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would also give the controllers 

_ considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 

_ achievement of PRAS goals, and redirect many flights to 

_ overwater routes. During very high demand periods, the 

_ controllers currently have little or no flexibility for 

_ runway selection. The addition of Runway 14/32 would be the 
_ Single most important mechanism to achieve 


SUPPLEMENTAL Drart EIS/FINAL EIR 


DEIS/FEIR to reflect 1998 operations. 
lassport has implemented numerous noise mitigation 


Part 150 study does not necessarily trigger a 


_ Part 161 study. Massport has implemented numerous noise 
_ mitigation measures over the years and continues to pursue a 
__ variety of innovative solutions to its noise problems. 


ederal constitutional provisions, federal aviation statutes and ; 


_ regulations, and contractual provisions related to 
_ alternative means to reduce the current and projected future _ 


Federal Airport Improvement Program grants prevent 


_ Massport from any control over airline rates, routes, and 
_ schedules. Congress has specifically forbidden 
_ airport operators from exercising any discriminatory action 


gainst any class of airport users. Major factors in 


_ airline competition are frequency of service and number of 
_ Markets served, and Massport has no ability to force airlines 
_ to consolidate or eliminate flights to influence load factor or 


ircraft size. 


equitable geographic distribution of aircraft operations. 


_ Massport and the FAA are committed to the PRAS system 
and have been making improvements since 1982. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic2 — 
37.12 


Runway 14/32, 
_ Peak Period =. and 3) [oJnly under the 37.5 million Low Fleet scenario, 
| Pricing : where non-jet, commuter operations represent a smaller 
"share of the fleet serving Logan, would construction of 


Alternatives 


_ aHigh Fleet scenario develops at Logan, the construction of 
_ Runway 14/32 becomes more of a hindrance and is no 
_ longer effective without additional mitigation measures. 


| 37.124 — Regional ~ Regional _ This analysis also points to another problem. Since the High 
: | Transportation Airports _ Fleet assumes a mix with significant regional operations at 
_ Logan, an improvement could only occur if there is a 
_ substantial transfer of the regional operations from Logan to 
" other airports, as we have recommended above. 


_ 37.125 | Noise 

_ noise impacts on many of the greater Boston area 
_ communities, ...Overall, implementation of Runway 14/32 
- would widen the scope of communities exposed to noise 
levels equal to or greater than 65 dB by 2 percent, over the 
_ other alternatives. 


mplementation of Runway 14/32 will result in substantial 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


"Table 4.5-3 in the DEIS shows that the reduction in annual 


_ delay hours under the 29 M Low Fleet, 37.5 M Low Fleet, and 
_ 29M High Feet scenarios would be greater with Runway 14/32 
_ than with PPP. Under the 37.5 M and 45 M High Fleet 
_ Runway 14/32 alleviate a greater share of the delay. Thus, if 


scenarios, PPP provides a greater delay reduction 


_ (Altemative 1A compared Altemative 3) but the percentage : 
_ delay reduction with the new runway is greater than under each i 
_ of the Low Fleet scenarios. The results demonstrate that 
' Runway 14/32 would provide benefits under all the 

_ future forecasts, while the PPP benefits are much more 
"significant under the High Fleet scenarios than under the 

_ Low Fleet scenarios. The results for the new 37.5 M High 

_ Regional Jet Fleet in Table 4.7-2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR are similar to those of the Low Fleet scenarios in 

_ terms of the relative benefits of the altematives. Recent history 
_ Suggests that the Low Fleet forecasts seem to represent the : 
_ more likely future scenario. If future conditions do trend towards 
_ the High Fleet scenarios, the new runway would still provide 
| major delay reductions, and the addition of PPP would further 

_ help to reduce delays. This is because the runway would 

_ primarily address northwest wind delays; while PPP addresses 
_ airline overscheduling with flight cancellations. Additional 


_ The fleet forecasts address a wide range of scenarios, 


_ analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 the Supplemental 


DEIS/FEIR. 


_ the High Fleet results seem less probable given current 

_ conditions. However, this does not affect the benefits of the 
_ proposed runway. Runway 14/32 would reduce delays by at 
_ least 27 percent under any of the fleet conditions. In all 

_ cases, the delay reduction benefits of the runway would be 

_ clearly substantial. 


_ Regional carriers are not likely to shift operations to 
"regional airports because doing so would likely reduce 

_ on-board passengers and the economic viability of the 

_ service. Regional carriers at Logan Airport carry a significant 
- number of local passengers traveling to the City of Boston 

_ and passengers connecting to other flights at Logan Airport 

» that are not available from the regional airports. For example, _ 
"service to Manchester Airport would not be a viable 
"alternative for a Provincetown passenger traveling to a 

_ location in downtown Boston. Likewise, regional service to 
_T.F. Green/Providence Airport would not be attractive toa 

_ Bangor passenger trying to reach Denver, since there are no 


nonstop services between Providence and Denver. Additional 


_ analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR 


~ Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not resutin. 


_ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 

_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

' most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 

_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 

_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


_ Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Topic 2 


Comment 
ltematives Runway 14/32 


Response 

tis our understanding that Massport will not agree to any —~Refer to Section 8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR Draft 
legally binding agreement to maintain the unidirectionality of | Section 61 Findings, and the discussion in Section 8.5 of the 
his runway in perpetuity. _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR regarding enforcement of 

| unidirectionality of Runway 14/32. 


Alternatives Runway 14/32 


_ Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would be principally used by 
would use Runway 14/32. ... It appears that Massport _ regional non-jets, general aviation and small jet aircraft 
intends greater use of Runway 14/32 forlargerjets thanit capable of landing or taking off in 5,000 feet. Appendix E of 
as presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, having categorized the _the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR contains the fleet mix for 
runway as essentially a commuter runway. _ each scenario. Design Category C-III indicates the highest 
_ approach speed and widest wingspan of the aircraft to use 


_ the runway. Approach Category C includes those with speeds 
_ from 121 to 140 knots; Design Group Il! designates 
_ wingspans from 79 to 117 feet. Several of the general 

_ aviation and commuter aircraft have approach speeds or 

_ wingspans in these ranges. 


Ithough according to Massport the maximum available The availability of unidirectional Runway 14/32 would provide 
- Capacity is 120 operations per hour (with a 3-runway _ athird runway for use during northwest wind conditions. The 
_ configuration), this capacity is available only about 80% of runway will not increase the airfield’s normal operating 

| the year. With Runway 14/32, actual capacity, and thus the capacity of 120 operations per hour and will not generate 

' number of operations, would increase to more closely _ additional aircraft operations. 

_ approach 100% use. 


le seriously question the safety of proposing a taxiway Refer to response to Comment 37.69. 
_ between two busy runways, which we believe couldbea 
_ problem for a pilot who, on approach to either runway, is not : 
_ familiar with Logan Airport or when there is extremely low 
isibility. 

- Taxiway : Since neither the FAA nor Massport would agree to limit the | The taxiway improvem igned to imp 
_ Improvements number of aircraft which could use the Centerfield Taxiway, — ground movement efficiency and safety, and to reduce taxiing 
_ the number of aircraft which could approach this end of the delays; thereby reducing associated noise and emissions. 

_ airport would be very high, and would be added to those _ When using Runways 22U/R for departures, the Centerfield 


Taxiway 
_ Improvements 


37.130 Alternatives | 


: aircraft using Taxiway November....Since _ Taxiway would provide an alternate taxi route for Runway 22L 
' Taxiway November is 3,800 feet in length, the number of departures to bypass the queue for Runway 22R, thereby : 
aircraft requesting permission to use the _ reducing taxiway congestion and associated noise and 

_ Centerfield Taxiway could nearly triple. With a large number — emissions. Runway 22L departures represent less than 

_ of aircraft using the Centerfield Taxiway, there obviously _ ten percent of the total departures. Under existing conditions, 

_ would be a substantial increase in noise, air pollution, and _ aircraft needing to depart on Runway 22L (typically heavy 

_ odor impacts on the Bayswater section of East Boston, » jets, such as 747s with long takeoff distance requirements) 

_ which is located opposite the proposed alignment of this _ must wait in the queue on Taxiway November with aircraft 

_ taxiway. These impacts especially would occur during the departing on Runway 22R. With the Centerfield Taxiway, 

_ summer months, when southwesterly winds are the most —_ aircraft departing on Runway 22L could depart quickly after 

_ common in Boston. Accordingly, we would seriously reaching the runway end, and the number of aircraft queuing 

_ question Massport's claim to air quality and noise benefits of | on Taxiway November should decline. Also, the aircraft on 

_ constructing the Centerfield Taxiway. _ the Taxiway November should be smaller, implying 


_ lower noise and air quality emissions. With the addition of 
_ Runway 14/32, use of Runways 22R and 22L for departures 


_ would decline. 
— 87.131 Alternatives _ Reduced Since arrival is the most difficult and challenging portion ofa _— Reduced landing minimums provide for a safer approach by 
i : - Approach : flight, our safety concems are based on the premise that the — providing precision guidance at lower altitudes, and thus a 
_ Minimums : poor weather conditions and reduced visibility, which would safer approach. The reduced landing minimums do not 
: trigger the use of these lower landing minima, would only change the approach path nor reduce the clearance between 
serve to exacerbate a pilot’s workload during the landing -—_iircraft and the surface. Rather, they shift the location at 
» procedure. With the high number of residents living in close — which a missed approach decision is initiated closer to the 
proximity to the touchdown points of these runways, we _ airport. For Runways 27 and 22L, the reduced minimums will 
believe that lowering the safety standards would leave __ make the approach procedures flown by pilots more : 
_ these residents in peril and could result in a tragedy at any consistent with FAA standards in effect at most other airports. 
time... _ Reduced landing minimums will increase airfield safety by 


_ allowing operations more directly into the prevailing wind and 
_ will help improve PRAS goal achievement. : 


Letter 36: City of Boston, Honorable Mayor Thomas M. Menino 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
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Code _Topic 1 


Comment 
_ 97. 132 _ Altematives 


We disagree with FAA’s assertion that lowering the landing 
| minima would result in noise benefits for the residents living 
_ under the approach paths to the subject runways. ... 

_ Lowering the landing minima potentially could result in 

| greater use of these runways during poor weather 

_ conditions, exposing nearby residents to greater noise 

_ levels and more frequent disturbances than they currently 
"experience. 


_ Approach 
/ Minimums 


_ Altematives 


_ Anumber of taxiway improvements also are proposed...in 
| order to reduce taxiway congestion, enhance airfield safety 
| and facilitate operating efficiencies. ... Since these 

| improvements are designed to enhance airfield safety by 

_ eliminating confusing or problematic alignments and 
intersections, we support their implementation at this time. 


| Taxiway 
_ Improvements 


_ Peak Period 


_ Massport has eliminated [peak period pricing] based on a 
_ Pricing 


© claim that airline over-scheduling is not currently a problem 
"at Logan...and is not projected to be a problem in the near 
' future... We do not agree with these conclusions, 

: particularly since the Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges that 

_ under long-term High Fleet scenarios “peak period pricing 

' could provide meaningful delay benefits by reducing airline 
» over-scheduling that emerges as a contributor to Logan 
delays within these flights” (emphasis s added). 


: Page 5-34 ‘(top paragraph) — One could question the use of | 
' modeled runway use rather than actual effective runway 

: usage in the noise analysis; does this not distort the 

| analysis? 


37.134 _ Alternatives 


_ 37.136 Ecosystems Rare Species 
: H : _ displace the nesting sites of the upland sandpiper, a State- 
_ listed endangered species. The Massport mitigation plan 
| proposes to relocate these birds off-site to Cape Cod. One 
- could question whether a more local site would be more 


i : appropriate. 
37.137 Noise 


| Impacts a Page 6-43 (Tables 6.2- 14 and 6.2- 15) - The differences 
: between altematives are not significant or are imperceptible. 
(Similarly with Tables 6.2-22 to 6.2-29) 
37.138 | Air Quality | Page 6-82 — 6-83 (Tables 6.3-10 -6.3-14) - The air quality 
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: The only way to estimate future noise impacts is by modeling 
the airfield operations and runway use. The 

_ Same assumptions used in analyzing the future scenarios : 
_ were also applied to the analysis for 1993 to demonstrate the 


age 5-61 — Construction of the Centerfield Taxiway will 


differences among the altematives is not significant. 


Response 


With the proposed reduced mit minimums, ‘the percentage of 


equivalent jet arrival operations would decrease by 

0.4 percent on Runway 4 and increase by 0.2 percent on 
Runway 15 and 0.1 percent on Runway 22L. These 

small increases in arrival operations would not have a 
measurable effect on the Day-Night Sound Levels under the 


_ approaches. Additionally, most of the neighborhoods now 
_ exposed to the higher noise levels from power-up would 
_ experience reductions up to 10 dB because the proposed 
_ reduced minimums would shift the location of the missed 
_ approach decision toward the airport beyond most of the 


ighbors. 


Comment noted. 


Refer to response to Comment 37.26. 


effects. The discussion on page 5-34 of the Airside Project 


_ Draft EIS/EIR points out the two main differences: (1) runway 
_ use in the model is based on the best attempt to meet PRAS_ 
_ goals; (2) year-to-year weather variations are smoothed out 

_ by averaging across ten years of Logan Airport weather 

_ observations. The 1993 analysis depicts what would have 

- occurred if the Enhanced PRAS had been installed and its 

_ recommendations followed that year, and if the weather in 

- 1993 had been the same as the average for 1981-90. 


- Refer to response to ‘Comment 37. 53. 


Typically, changes in Day-Night Sound Levels of 0 to 2 dB may 
_ be perceived and changes of 2 to 5 dB are generally perceived, 


while changes of more than 5 dB are likely to cause a change 


_ in community reaction. By these guidelines, differences 


between alternatives may be perceived as small, but they occur 


- at the highest exposure levels existing around Logan Airport 
__and are therefore important to mitigate. 


_ No alternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Alternative 
_ Shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ Reuse/ age 6-100 (Table 6.6-1) - There are errors inthe mean for _ There is no error between the two tables. The mean values 
_ Disposal rsenic, chromium, and lead (see Table 5.6-2, Page 5-74). —_for the referenced parameters differ only as a result of 
rounding. The two Governors Island soil characterization 


— Options 
_ tables are not repeated in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR since _ 
_ that material will be removed from the airfield, as part ofan 
_ unrelated project, before initiation of any Airside Project 

_ construction. Section 5.7.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
describes that action. 


age 6-117 (Nighttime Construction) — Nighttime construction _ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes an analysis 
is scheduled for Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway, " nighttime construction noise in potentially affected residential 
_ Taxiway November, and possibly elsewhere. The impacton _ areas. All increases in noise associated with construction of 
the adjacent East Boston community (Jeffries Point, etc.) _ the Preferred Alternative improvements are less than 5 dB, 

_ needs to be addressed (should construction proceed). _ the Federal standard for a finding of “no impact”. Refer to 

: Section 6. 9. 4 of the : Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


- Construction : Page 123 - - Barging, rather than trucking, should be : The number of construction vehicles for the Airsi 
_ considered for the removal of earth from the airport (also, has been reduced as a result of the reduction in the amount 
_ barging in soil and construction materials) to reduce _ of soil material that will need to be removed from the airport. 
_ construction vehicle traffic. _ These construction vehicles represent less than 0.2 percent 


_ Of the total traffic volume of the regional highway system. All 

_ contractors will be required to use designated truck routes. 

_ Barging of materials would not be practical since : 

_ disposal locations for the excavated soil material and existing 

- asphalt to be removed from the site, as well as the sources of - 
paving materials to be brought on-site, will vary and are 
unlikely to be near coastal waters. 


is Figure is incorrect (actually it | The correct data for this figure can be found in Table 4.5-1 on — 
Page 4-29 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 
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Boston City Councillor 


April 26, 1999 


Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary LETTER 38 


Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" floor ak 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand: 
I am writing to strongly oppose Massport’s 14/32 Runway Expansion Proposal. 


Massport and the FAA has argued that annual mean levels of carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, 


compliance with Executive Order 12898. The Commonwealth appears to have no guidance or 
environmental justice Policy, which parallels the Federal Executive Order. However, if your office finds 
the Logan Expansion adequate, since Massponrt receives Federal funding, you and your agencies will 
knowingly violate Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 


I believe that the additional burden of any expansion should be equitably distributed and Massport’s are 
not. It is clear that if we build the new runway, we are going to increase traffic on Tunway 27. Massport 
has failed to offer mitigations to any burdens that may be placed on community residents in Dorchester. 
Roxbury, Mattapan, East Boston, the South End, Chelsea, Winthrop and Somerville. 


Massport representatives have avoided discussing the failure of their project report to comply with the 
Frvironmental Justice’s Executive Order and the adverse health additional pollution that a new runway 
may impose on low-income Boston residents. They only focus on improving tourism and business travel in 
Boston. We are put in the Position of looking as though this is not an either/or decision. From a political 
and environmental perspective, it should be both. 


Region I alternatives to the Massport plan, such as Providing incentives to attract air traffic away from 
Logan Airport to Worcester. Providence, RI, and Manchester New Hampshire, require further analysis. 


Sinctrely, 
Te, i 
A : la : a FL €e 


Charles C. Yanc V 
Boston City Councillor 
President, National Bldck Caucus 0 Ae 


Charles C. Yancey. 
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_ dustice 


Letter 38: City of Boston, Boston City Councillor Charles Yancey 


Letter 38 
City of Boston 


Boston City Councillor Charles Yancey 


Comment 


_ ambient contaminants will disparately impact the 

_ predominately low-income neighborhoods of Boston. While 
_ these impacts have been acknowledged in Chapter 6 of the 
_ Draft Environmental Report/Statement (DEIR/DEIS), a 

_ regulatory loophole allows Massport not to provide 

_ soundproofing within the 65 decibel contour and other 

_ mitigation to residential property which do not comply with 
building code. The Massport expansion and the regulatory 
loophole are discriminatory. Low income property owners 

_ frequently do not have the means to bring their property up 
- tocode. 


_ ...DJetailed analytic data reveal that cumulative noise and Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have _ 
_ been reported in Logan Airport’s various GEIRs and : 
_ Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 


- locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 


Response 


modification of source levels to better account for over-water 
sound propagation and apparent use of higher engine power 


_ Settings than are normally assumed in the noise model's 
_ database (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 


Annual Update). In 1998, differences between measured and 
modeled noise became even less when Massport upgraded its 
monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 
aircraft -- a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 


_ levels predicted by the noise model. At sites having exposure 


levels of 60 dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring 


_ system brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 

_ 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 

_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR)). Massport continues to 

_ investigate possible causes for remaining differences (suchas 
_ from hill effects) and continues to pursue FAA approval of noise 
_ model adjustments that would permit expansion of its sound : 


insulation program to include the effects of terrain. 


_ Nevertheless, Massport continues to believe that the FAA’s 

_ INM noise model used in the Airside Project noise analyses 
"accurately represents expected noise exposure. 

_ Noise was found to be the only adverse impact from the 

_ Preferred Alternative with the potential for Environmental 

_ dustice impacts. Additional demographic analysis of the noise- 

_ affected areas was conducted to determine if minority and/or 

_ low-income populations would be disproportionately affected. 

_ This analysis found that there is no high and adverse 
disproportionate impact caused by the Preferred Alternative. : 
_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income or 
_ minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is minority, 

_ compared to the Suffolk County minority population of 


38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within the 


_ 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Altemative has a 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour associated 
_ with the Preferred Alternative includes a predominately 
Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is predicted under : 
_ worst case assumptions to experience an increase of 0.6dB or . 
_ less. Under FAA standards, this change is not a significant i 
_ adverse impact. The minority and low-income populations in 
_ South Boston and East Boston affected by the Preferred 
_ Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are almost identical to the 
_ No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL contour for the 
_ Preferred Alternative does not extend into Jamaica Plain, 
_ Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the increased noise 
_ within the 65 dB DNL contour will be provided to affected 
- communities in the form of residential sound insulation. 


38.3 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


| Itis clear that if we build the new runway, we are going to 
_ Justice : _ increase traffic on runway 27. Massport has failed to offer 
: : _ mitigations to any burdens that may be placed on 
_ community residents in Dorchester, Roxbury, Mattapan, 
_ East Boston, the South End, Chelsea, Winthrop and 
_ Somerville. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR indicates that the - : 
_ Preferred Alternative would promote runway use ina manner 
_ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The PRAS 
_ goals were established after community input in the 1980s. : 
_ The goal of PRAS was to distribute noise equitably, based on — 
_ demographic considerations. : 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ Chapter 8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes 


Massport’s proposed project-specific mitigation program 
associated with the Preferred Alternative including: 


_ Runway 14/32 would be designed, constructed, and operated 
_ to handle over-water operations only (unidirectional). 
_ Massport would seek to construct Runway 14/32 to reflect 
_ unidirectional use. 


_ To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding 
_ is available, the proposed sound insulation program will 
"include: (i) not only all residences that fall within the 
_ Preferred Alternative's 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour 
_ when compared to the Airside Project's 

_ No Action Alternative’s 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level 

» contour, and also (ii) Massport and the FAA will continue to 
_ sound insulate and work to complete the current 2-year 

_ sound insulation program as presented in the Logan Airport 
_ 1999 ESPR. For the eligible residences, the FAA will fund 

_ building code upgrades, to the extent necessary, to 

_ implement sound insulation improvements. 


_ Section 2.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses 

_ passenger and activity growth at the regional airports and 
their effect on Logan Airport’s projected passenger and 
activity levels. With regard to ridership projections on 

_ Amtrak's high-speed rail, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 


described in detail the best current information. No updated 


projections are available. Refer to Appendix B for Amtrak’s ; 
_ letter stating that no revised ridership estimates are available. 


_ No altematives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Alternative 
_ shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 


The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) reports on 
_ Massport’s Alternative Fuels Vehicle program and on 


Regional Region | alternatives to the Massport plan, such as 

_ Transportation — Airports _ providing incentives to attract air traffic away from 

i _ Logan Airport to Worcester, Providence, Rl, and 

_ Manchester, New Hampshire, require further analysis. 


_ Massport’s efforts to encourage the use of alternative fuel 
_ vehicles. 


Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 


_ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
_ Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that 
_ service development and increased passenger traffic at these 


_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 

_ strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 
_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
_ analysis supports the conclusion that greater use of the 
_ regional airports will provide passengers within the service 

_ area of such airports with a viable alternative to 

_ Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport’s primary 
_ Service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 

_ regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 

| projects at Logan Airport. 


‘Letter 38: City of Boston, Boston City Councillor Charles Yancey 


PARKED shortesitiae 


Paul J. Scapicchio ll Boston City Council 

District 1 

New City Hall * One City Hall Square « Boston, Massachusetts 02201 
617-635-3200 


FAX: 617-635-4203 LETTER 39 


Robert A. Durand 

Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 

100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been 
eliminated. No Discussion of “altematives not considered in the DEIS/DEIR" was 
included. I question whether Massport followed the rules of section 1502.1 and 1502. 14, 
which address alternatives. I have not been informed of "reasonable alternatives, which 


There are many other concems that I have with the document. The airside project 
and the landside projects at Logan Airport are interdependent, and both will increase 
capacity and stimulate demand. Yet, Massport wants you to consider landside and airside 


39.1 


FAA legislation Tequires that airport sponsors conduct a benefit -cost analysis for 
capacity- related airport Projects. The DEIS/DEIR does not indicate such an analysis 
There are also no economic analyses of the noise impacts of the various alternatives. 
Noise related costs and benefits should be addressed in economic analyses of activities 
that result in increases or decreases in aircraft noise. 


Furthermore, I have concems with Massport's guarantee of unidirectional use of 
Tunway 14/32. It is clear to me that this commitment is reversible. Massport also reports 
that the proposed Tunway will be used only by regional and commuter aircraft. However, 
large jets such as Boeing 737,s, MDC DC-9's, and Airbus A-320's are allowed to use the 
runway and surely will use it. 


There are unaddressed questions dealing with adverse air quality impacts 
associated with construction of Tunway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway. The 


In summary, I must restate my Opposition to the Logan Airside Improvements 
Project and ask that you judge the DEIS/DEIR to be inadequate and removed from 


as options. 
Thank you for your consideration to this important matter, 
Sincerely 


Paul Scapicchio 
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Letter 39 
City of Boston 
Boston City Councillor Paul J. Scapicchio 


Code = Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ Environmental © NEPA __...My objection to Massport lack of improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
: Review | reasonable alternatives considered in the document as is _ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan 
_ Process _ required by the National Environmental Policy Act. This Act _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan : 
| requires the DEIS/DEIR to “rigorously explore and _ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study | 
_ objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for _ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 
__altematives which were eliminated from detailed study, _ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 
_ briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated. _ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 
_ No Discussion of “alternatives not considered in the _ numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
_ DEIS/DEIR' was included. | question whether Massport _ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 
followed the rules of section 1502.1 and 1502.14, which __ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 
| address alternatives. _ fecommended several improvement concepts, including 


_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other : 
_ Studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan — 
_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995. Based on 

_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected andthe 
_ most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives — 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
"alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 

_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 

_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 

_ that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 

_ provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 
ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Sia Se ae ia z. 


The Airside Project and the landside projects at —=—=—=—=—S«CEnvironmentall and health issues within the City of Chelsea 
_ Impacts Improvements Logan Airport are interdependent, and both will increase _ were considered in an effort to assess other cumulative or 
: i _ Capacity and stimulate demand...The cumulative impacts of multiple adverse exposures. Refer to Section 6.8.6 of the 


_ these projects are immense and must be taken into _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional information. 
(CCO! : 


_ Massp ese impacts while overstating the Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ delay problems at Logan by using its own model instead of __ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 
_ using the FAA approved SIMMOD model for the airport _ Section 1.4 and Appendix C include a description of FAA and 
simulation. _ U.S. DOT delay measures and their limitations, an 


_ explanation of computer models for estimating flight delays, 
and historical data on delays at Logan Airport and other major _ 

_ United States airports. The methodology used for the 

_ Airside Project includes the effects of constraints at 

_ Logan Airport, and produces lower delay estimates than FAA 
modeling. The FAA approved all the models, which have 

_ been validated in previously published studies of 

- Logan Airport. 


Letter 39: City of Boston, Boston City Councillor Paul J. Scapicchio 


BERRY, 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 A 


Comment 
394 ~~ Delay 


_ No data is presented to show recent improvement due to 

_ the availability of Enhanced PRAS (EPRAS). In actuality, 

_ FAA data on delays shows that the delay situation at Logan 
_ has improved since 1993 and is holding steady. The FAA 

_ reported delay for 1998 was 18% lower than 1993 levels. 

_ This is not reflected in the DEIS/DEIR. 


39.5 Environmental =NEPA/FAA —_ FAA legislation requires that airport sponsors conduct a 
i _ Review i _ benefit-cost analysis for capacity-related airport projects. 
| Process i _ The DEIS/DEIR does not indicate such an analysis [was 
i : _ completed]. There are also no economic analyses of the 
_ Noise impacts of the various alternatives. Noise related 
_ costs and benefits should be addressed in economic 


- aircraft noise. 


"The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e, all 
aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 

' Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 

_ the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 

_ approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 

_ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
_ such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
_ to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves _ 
_ physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional 
_ requirements of that improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel 

_ and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is within 

_ 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the Hyatt Hotel 
_ and Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach 

_ Surface glide slope requirements, thereby precluding arrivals 
_ from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor limiting 

_ westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available 
' facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 

_ maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 

_ operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 

_ reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 

_ has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 

_ Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. We anticipate that 

_ any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 
_ unidirectional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. 


Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


contains a discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay 


_ measures and historical data, along with comparisons of 

_ Logan Airport with other United States airports. The delay 
_ situation is not at equilibrium. FAA Opsnet delays at 

_ Logan Airport peaked in 1993, declined for two years and are | 
_ ising again. Arrival delays, which would be-directly affected 
_ by Runway 14/32, have risen steadily since 1994. In fact, 


_ Logan Airport is the second most delayed airport in the nation 
_ for arrivals. 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 


' DEIS/FEIR respond to federal and state scoping directives 
- and applicable FAA environmental orders and all other NEPA _ 
_ and MEPA requirements, and provide appropriate analytical 


_ content for assessing alternatives. 


i rae ae so According to 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact : 
_ analyses of activities that result in increases or decreases in Statements Regarding Cost-Benefit analysis “ for purposes of _ 


- complying with the act, the weighing of the merit and 


drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be displayed 


_ ina monetary cost-benefit analysis...” 


Letter 39: City of Boston, Boston City Councillor Paul J. Scapicchio 
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39.7 


Construction 
Period 


-Mitgation 


_ Furthermore, | have concems with Massport's guarantee of 
_ unidirectional use of Runway 14/32. It is clear to me that this 
' commitment is reversible. Massport also reports that the 
| proposed runway will be used only by regional and 
_ commuter aircraft. However, large jets such as 
: Boeing 737s, MDC DC-9s, and Airbus A-320's are allowed 
» to use the runway and surely will use it. 


_ There are unaddressed questions dealing with adverse air 
© quality impacts associated with construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway. The 

_ DEIS/DEIR does not sufficiently explore the odor impacts or 
_ the dust problems due to construction of the runway. The 

_ proposed airside improvements provide minimal long-term 
air quality benefits. 


Comment 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Response 


The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental _ 
DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all : 


_ aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 

_ Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 

_ the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 
"approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
- allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 

_ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
_ such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
_ to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 


| Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
_ physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional 
_ requirements of that improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel 

_ and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is within 

_ 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the Hyatt Hotel 

_ and Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach 

_ Surface glide slope requirements, thereby precluding arrivals 

_ from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor limiting 

_ westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available 

_ facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 

_ maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 

_ operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 

_ Teinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 
_ has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 


Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. We anticipate that 


_ any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 
_ unidirectional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. 


_ Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would be principally used by 

_ tegional non-jets, general aviation and small jet aircraft 

_ capable of landing or taking off in 5,000 feet. Appendix E of 

_ the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR contains the fleet mix for 

_ each scenario. Design Category C-IIl indicates the highest 

_ approach speed and widest wingspan of the aircrafttouse 
_ the runway. Approach Category C includes those with speeds _ 
_ from 121 to 140 knots; Design Group Ill designates 
_ wingspans from 79 to 117 feet. Several of the general 

_ aviation and commuter aircraft have approach speeds or 


ges. 


quire contractors to retrofit their heavy 


Pp 


_ construction equipment with advanced pollution control 

_ devices in accordance with DEP’s Clean Air Construction 

_ Initiative. Contractor owned equipment, such as 

front-end loaders, backhoes, cranes and excavators, will be 
retrofitted with oxidation catalysts to filter and break down 

_ hydrocarbons, particulate matter and carbon dioxide from 

_ diesel emissions. Refer to Section 6.9.4 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of air quality mitigation 

_ Measures during the construction period. 


As stated in Section 6.9.4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
_ Massport is committed to implementing the Clean Air 
_ Construction Initiative in cooperation with MADEP and 
' Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management 
_ (NESCAUM). Furthermore, construction will conform to 
_ FAA AC 150/5370-10A, Standards for Specifying Construction 
__ of Airports. 


_ Construction-period air quality impact mitigation will include the 
_ steps specified in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370-10A, 

_ Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports. These and 

_ other measures are listed in Section 8.5.2 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FE 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Comment Response 

_ The Jeffries Point Neighborhood will be adversely impacted — One-hour VOC concentrations (used as an indicator of odor) 

» by odor from takeoffs. _ increase only slightly at Jeffries Point with the 

: _ Preferred Alternative, when compared to the 
_ No Action Alternative. The predicted increase is so small that 
_ changes in odor will remain imperceptible, as measured against 
_ the No Action Altemative. Concentrations decrease at all other 
_ receptors with the Preferred Altemative. 


BARNSTABLE MUNICIPAL AIRPORT-----= 


BOARDMAN-POLANDO FIELD 
480 BARNSTABLE ROAD, 2ND FLOOR 
HYANNIS, MASSACHUSETTS 02601 

) 775-2020 


rake (08) 775-0453 LETTER i) 


The members of the Barnstable Municipal Airport Commission would like to 
express their support for the construction of runways 14-32 at Logan 
International Airport. 


We recognize that many untrue and half-true statements have made 
headlines recently concerning this project. We wish to comment on just 
few of them. 


The first is "NOISE" pollution. This runway cannot possibly generate 

any additional noise, as it is a completely over-the water approach. It 
may in fact reduce the existing noise generated both in the air by AQ | 
circling traffic and on the ground by planes waiting for departure . 
clearance, 


Then there is talk that "DELAYS" at Logan should be controlled by a 

device called "PEAK PERIOD PRICING." This policy would increase landing 40)? 
fees for all carriers wishing to use the airport at "Certain" times, : 
when in fact, the problem is not timing but a wind/weather situation 

which can occur at any time. When the wind goes to the Northwest, Logan 
International Airport needs two runways, not one, as is the current 

status. This runway will be a unidirectional runway. For use only when 
the winds make it the safe second runway. 


The residents of Cape Cod rely heavily on our Airport to get them where 
they need to be in an efficient manner. Logan is their departure point 40.3 


"Peak" times, then our residents will choose to be either driven to 

or will drive to the airport themselves. Has the impact of the 
additional vehicular traffic been considered? Will additional parking 
facilities be constructed? 


Cape Cod is not the only area in the state that will be affected. 


We see this runway not as the end of the story, but a first chapter in 
the regionalization Process which is being discussed. Give the airport 
the safety of a second northwest runway, while alternatives for greater 
dispersion of traffic can be explored. 


Please support this construction project. 


Thank you. 


Katherine A, Strojny, Chairman, Barnstable Municipal Airport Commission 
Phillip: Ry. Doherty, Vice Chairman, Clerk 

William Elkins, Commissioner 

Edwin A Gourley, Commissioner 

John A. Lemos, Commissioner 

David A Barber, Commissioner 

John T Griffen, Jr. Commissioner 4/21/99 
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Letter 40 
Town of Barnstable Municipal Airport Commission 
Katherine Stronjy, Chairman 


Response 


‘ay cannot possibly generate any additional noise, | Comment noted. 

' asitis a completely over-the-water approach. It may in fact 
| reduce the existing noise generated both in the air by 

' circling traffic and on the ground by planes waiting for 


departure clearance. : 
40.2 | Alternatives Peak Period __..."PEAK PERIOD PRICING’ ...would increase landing fees The Airside Project Dra’ Supplemental 
_ Pricing | forall carriers wishing to use the airport at ‘Certain’ times, DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 
_ when in fact, the problem is not timing but a windweather © demand management alternative at Logan Airport. Massport 
_ situation which can occur at any time. _ has developed an action plan as described in Section 4.5 of 


_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to address 
_ overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. 


_ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

_ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 

_ services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston | 

_ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport : 
system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 

_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 

_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 

_ air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 

» period surcharge without a material impact on the delay : 

_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 

_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 

_ well as other small communities in New England. : 

The residents of Cape Cod rely heavily on our Airport to get _— Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 


~ Peak Period 


40.3 Alternatives 
: _ Pricing _ them where they need to be in an efficient manner. Loganis _analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
' their departure point of choice. They are still going to go _ Services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 

_ there for their through flights. If air travel is to be restricted (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
_ between Bamstable and Logan during "Peak' times, then system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption _ 
_ our residents will choose to be either driven to or will drive to program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
_ the airport themselves. Has the impact of the additional _ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
_ vehicular traffic been considered? Will additional parking air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
- facilities be constructed? _ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 


_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
_ well as other small communities in New England. 
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OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 


CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 
rAax(nsaecor LETTER 4 
tty/TDD (617) 492-0235 : 
D. MARGARET DRURY ‘DONNA P. LOPEZ 
CITY CLERK DEPUTY CITY CLERK 
April 9, 1999 


Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs : \ 
100 Cambridge Street ‘ 
20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Mr. Durand: 

Pursuant to the request of the Cambridge City Council, I am forwarding to you the 
enclosed resolution submitted by Councillors Kathleen Born and co-sponsored by the entire 
membership. The resolution expresses the Opposition of the City of Cambridge to the 
proposed Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport, and is intended to be considered as part of the 
MEPA comment process. 


As you will note, all members present were unanimous in their support of this 
resolution. 


- Thank you for your attention in this matter. 


Very truly yours, 


D. Margaret Drury 


City Clerk 


DMD/mc 


Enclosure 


CITY HALL, 795 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139 


ccm-tor 


City of Cambridge 


40. 


IN CITY COUNCIL 
April 5, 1999 


COUNCILLOR BORN 
COUNCILLOR DAVIS 

MAYOR DUEHAY 

VICE MAYOR GALLUCCIO 
COUNCILLOR REEVES 
COUNCILLOR RUSSELL 
COUNCILLOR SULLIVAN 
COUNCILLOR TOOMEY 
COUNCILLOR TRIANTAFILLOU 


WHEREAS: The construction of Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport would lead to an intolerable increase in 
noise and pollution for neighboring communities such as Cambridge because of the increased 
volume of flights it would allow; and 


WHEREAS: Its construction would lead to a 300% increase in departures using Runway 33L, which fly over 
Cambridge and Somerville; and 


WHEREAS: The proposed runway is a short-term short-sighted fix to the problem of delays at Logan; 
Massport admits that the delays will return to current levels within five years of the construction 
of Runway 14/32; what is needed is a realistic, long-term, regional aviation plan for New 
England; and 


WHEREAS: There has been a dearth of opportunities for public participation in this issue; Massport has 
refused to come to a meeting of the Cambridge City Council or to schedule its own public 
meeting in Cambridge; now therefore be it 


RESOLVED: That the Cambridge City Council go on record joining the governing bodies of Boston, Chelsea, 
Winthrop and Somerville in opposing this runway because of the negative effects it will have on 
the health and quality of life of our citizens; and be it further 


RESOLVED: That the City Clerk forward a Suitably engrossed copy of this resolution to Robert Durand, 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs, Prior to April 20, 1999, which is the end of the MEPA 


comment period and to John C. Silva, Manager of Environmental Programs for the Federal 
Aviation Administration. 


In City Council April 5, 1999. 
Adopted by the affirmative vote of nine members. 
Attest:- D. Margaret Drury, City Clerk. 


A true copy; 
ATTEST:- 


S) Siler eae aiar 


D. Margaret Drury, City Clerk 


A. 
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Letter 41 


City of Cambridge, City Council 
D. Margaret Drury, City Clerk 


Topic 2 


_ Runway 14/32 


y at Logan Airport would 
' lead to an intolerable increase in noise and pollution for 

_ neighboring communities such as Cambridge because of 
_ the increased volume of flights it would allow. 


The proposed runway is a short-term short-sighted fix to the 
_ problem of delays at Logan; Massport admits that the 

_ delays will return to current levels within five years of the 

_ construction of Runway 14/32; what is needed is a realistic, 
» long-term, regional aviation plan for New England... 


41.2 Alternatives Runway 14/32 


Environmental Public Process _...Massport has refused to come toa meeting of the 
_ Review _ Cambridge City Council or to schedule its own public 
_ Process ~ meeting in Cambridge.... 
414 Alternatives Runway 14/32 ...Cambridge City Council... [opposes] this runway because 


_ of the negative effects it will have on the health and quality 
_ Of life of our citizens... 


Response 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 


_ DEIS/FEIR documents comply with all applicable NEPA and 
_ MEPA requirements. A cost benefit analysis is not required 
_ by federal or state law and would not provide appropriate 

_ context. Cost information mentioned in the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is intended 
| to provide analytic context. 


The emissions inventory and dispersion modeling indicate 
_ better air quality conditions with Runway 14/32 and the 


Centerfield Taxiway than with the No Action Alternative. 


_ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 

_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. Ifno actions 
_ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 

» as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 

_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 

_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 


expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 


_ efficienciés are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic : 


evels increase. 


~ Since the initial scoping, FAA and Massport have established 
_ adialogue with the Airside Review Committee, community 


leaders and the public through hearings, briefings, and 


- circulation of over 700 copies of the Airside Project 
_ Draft EIS/EIR for comment. At public meetings and at the 


request of interested community members, Massport has 


_ provided the public full access to information about the 
_ Airside Project and its associated social and environmental 


effects. 


_ The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
_ to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 

_ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 

_ Status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
_ comparable public health reports were not available from the 
_ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 


indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 


_ airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 
- concern. 


The emissions inventory and dispersion modeling indicate 


_ better air quality conditions with Runway 14/32 and the 
_ Centerfield Taxiway than with the No Action Alternative. 
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CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 


CAMBRIOGE. MASSACHUSETTS 02139 


TEL 349-4300 
Fax. 349-4307 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 
ROBERT W. HEALY LETTER 4) 
City Manager 


RICHARD C. ROSSI 


aa ad April 20, 1999 
Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary Mr. John Silva 
Executive Office of Environmental A ffairs Federal Aviation Administration 
Attention: MEPA Office New England Region Headquarters 
Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 12 New England Executive Park 
100 Cambridge Street - 20" Floor Burlington, MA 01803 


Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Sirs: 


Each year, I receive numerous complaints from residents about noise from commercial 
airplane flights over Cambridge. Therefore, I must object to any expansion or operational 
changes at Logan Airport that would result in more planes flying over our city. 


the time. With the construction of runway 14-32, runway 2?7 is projected to be used 
between 26 and 43 percent of the time. This will severely increase the noise impacts on 
Cambridge residents. 


: Massport has stated that although the number of flights over Cambridge will increase, the 
number of nighttime flights will be reduced. Currently, Massport Operates Logan with 
two basic runway configurations, one in a general north/south direction using three 


In order to try and balance the total flights over all communities, Massport uses runway 
33L more often at night and on weekends because there are fewer flights which can be 
accommodated by using only two Tunways. With the addition of Tunway 14-32, there 


421 


since the result would be to move some flights to the off-peak periods and/or move some 
of the carriers to the other regional airports in Manchester, Providence and potentially 
Worcester. The result would be to reduce airplane noise in Cambridge and other 
communities currently impacted. 


Massport has based the need for Tunway 14-32 on the desire to reduce the amount of 

airplane delay which they say is 120,000 hours per year (sixth highest in the country). 

Massport’s Community Advisory Committee (CAC) and others have questioned that 4) 4 
data. Massport itself has indicated that by the year 2010 delays will increase by 39,000 . 
hours annually even with the new runway. 


I am therefore requesting that Massport be instructed to resolve the issue of how much 
airplane delay is actually occurring at Logan before deciding on what improvements, if 
any, should be-made. In addition, Massport should be instructed to reopen the issue of 
peak period-pricing and any other operational changes the could reduce the need for new 
runways. 


Thank you for the Opportunity to comment on this project. 


Ve y yours, 


Robert W. Healy 
City Manager 


Cc: Beth Rubenstein, Acting Assistance City Manager 
for Community Development 
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Letter 42 
City of Cambridge 
Robert W. Healy, City Manager 


Response 


e Supplemental DEIS/FEIR indicates that the 

concemed that construction of Runway 14/32 would (greatly _ Preferred Altemative promote runway use in a manner that is 
increase the number of flights using runway 33L...With the more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The PRAS goals were 
onstruction of Runway 14/32, runway 33L is projected tobe —_ established after community input in the 1980s. The goal of PRAS — 
ised between 26 and 43 percent of the time. This will _ was to distribute noise equitably, based on demographic 
everely increase the noise impacts on Cambridge residents. — considerations. 


_ Total departures from Runway 33L would increase, but most of 

_ these are non-jets. These runway operations are currently 

_ Tunning well below the PRAS goals, and the unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32 would allow the controllers to approach, but still 
remain below, the annual | goals for these Oper 


With the addition of Runway 14/32, there will be three The FAA. assigns the runways tobe used for tak g 
runways for the east/west configuration resulting in an using standard operating procedures that take into account wind, 
increase in capacity to that of the north-south three-runway weather, traffic demands, PRAS recommendations and other 

_ configuration. Therefore, some of the current night and _ factors. Modeling these conditions into the future requires 

» weekend flights over Cambridge will move to the north-south _ knowledge of historical trends and predictions of future activity, 
configuration and some of the daytime flights will move to the __andiif those factors unfold as they have in the past, the 

_ east/west configuration...What guarantees are in place to projections are likely to occur as expected. However, the control 

_ make sure this will happen? _ of air traffic is a dynamic process and there are no guarantees or 
i : Safeguards that the predictions w will occur r exactly as modeled. _ 


~Altematives Runway 14/32 


423 Alternatives _ Peak Period Massport has abandoned the idea of charging higher landing = The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and. the Supplemental 
: : _ Pricing _ fees during peak demand periods because of the financial _ DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a demand 
i _ impact on the regional carriers that use small planes and thus — management altemative at Logan Airport. Massport has 
_ have fewer passengers to share in the cost. This position _ developed an action plan as described in Section 4.5 of the 
_ should be reconsidered since the result would be to move _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to address overscheduling 


"some flights to the off-peak periods and/or move some of the _ conditions at Logan Airport. 
: carriers to the other regional airports in Manchester, 
_ Providence and potentially Worcester. The result would be to 
_ reduce airplane noise in Cambridge and other communities 
currently impacted. ..Massport should be instructed to reopen 
the issue of peak period pricing and any other operational 

_ changes that could reduce the need for new runways. 


_ Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have 
_ been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and 
_ Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 
_ locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through modification 
_ of source levels to better account for over-water sound 

propagation and apparent use of higher engine power settings 
_ than are normally assumed in the noise model’s database (Refer 
_ to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 Annual Update). In 1998, 
' differences between measured and modeled noise became even 
_ less when Massport upgraded its monitoring system and beganto 
_ Teport noise caused only by aircraft - a metric directly comparable 
_ tothe DNL exposure levels predicted by the noise model. At sites 
_ having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this improvementto the 
_ monitoring system brought measured and modeled DNL values 
_ to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the 
_ Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR)). Massport 
_ continues to investigate possible causes for remaining differences _ 
_ (such as from hill effects) and continues to pursue FAA approval 
_ of noise model adjustments that would permit expansion of its 
_ sound insulation program to include the effects of terrain. 
_ Massport also expects to extend eligibility lines to include : 
_ boundaries that follow local streets rather than strict noise contour 
_ lines. Nevertheless, Massport continues to believe that the FAA's 
_ INM noise model used in the Airside Project noise analyses 
_ accurately represents expected noise exposure. 


Letter 42: City of Cambridge, Robert W. Healy, City Manager 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

424 Alternatives | Runway 14/32 — Massport has based the need for Runway 14/32 on the _ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 

: : : _ desire to reduce the amount of airplane delay which they 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
_ say is 120,000 hours per year (sixth highest in the country). are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ Massport's Community Advisory Committee (CAC) and _ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ others have questioned that data. Massport itself has _ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
: indicated that by the year 2010 delays will increase by _ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if ithad 
: 39,000 hours annually even with the new runway...l am _ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the / 


| therefore requesting that Massport be instructed to resolve _ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 

| the issue of how much airplane delay is actually occurring atthe regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not - 

_ Logan before deciding on what improvements, if any, _ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 

_ should be made. _ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 

: _ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows | 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
_ levels increase. 


_ Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 
_ Section 1.4 and Appendix C include a description of FAA and 
_ U.S. DOT delay measures and their limitations, an ; 
_ explanation of computer models for estimating flight delays, 

_ and historical data on delays at Logan Airport and other major 
_ United States airports. The methodology used for the 

_ Airside Project includes the effects of constraints at 

_ Logan Airport, and produces lower delay estimates than FAA 
_ modeling. The FAA approved all the models, which have 

_ been validated in previously published studies of 

_ Logan Airport. 
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City of Chelsea 


Guy A, Santagate, City Manager ‘ 
City Hall 
500 Broadway 
Chelsea, Massachusetts 02150 


LETTER 43 


April 23, 1999 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20” Floor 

Boston, Massachusetts 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


I would like to thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed Logan Airside 
Improvements Project, EOEA #10458. As the Chelsea City Manager, I am pleased to 
offer the following comments on behalf of Chelsea City Government and all of the 
residents of the City of Chelsea. 


To help define the City’s position on the addition of another runway at Logan, the City 
believes the focus belongs on the rights of airline Passengers Versus airport neighbors. In 
particular, we would respectfully ask those reviewing the runway expansion project if 
relieving the minutes of inconvenience caused to airline passengers at Logan should 
override the negative impacts such a tremendous increase in daily flight operations will 
have on the 30,000+ residents of Chelsea and others so impacted? 


Having framed the question, some May answer yes. An argument may be made, I 
suppose, that the on-time shuttle of passengers and cargo to and from Logan Airport is so 
vital to the region’s economic well-being that hundreds of thousands of people should 
suffer a deterioration in their quality of life for the benefit of the greater good. We in 
Chelsea are certainly very aware of that type of thinking. After all, Chelsea is host to a 
significant portion of the region’s petroleum supply, as well as the region’s largest salt 
pile and most important bridge. Additionally, thousands of trucks and millions of gallons 
of sewage a day can be found on and under our street network. The curgulative impact in 
the name of the greater good has already caused the most densely populated community 
in the commonwealth to suffer dramatically. 


Yet, through it all, Chelsea has finally pained its stride after decades of missteps and at 
last appears to be on the verge of the revitalization for which generations have longed. 
We have leamed to live with the problems being the regional solution to so many issues 
have posed, and through it all, we are achieving much despite the reduction in quality of 
life we suffer because of the burdens we bear. However, our capacity to absorb 
additional impacts and maintain an acceptable quality environment for our residents to 
enjoy and our businesses to thrive is central to the Logan expansion debate. We fear the 
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impacts, both real and perceived, from what is to be an incredible increase in airport 43 
operations and related support activities under the Logan AIP. 


Of course, we realize if Logan Airport was the average size airport in the country by 
landmass, all of Chelsea would be on-airport. Yet, those pushing an expansion agenda 
need to realize that those sprawling airports are not often located in such densely 
populated neighborhoods as those surrounding Logan. By some estimates, Logan’s 
capacity to generate additional passenger and cargo activity appears to be almost 
unlimited. At some point, however, the reversal in the quality of life caused by the 
absorption of that capacity begins to outweigh the supposed greater good achieving those 
numbers can produce. 


From the passenger perspective, that which I am most familiar, the traveling public is so 
use to delays and inconveniences that many of us now build in extra time and bring along 
extra patience to deal with the problem. Certainly delay-frec travel is a goal worthy of 
pursuit, however we cannot let the pursuit of the goal override a more fundamental goal 
Wwe must all strive to realize: The peaceful and healthy enjoyment of one’s neighborhood 
and home. It is this last point that brings us back to Chelsea. 


Unfortunately, environmental justice is a concept we are just becoming familiar with in 
Chelsea. The odors have seemingly always been there. Now, however, we are learning 
about the high levels of VOCs in the emissions of the petroleum operations, the cyanide 
in the salt that blows off the piles and into our neighborhoods, and the particulates that 
thousands of dieseling trucks and more than 100,000 cars a day traveling over the three 
Chelsea bridges into Boston are adding to our environment. With several of our 
industrial operations on the list of top dischargers of solvents, and being downwind of the 
Exxon Tenminal in Everett and Sithe Energies in Charlestown, Chelsea’s statistically 
significant levels of respiratory cancers and other ailments may indeed be a result of the 
pollution corridor in which we are located. 


It is by no coincidence that Chelsea has systematically enticed the middle and upper- 
middle class back to our community. I take very serious, though, the threats of many in 
those socio-economic categories that the addition of the nmway means the end of their 
investment in Chelsea. Of course, those people have the means to make such a decision, 
no matter how devastating another flight of the middle class would be on our schools, 
civic institutions, political leadership, neighborhood stability and so much more. It is 
those of lesser means, though, the first and second generation immigrants and longer 
residents who have not found themselves a position on the corporate ladder of success 
that will again be left behind. Those who cannot afford to escape the environment 
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around them will once again bear the same types of impacts brought to the city by the 
petroleum industry in the 1930’s, the Tobin Bridge in the 1950’s and the salt pile in the 
1970’s, 


Chelsea has donc its part and continues to work with the Massachusetts Port Authority to 

improve efficiencies at Logan Airport. We have become home to many of the freight 

forwarders who once populated Logan Airport, and we have developed a district that 

allows other support services to locate off-airport. We certainly understand the need for 

the region’s largest economic engine to continue to spin-off the jobs and services that 

make Greater Boston one of the most attractive areas to live and work. However, like 

any good thing taken to the extreme, we remain concerned that the expansion of Logan 

Aiport, without serious consideration and resolution of the tremendous impacts such an 

expansion will have on the residents of Chelsea and our fellow neighbors so situated, is 43 2 
unwarranted. To date, we have not seen a comprehensive plan that provides us with the 
necessary comfort level to believe that the noise, traffic and health impacts of the Logan 

expansion will be mitigated in our community. Of course, our suspicions are reflective of 

the lack of action that has taken place to solve the impacts we already have in our 

community. The city has not seen any soundproofing activity in more than a decade, the 

trucks keeping rolling through our community at greater levels and our insistence that our 

residents may suffer short- and long-term health problems as a result of so many noxious 

activities receives little attention. 


Perhaps Logan has already reached its capacity to serve the region. The regional 

significance of more passengers and more cargo requires regional solutions, but in this 

case, it appears that Logan expansion proponents are suggesting that Logan is the only 

answer. The City believes otherwise. The regional discussion needs to not only include 

airports and highspeed rail, but must also question where, in a world that continues to 43.3 : 
grow smaller, does Logan’s role as a cargo facility go into the future. Before committing 

to a new runway at the expense of the neighborhoods that have long existed before Logan 

appeared, we should have a more in-depth long-range plan to manage growth. While the 

cost of the alternatives and the impact of limiting growth may be substantial, so too is the 

impact on those who will bear the brunt of the negatives that the new runway could bring. 

In light of seeking a relevant framework for discussion, we must also question the 43 4 
validity of the dated data presently being used to determine both the so-called delays and ; 
the relief being offered by the Logan AIP. 


Most importantly, we certainly feel Logan has exceeded its ability to call upon its 
neighbors to sacrifice any more. Never again should a television need to be turned up, an 
outdoor conversation need to be interrupted or a car alarm set off because 
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a plane is flying overhead or an air freight truck is rumbling by. Gone forever should be 43 H) 
the harmful fumes that find their way down from the skies and into our bodies. Perhaps : 
policy officials should consider mitigating the existing impacts before creating even more 

like those the Logan AIP will undoubtedly create. 


Again, on behalf of the City of Chelsea and all its residents, we greatly appreciate your 
review of the factors I have raised and others being raised by concerned citizens, business 
officials and elected and appointed leaders alike, Chelsea is eager to see the discussion 
on alternatives begin, and therefore hopes your review wil! cause our questions and 
others to be thoroughly investigated and acted upon. 


Very truly yours, = 


Sys 


Guy A. Santagate 
City Manager 


ce: James Wickersham, MEPA Unit 
Senate President Thomas Birmingham 
Representative Eugene O’Flaherty 
Congressman Michael Capuano 
Chelsea City Council members 
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Letter 43 
City of Chelsea 


Guy A. Santagate, City Manager 


Code 


Topic 1 
484 


Topic 2 


Comment 
Runway 14/32 


Altematives 
_ bean incredible increase in airport operations and related 
_ Support activities under the Logan AIP. 


..we remain concemed that the expansion of Logan Airport, 
_ without serious consideration and resolution of the 
"tremendous impacts such an expansion will have on the 

_ residents of Chelsea and our fellow neighbors so situated, is 
_ unwarranted. To date, we have not seen a comprehensive 

__ plan that provides us with the necessary comfort level to 

_ believe that the noise, traffic and health impacts of the Logan 
_ expansion will be mitigated in our community. 


iematives 


_ Runway 14/32 


_ We fear the impacts, both real and perceived, from what isto 


Response 


Refer to response to Comment 85.4. The Preferred Alternative 
will not create additional passenger demand or flight operations at 
Logan Airport. The Preferred Alternative, and specifically 


_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airports 
_ Normal airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
Instead, Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain this 
_ capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that now 
_ require controllers to operate on only one or two runways, 

_ compared to the typical three-runway configurations used at 
_ Logan Airport. The runway will not increase Logan Airport’s 

_ normal operating capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an 
_ increase in aircraft operations. 

_ The runway will substantially reduce delays that occur during 
_ northwest wind conditions. Preventing these delays will represent 
_ areal benefit to the passengers and airlines that currently 
: experience them. However, because these wind conditions and 

_ the associated delays are not regular or predictable and cannot 

- be readily anticipated, it is not expected that their prevention will 
_ stimulate growth in Logan Airport passenger demand above and 
_ beyond the rates that would have occurred absent the runway. 


Instead, growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be 

__ principally driven by local and national economic conditions, 

_ competition and pricing within the airline industry, and the 
distribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 

_ Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. The broad 

_ tange of forecasts considered in the Airside Project operational 

_ and environmental analyses capture any potential variation in 

_ future passenger and aircraft activity at Logan Airport. The 

_ environmental impacts associated with these alternative forecasts 
_ have been evaluated in the Airside analysis and GEIRs. 


plementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in substantial 


_ noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would enable the air 

__ traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the PRAS goals and 

_ decrease the population that is most severely affected. For 

_ example, implementation of the Preferred Alternative will reduce 
the population affected by Day-Night Sound Level values greater 
_ than 70 dB by four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 

_ 67 percent with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 
percent with the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the 

_ population exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater 

_ than 65 dB by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for 

_ these three fleet scenarios, respectively. 

_ Refer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The Preferred Alternative is not : 
__ expected to lead to an increase in passenger demand, and 

_ therefore, it will have no effect on congestion or delays on Boston 
__ area highways. Public health status reports were available forthe 
_ City of Boston; however, comparable public health reports were 
_ not available from the Public Health Departments of Chelsea, 

_ Revere, and Winthrop. A review of the available information did 
_ notindicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 
__..Qitport, nor did iti 


loss as a public health concem. 
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_ Topic 1 Topic 2 
43.3 


Regional ~——=Cargo 
_ Transportation : 


Comment 


..The regional significance of more passengers and more 

_ cargo requires regional solutions. ..The regional discussion 
| needs to not only include airports and high-speed rail, but 

_ must also question where, in a world that continues to grow 
| smaller, does Logan's role as a cargo facility go into the 

| future. Before committing to a new runway at the expense 

_ of the neighborhoods that have long existed before Logan 

| appeared, we should have a more in-depth long-range plan 
| to manage growth. 


_ presently being used to determine both the so-called delays 
_ and the relief being offered by the Logan AIP. 


co To ae ee et 
i _ impacts before creating even more like those the Logan AIP 


_ will undoubtedly create. 


..[Wfe...also question the validity of the dated data. 


..polcy officials should consider mitigating the existing 


"Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken _ 
to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
recognized and has been a proponent of options to 

Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 


_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 


_ options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 

_ Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that 
_ could be absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 
_ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 

_ these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 

traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 

_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 

_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be : 
_ achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play — 
_ an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 
_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 

_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 

_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport’s layout, is 

_ necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 

~ Logan Airport. 


_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...” Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs’ Certificate on the 

_ ENF directed Massport to “discuss [these] off-airport 

_ alternatives and analyze the potential each has to divert 

_ passengers and/or cargo from ... Logan Airport.” 

_ Cargo operations were not specifically analyzed because 

_ they account for only two percent of aircraft activity at : 
_ Logan Airport and since most all cargo aircraft operate during 


_ Off-peak hours, cargo operations do not contribute to delays 


at Logan Airport. 
The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 


» not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
_ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
_ to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 

_ calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

_ results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 

_ conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 

_ analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 

- Logan Airport. 


- Refer to the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) for 


_ the status of Massport’s mitigation programs and to Chapter 8 
- of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of proposed 
_ Airside Project mitigation measures. 


Manager 


MRE 


April 8, 1999 


LETTER 44 
To Whom It May Concern: 


The majority and the focus of my presentation today will address the 
inconstancies and inadequacies of the proposal before us as-they relate to 
the City of Chelsea. I will, before the April 23” deadline, submit a more 
comprehensive written comment. : 


First, I’d like to address the issue of the noise impact assessment. In order 
to go forward, it is necessary to look back. I first started examining the 
noise contour shortly after I bought my home in the Historic Waterfront 
District in 1996. After becoming elected to represent District 8, one of the 
communities that will be most heavily impacted if this proposal is 7he 
authorized, I had the opportunity to attend a public hearing with FAA and 
Massport Noise Abatement and Aviation Planning Officials. It was at this 
meeting in 1998 and through several communications between myself, 
Senator Kerry’s Office and the FAA, that I learned why Chelsea is 
considered just outside the 65 dNL noise contour. It’s because Massport 
submitted a map to the FAA based on a prediction made by a computer 
model that has consistently underestimated the noise level in our 
community. The proof is in the GEIR, and I will submit copies of my 
communications with the FAA along with this statement. Fact is that 
actual, that is measured noise results in Chelsea have been year after year 
above 65 and the predicted number used by Massport to assess the noise 
impact on the community is below 65. How convenient. 


Without an accurate noise assessment the true impact of health, 
environment and real estate value effects can not be clearly defined, 
making any mitigation offer unreasonable. Based on the fact that Massport 
is using the same process to measure noise impacts that they have in black 
and white and in public admitted is not accurate, and based on the fact 
that the FAA recognizes the predicted noise levels are less than actual 
noise levels, the draft EIR should be rejecred. 


Further, it should be noted that the noise monitor location (figure 5.2-1) on 
page 5-13 indicates there is a permanent noise monitor on Admiral’s Hill 


44 | 


44.2 


in Chelsea, while all subsequent analysis of measured noise data is placed at 
“Shurtleff & Essex, Chelsea” a site that has not had a monitor since 1991, 
and then for only one year. 


Another area of the EIR that is inadequate with respect to accuracy and 
thoroughness is the 4 Page evaluation in section 8.7 of the environmental 
justice issue. Chelsea will receive the brunt of the short term negative 44 3 
impacts of this proposal should you see fit to give your approval. Ina 
Presentation to the Chelsea City Council on March 3, 1999 Massport 
representatives said runway 33 departures will increase from 4.8% to 12% 
of total departures (a 150% increase) and runway 15 arrivals will increase 
from 1.5% to 7.7% (a 413% increase). The associated increase in noise is 
large enough that, even using the understated predicted noise measures, 
1100 homes will be eligible for soundproofing. While we feel sound 
insulation can not fully mitigate the impacts of increased ambient noise 
levels and many of the older homes will not be eligible for funding due to 
FAA Order 5100.38A which Tequires the property owner to bring homes 
up to code, we realize that Chelsea is the only community impacted 
devastatingly enough to qualify. The EIR concludes, “Given the reduction 
in the highest noise exposed population and this mitigation 
(soundproofing), the low income and minority population will not 
experience disproportionately high adverse impacts” in comparison to the 
affected population as a whole. This analysis is neither thorough, nor 4d 4 
accurate, as the EPA Census maps on population density, minority 
concentration and people below poverty leve ow. The EIR’s conclusion 
conflicts with President Clinton’s Environmental Justice Executive Order 
12898, which was designed to prevent the types of environmental and 
health injustices that have occurred in Chelsea for over a hundred years. 
To demonstrate this I have also attached a copy of an EPA funded report 
on the extent of industrial pollution in Chelsea and its relation to the 
socioeconomic status of Chelsea Residents. Essentially, the 4 page 
environmental justice analysis contained within the EIR does not 
adequately analyze the environmental effects, including human health, 
economic and social effects, of the Proposed expansion. I would suggest 
the analysis is a yet another clever obfuscation of the truth. ana 
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I really consider the two previous points my strengths, but I would like to 
briefly add that the EIR is either inaccurate or incomplete with respect to 
the following: 


* Alternatives under discussion such as a comprehensive peak hour pricing 
analysis using a range of operations per hour levels instead of the single 
higher operational threshold that underestimated the delay reduction. 
Hanscom should not be ruled out as a piece of the regionalization solution, 
and a second major airport should have at least been considered. 

* Air quality measurement. Noise and air quality equipment should be 
along flight paths, Chelsea’s air monitor is at the Soldier’s Home - out of 
harm’s way. 

* The impact on the Upland Sandpiper. The plan to relocate and or 
mitigate for this endangered species is inadequate and indefinite. 

* Traffic Study. A study of the long-term traffic impacts on the 
surrounding communities should be as comprehensive as possible. 

* A benefit cost analysis - how can you realistically and honestly mitigate 
the noise, health and real estate costs to residents? 

* The commitment to maintain the new runway’s unidirectional status — 
there isn’t one. 

* Data used for this analysis is over 5 years old and doesn’t reflect current 
conditions. 


For all of these reasons, and I’m sure many more, I encourage you to find 
the proposal before us today functionally inadequate and I would 
respectfully request that a new draft document should be required before 
any expansion can be considered. I would also suggest that any future 
requests for expansion include an independent impact assessment that 
would meaningfully, thoroughly and accurately detail the impacts on 
surrounding communities like Chelsea, 


incerely, | . 
Preston G. Galarneau, Jr 


Councillor District 8 
Chelsea, MA 
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City Halt 

500 Broadway 
Chelsea, MA.02150 
(617) 889-8210 
(617) 889-8349 Fax 


Wednesday, July 01, 1998 


The Honorable John F. Kerry 
United States Senator 

One Bowdoin Square 

Tenth Floor 

Boston, MA 02114 


Oear Senator Kerry: 


Recently, however, in my capacity as Councilman | have taken the time to leam everything | could about 

this issue. The facts are disturbing. The tnuth of the matter is that Massport's “state-of-the-art Noise 

Monitoring System” on Admiral's Hill in Chelsea has measured Day Night Average Sound Levels (DNL's) 

above 65 in every year back through 1984! At last night's Subcommittee Meeting regarding air pollution 

resulting from Logan Airport | asked "Why, if the measured levels are above the 65 DNL level year after 
ing 


this our health is being ignored? 


residents of District 8 explain why Cheisea is not eligible for Federat funding, | think it is important to 
explain the truth as Massport finally has. Then the question becomes do you accept it? 


When 1000 ise ast night | asked members of the Massport Noise Abatement team what will happen 
when 1999 Is over and the hard data again proves the model wrong? The answer is a new model will be 


| respectfully request that you fully investigate this matter on behalf of your constituents In Chelsea. 


Sincerety, 
Preston G. Galameau, Jr 
District 8 City Councilor 
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Table 6-5 presents a comparison of the measured L,, values at each installed 
monitoring location to the corresponding value calculated by the adjusted INM 5.0 for 
1996. As e best a t is seen at the sites close to the airport, where 
aircraft noise is greatest. At the more remote locations, the measured noise level tends 
to be significantly higher than the INM-predicted value, since community sounds from 
traffic on local roads and other human activity contribute more to the overall noise 
level. Also, aircraft flight paths far from the airport are usually more dispersed over the 
ground, and hence are more difficult to model. For example, at sites 4 and 5in 
Winthrop, where the dominant source of noise is aircraft overflights from arrivals on 
Runway 27 and departures on Runway 9, the INM-predicted noise level is within one 
decibel of the measured noise levels. Any community noises at these sites contribute fa: 
less to the overall sound levels than the aircraft noise. 


Table 6-5 
Comparison of Measured L, Values to INM-Computed L, Values for 1996 


Site Location 1996 Measured 1996 NM 
1 Andrews Street, South End 66.4 60.7 
2 B and Bolton, South Boston 69.0 66.4 
3 Day Blvd. near Farragut, South Boston 66.8 64.2 
4 Bayview and Grandview, Winthrop 78.8 73.0 
5 Harborview arc Faun, Winthrop WT 71.4 
6 Somerset and Johnson, Winthrop ° 71.4 67.7 
7 Loring Road near Court, Winthrop 73.8 76.4 
8 Morton and Amega, Winthrop 67.8 672 
9 Bayswater and Annavoy, East Boston 75.7 72.5 
10 Bayswater/Shawsheen, East Boston 70.8 66.3 
11 Orient Heights, East Boston 66.4" 62.1 
12 East Boston Yacht Club 72.7 73.8 
13 East Boston Hich Schoo! 66.5 64.3 
14 Jeffries Point Yacht Club, East Boston 66.9 64.4 
15 Admirafs Hil, Che!sea 68.5 61.4 
16 Bradstreet and Sales, Revere 72.3 69.8 
17 Carey Circle, Revere 66.7 59.5 
18 U.S.C.G. Recreational Facility, Nahant 66.7 49.3 
19 Smith Lane, Swampscott 56.7 46.5 
20 Pond and Towns Court, Lynn 59.9 51.0 
21 Tremont near Prescott, Everett 60.7 §3.2 
22 Magoun near Thatcher, Medford 60.0 492 
23 Myrtlebank/Hiltop, Dorchester 62.5 §3.7 
24 Cunningham Park, Milton 60.6 51.5 
25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy §7.9 49.9 
26 Hull High School, Hud 63.6 562 
30 Piers Park, East Boston 63.6° 61.7 
Indicates partal data: montior not operational for ful year 
ba INM Version 5.0 wan achisced oxtabase 
NA Oata not available 
Note Stes Z7, 28, and 29 tbe instaled in tate summer 1997 28 a resut ol he Purmay 27 EIS process. 
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3ANKING, HOUSING, ANO 
URBAN AFFAIRS 


Bnited States Senate Ano anon 


FOREIGN RELATIONS 
WASHINGTON, OC 20510-2102 INTELLIGENCE 


SMALL 3USINESS 


One Bowdoin Square 

Tench Floor 

Boston, MA C2il4 
627) 555-8515 


Daler ot, eg 


‘Mr. Preston G. Galarneau, gr. 
District 8 City Councilor 
Chelsea City Council 
City Hall 
500 Broadway 
Chelsea, Massachusetts 02159 


Dear Mr. Galarneau: 
Gence, enclosed you will find a 


Regarding your corresps 
=fice made to the PAA. 


n 
response to an inquiry my cit 
I thank you for your patience and will forward you future 
correspondence on this issue. if you have any questions 
regarding this matter, please call Mark S. Sternman of my Boston 
office at (617) 565-8519. 


vA 


John F. Kerry 
United States’ Senator 


e : 


- U.S. Department New England Region , 12 New England Executive Park 
of Transportation —- Burlington, MA: 01803-5299 
Federal Aviation ” 


Administration 


JUL 16 1958 


‘The Honorable John F. Kerry 


United States Senator 

One Bowdoin Square 

Tenth Floor 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 


Dear Senator Kerry: 

We are responding to your letter of July 2, 1998, concerning aircrait noise issues 
contained in a July 1, 1998, letter to you from Chelsea City Councilor Preston G. 
Galarneau. 


Mr. Galarneau questions the accuracy of the Integrated Noise Model (INM) in predicting 
the noise environment from Logan International Airport in Chelsea, Citing measured 


noise levels that exceed INM-predicted noise levels. He also criticizes use of forecasted | 
1999 noise contours in establishing eligibility for Massachusetts Port Authority's Xs, 
(Massport) soundproofing program. \? 


We would expect community noise measurements to exceed INM-predicted noise 4 


measured noise level tends to be significantly higher than the INM-predicted value, since 
community sounds from traffic on local roads and other human activity contribute more Ps 


(than at close-in locations] to the overall noise level." This factor and the ca ability of the of Chtaea | 


5 ONL explain at least sqmea af this 


Since 1994, the Federal Aviation Administration has required that Massport utilize a 
forecasted 1999 noise contour as the basis of soundproofing eligibility. This noise 


Massport may submit a new official noise exposure map for post-1999 at any time. 
ternatively, they will need a new one after 1999. We note that progress on residential 
soundproofing of currently eligible homes indicates that Massport's program will be 
ongoing for several more years. As the soundproofing program continues, it needs to be 
recognized that the list of eligible homes will probably exceed the available Airport 


Improvement Program (AIP) funds that can be provided on an annual basis. 


. 


. 


- providing AIP funds on an 
of the AIP. 


Sincerely, 


_- /, 
H.. f Bartanowléz 


Regional Administrator 


: 
wh 


BANKING, HOUSING, anc 
URBAN AFFAIRS, 


; ; _ COMMERCE, SCIENCE, 
Wnited States Senate AxO TRANSPORTATION 
FOREIGN RELATIONS 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-2102 INTELLIGENCE 


SMALL BUSINESS 


One Bowdoin Square 
Tenth Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
(617) 565-8519 


September 3, 1998 


Mr. Preston G. Galarneau, Jr. 
District 8 City Councilor 
Chelsea City Council 

City Hall 

500 Broadway 

Chelsea, Massachusetts 02150 


Dear Mr. Galarneau: 


Regarding your correspondence, enclosed you will find a 
response to an inquiry my office made to the FAA. 


I thank you for your patience and will forward you future 
correspondence on this issue. If you have any questions 


regarding this matter, please call Mark S. Sternman of my Boston 
office at (617) 565-8519. 


Sixfterely, 


bea 


John F.’ Kerry 
United States Senator 


JFK/mss 


® 


‘U.S. Department ; New England Region 12 New England Executive Park 
of Transportation Burlington, MA 01803-5299 
Federal Aviation ; 
Administration 


AUG 2 8 1998 


The Honorable John F. Kerry 
United States Senator 

One Bowdoin Square 

Tenth Floor 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 


Dear Senator Kerry: 


Congressional Courtesy Copy 


We are responding to your letter of August 10, 1998, which was wmitten as a follow-up to our 


letter of July 16, 1998, to Chelsea City Counci 
two points stated in our letter, 


lor Preston G. Galarneau. Your letter addresses 


The first point refers to the use of the term “remote locations” in describing a noise monitoring 
location in Chelsea, noting that Chelsea is not a remote location. Please understand that this term 


The second point refers to encouraging Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) to update its 


noise exposure map sooner rather than later in order to account for acqual rather than predicted 
conditions. le we will Suggest this to Massport, it may have little effect On soundproofing in 


Chelsea, assuming that areas of Chelsea are found eligible. The reason for this is that Massport is 


currently soundproofing homes in East Boston 


that are exposed to greater noise levels and, given 


the level of funding that we have been able to apply, anticipates doing so for several more years. 


We have been strong advocates for soundproofing funds for the three airports in New England 


that are part of our program (Boston, Providen 


ce, and Manchester). Over the years Massport has 


received substantially more for Logan than the other two airports combined. We will continue to 


push hard for these funds, 


Sincerely, 


Pa i , . 
~ 208 at, 
votes? SN 309 oS 


oa. ; = 
war tt ax Ravine. 


Robert S. Bartanowicz 
Regional Administrator 


(1) 
high volume periods of the day. 


(2) When Runway 33 is being used for departures, maximum event noise lev 
mid-90 dBA range, and can exceed 100 dBA. 


When configuration 33/27 is in use, hourly Leqs in Chelsea can reach the low 70's during 


els are often in the 


(3) Not un-expectedly, noise levels from Runway 33 departures are generally slightly higher at 
the Galarneau residence than at the permanent monitor. This results from the lower altitudes of 
the aircraft overflying the Galameau residence, which is closed to the airport than the permanent 


monitor. 


Please advise if you want me to distribute any of the above, and to whom. 


ce: 


T. Kinton (w/o enclosures) 
K. Dillon (w/o enclosures) 
T. Butler (w/o enclosures) 
D. Steele (w/o enclosures) 
N. Timmerman (w/o enclosures) 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO:.  —_—— Betty Desrosiers 
FROM: Emilio Favorito 
DATE: 23 November 1998 


RE: GALARNEAU SURVEY DATA/ RESULTS 


Attached please find the data and analysis results from the noise monitoring survey which was 
conducted at City Councillor Preston Galameau’s residence at 15 Beacon Street in Chelsea, as 
requested. The survey spans the 16-day time period from October 26th to November 10th. 


The following items are attached: 


-A- “INTERVAL REPORT - Galameau” (16 pages) provides the hourly Leg, Lmin, Lmax, LS, 
LSO and L990 for each of the hours that the portable monitor was recording data 
over the 16-day period. 


-B- “HOURLY NOISE STATISTICS - RMS 15" (10 pages) provides equivalent data ffom the 
permanent Chelsea noise monitor. 


-C- “RUNWAY’‘CONFIGURATION” Report (3 pages) provides the runway configurations in 
use for the time period in question. 


-D-  “SUMMARY/COMPARISON (5 days)” (5 pages) essentially takes the “INT ERVAL 
REPORT - Galamneau” and adds in the Leq and Lmax data from the permanent 
monitor (colurans marked RMS 15), as well as the listed runway configuration 
(column marked “config”). 


The following items were also compiled, but are nor included in the attachments. They are 
available if desired. 


-E- “EXCEEDANCE REPORT- Galarneau” (28 pages) lists noise data for each of the 
individual noise events at that location that exceeded the Monitor threshold. 


-F- “RMS 15 EVENTS” (38 pages) provides similar information for the permanent 
Chelsea noise monitor, : 


From item “D” the following observations can be made: 


(1) When configuration 33/27 is in use, hourly Legs in Chelsea can reach the low 70's during 
high volume periods af the day. 


(2) When Runway 33 is being used for departures, maximum event noise levels are often in the 
mid-90 dBA range, and can exceed 100 dBA. 


(3) Not un-expectedly, noise levels from Runway 33 departures are generally slightly higher at 
the Galameau residence than at the permanent monitor. This results from the lower altitudes of 


Please advise if you want me to distribute any of the above, and to whom. 


cc: T. Kinton (w/o enclosures) 
K. Dillon (w/o enclosures) 
T. Butler (w/o enclosures) 
D. Steele (w/o enclosures) 
N. Timmerman (w/o enclosures) 
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INDUSTRIAL POLLUTION IN 
"CHELSEA 


AN ENVIRONMENTAL SURVEY BY 


THE MASSACHUSETTS TOXICS CAMPAIGN FUND 
November 1996 


Funded by the U.S. Environmental] Protection Agency 


ee 


: ‘S6Gl ‘Dasjayy jo Ans kq duu aseg 
! ‘ 


ZN 
NS oL CE 


y0¥4) snsuas 


JaA9] AjiaA0d 


MOlaq Busay adood JIO% "ag 
OHS Q)sUM s11z u 
9S¥9]91 asuodsay Aousdiawq yw 
Bseajassids Aouadsawa-uony ry 
(RIL) 98¥9/91 UOLONpod ujsnpuy ¢ 
— 9661 - L861 
{ VaOSTIHO NI 


NOILN110d TVRELSNGNI 


INDUSTRIAL POLLUTION IN CHELSEA 


that they released 666,188 pounds of toxic chemicals into the environment, or 83,274 pounds 
each year. Nearly all of this amount was released directly into the air. Over 95% of the air 
releases were made of three toxic chemicals: 1,1, 1-trichloroethane, xylene, and toluene. These 
three chemicals can seriously damage human health. These companies are located mainly in the 
industrial area in the northeastern part of the city.near Revere and the Chelsea River. 

* Seven companies reported emergency releaSés ‘of toxic chemicals (mainly fuel) during the 
1987-1995 period. Some of these releases were very large. One was greater than 200,000 
pounds of fuel. These companies are located mainly along Eastern Avenue and the waterfront 
area. 

* Numerous other small, non-emergency releases of toxic chemicals took place, not Only in 
industrial areas, but at several schools, too. High concentrations of lead and other toxins were 
turned up at the Williams and Shurtleff Schools. 

* Chelsea is home to 44 toxic waste sites, also called “21E” Sites, scattered throughout the 


as “brownfields”. Most of these sites are still far from being cleaned up. 
* Chelsea’s four biggest users of toxic chemicals used over 2.5 million pounds of reproductive 
toxins in 1993. These chemicals can damage the human reproductive system. 


low income residents - particularly in low-income communities of color - while fewer sources of 
industrial contamination are found in higher income neighborhoods. 


Scope of the Study 

This study examines the extent of industrial pollution in Chelsea and its possible relation to 
socioeconomic status of Chelsea residents. 

Lead poisoning is considered to be the main environmental health hazard in Chelsea, due 
to high incidence of older housing stock containing lead paint. In this study we do not quantify 


between lead poisoning and a general lack of education about lead hazards and the lack of 
financial means among low income residents to have lead dangers removed, 


Reported Toxic Releases from Industrial Production ; 
According to the fede. Toxic Release Inventory (THE) Chelsea has experienced 


a peak level of 20,164 pounds of 8 chemicals into the 
airin 1989. Since then its releases have gradually dropped down to around 10,000 pounds in 
1992-1994. The company’s major pollutants are xylene and toluene. 


“21E” Waste Sites 


Many of these sites are considered “brownfields”. This means that they are on vacant 
land, contain. abandoned or vacant buildings, and have a slight or moderatezdegree of 


Toxic Chemicals Used in Industrial Production fe 
In addition to toxic releases and waste sites, many companies use toxic chemicals in their 


_. day-to-day Production activities. _Table 7 shows the four biggest industrial users of toxic 


chemicals in Chelsea. Each of these companies also uses toxic chemicals which have been proven 
to cause reproductive damage in humans. Biltrite Corp., Emtex, Glyptal, and Marson Corp., 


The most significant industrial pollution sources in Chelsea are found in the city's eastern 
sections, in close proximity to residential neighborhoods, and in the sparsely populated western 


(see Table 9), 49% of African-Americans, 50% of Asians, and 50% of Hispanics lived below the 
poverty line in Census Tract 1605. This tract experienced the highest level of continuous toxic 


Recommendations 


5) There needs to be a closer examination of the proximity of current residential 
neighborhoods and schools to industrial environmental hazards. - 


For further information, contact: 


Thomas Estabrook 
Massachusetts Toxics Campaign Fund 
(617) 666-1326 

OF write us at: 
160 2nd Street 
Cambridge, MA 02142 


Information on waste sites and toxic releases can be obtained from: 
Massachusetts Department of Environmentai Protection, (617) 292-5500. 

Ask for the waste site cleanup department, the air quality division, or the toxics. 
use reduction department. 
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Letter 44 
City of Chelsea 
Preston G. Galarneau Jr., City Councillor 


Comment Response 


i ebeenyearafter Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have - 
_ year above 65 and the predicted number used by Massportto been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and 
_ assess the noise impact on the community is below _ Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 

_ 65...Without an accurate noise assessment the true impact of _locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 

_ health, environment and real estate value effects can notbe © modification of source levels to better account for over-water 

_ clearly defined... _ sound propagation and apparent use of higher engine power 

i _ Settings than are normally assumed in the noise model's 

_ database (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 

_ Annual Update). In 1998, differences between measured and 

_ Modeled noise became even less when Massport upgraded its 

_ Monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 

__ aircraft -- a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 

_ levels predicted by the noise model. At sites having exposure 

_ levels of 60 dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring 

_ system brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 

_ 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 

_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR)). Massport continues to 

_ investigate possible causes for remaining differences (such as 

_ from hill effects) and continues to pursue FAA approval of 

_ noise model adjustments that would permit expansion of its 

_ sound insulation program to include the effects of terrain. 

_ Massport also expects to extend eligibility lines to include 

- boundaries that follow local streets rather than strict noise 

_ contour lines. Nevertheless, Massport continues to believe that 

_ the FAA’s INM noise model used in the Airside Project noise 
alyses accu Jrately tepresents expected noise expos 


Jit should be noted that the noise monitor location (Figure. _ Allthe tables i in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR that 


5.2-1) on Page 5-13 indicates there is apermanent noise —_ indicated that Monitor No. 15 is at Shurtleff & Essex have 
_ Monitor on Admiral's Hill in Chelsea, while all subsequent been changed in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR to indicate 
_ analysis of measured noise data is placed at "Shurtleff & _ that Monitor No. 15 is at Admiral’s Hill. 


_ Essex, Chelsea" a site that has not had a monitor since 
_ 1991, and then for only one year. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 — Comment 
443 


Environmental _ Impacts : Another area of the | EIR that i is s inadequate with respect to 

_ Justice : - accuracy and thoroughness is the 4-page evaluation in 

i ' Section 8.7 of the environmental justice issue. Chelsea will 
_ feceive the brunt of the short term negative impacts of this 
: proposal should you see fit to give your approval... The 

_ associated increase in noise is large enough that, even 
__using the understated predicted noise measures, 1100 

_ homes will be eligible for soundproofing. 


- Environmental — Impacts _ The EIR conc 
| Justice _ exposed population and this mitigation (soundproofing), the 

_ lowincome and minority population will not experience 

_ disproportionately high adverse impacts" in comparison to the 
"affected population as a whole. This analysis is neither 
thorough, nor accurate, as the EPA Census maps on 

_ population density, minority concentration and people below 

_ poverty level [in Chelsea] show. The EIR's conclusion conflicts 
_ with President Clinton's Environmental Justice Executive 

_ Order 12898... 


Letter 44: City of Chelsea, Preston G. Galarneau Jr. io Councillor _ 


"The Environmental Justice analysis was signific any. 

_ expanded in Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ Low-income and minority populations were defined in 

_ accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. ‘ 
_ DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
| guidance on Environmental Justice. In addition, the analysis 
_ of low-income populations was expanded to include 

_ households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 

_ found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate 

_ impact to low-income and minority populations from the 

_ Preferred Alternative. 


, "Given the reduction in the highest noise 

_ accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. 
_ DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
_ guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of 
_ low-income populations was expanded to include households 
_ at 150 percent of poverty level. The data presented are based 
_ onthe most recently available census data (1990) using 
_ Geographic Information System (GIS) technology to analyze 
_ impacts at the most detailed level possible. Refer to 

_ Sections 6.8.3 and 6.8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for 
_ a discussion of the analytical methodology and results, 

_ respectively. 


Response 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 
_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 
_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a : 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 

_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an : 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. Mitigation of the increased 
_ Noise within the 65 dB DNL noise contour will be provided to 
_ affected communities in the form of residential sound 
insulation. 


ow income ‘and minority populations were defined i in 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Altemative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 
_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 
_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a : 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 

- additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 


predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 


_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change _ 
_ is not a significant adverse impact. The minority and 
- low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

_ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 
_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 
_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 
_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 
_Sound insulation. 
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~ 


44.5 Alternatives Peak Period Alternatives under discussion such as a comprehensive peak The Airside Project analysis of PPP examined an=- 
i i _ Pricing _ hour pricing analysis...[should use] a range of operations per operations threshold of 110 operations per hour, which is 
/ i : | hour...instead of the single higher operational threshold that already below Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of 
: : "underestimated the delay reduction. _ 120 operations per hour. There is no legitimate operational 


_ justification for imposing a peak period surcharge at an 
_ operation level significantly lower than Logan Airport's normal 
_ operating capacity which is achieved 80 percent of the year 
_ without any delays. Even at 75 operations per hour, i 
_ Logan Airport would be subject to delays from northwest wind 
" conditions. The Airside Project analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR 
"and in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR indicates that, with the 
_ Preferred Alternative, Logan Airport can accommodate 

_ existing and foreseeable future levels of demand without 

_ imposing a drastic administrative restriction to artificially 

revise Logan Airport's existing capacity. 


_ Regional © Regional _ Hanscom should not be ruled out as a piece of the The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
| Transportation — Airports _ regionalization solution, and a second major airport should —_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
| have at least been considered. _ project adequately and properly complies with the 
| _ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental : 

_ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 

- in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 

_ serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 

_ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 

_ operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 

_ activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 

_ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

_ newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

_ services to short-haul regional markets ~ Trenton, Buffalo, : 

_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 

» and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting : 

_ operations between Hanscom and New York 

_ LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports commercial 

_ service at Hanscom Field consistent with its established limits 

_ (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that Hanscom Field 

_ will maintain its role as a major general aviation reliever, and 

_ that its geographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional 

_ and Manchester airports will prevent its development as a 

_ significant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 

_ serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a significant 

_ number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, since 
approximately 50 percent of passengers on Logan Airport's 

- commuter flights connect to other Logan Airport flights and a 

_ significant number of passengers are travelling to Boston. 

' However, any new commercial service initiatives proposed for 

_ Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for consistency with the 

_ Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall 

_ be considered by the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen 

_ (HATS). Refer to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
for a discussion of Hanscom Field. 
The statement referred to FAA reported (Opsnet) delays, 

_ which declined from 19,838 in 1993 to 16,403 in 1998. This 
decline in FAA delays was supported by the Airside Project 

_ modeling in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR which showed a 

_ reduction in 1998 delays (120,000 hours) compared to 1993 

_ (185,000 hours). Although total operations were nearly 

_ equivalent (519,000 in 1993 and 514,000 in 1998), the fleet 

_ mix and demand profile were significantly different. The high 

_ delays in 1993 were principally caused by a very peaked 

__ schedule with hourly operations exceeding 120 per hour. 


Letter 44: City of Chelsea, Preston G. Galarmeau Jr., City Councillor 
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_ Code — _Topic 1 Topic 20 _ Comment — _ Response ne 


é ” The DEP air quality monitoring stations, ‘including'the one 
_ paths, Chelsea's air monitor is at the Soldiers Home — out _located in Chelsea, are established to serve multiple 
_ of harm's way. _ functions. In some cases, the purpose is to record 
: _ background concentrations, sometimes to evaluate 
_ Neighborhood conditions, and in other situations to measure 
_ the impact of specific sources of air emissions. The Chelsea 
_ Station is a neighborhood station and, therefore, the only 
_ felevant data to the airport area are the ozone data. By 
| comparison, the DEP Bremen Street air monitoring station 
_ adjoins the airport and is in nearly the direct path of one of 
_ Logan Airport's runways. The data from both stations are 
ported i in the EIS/R. 


| 44.8 _ Ecosystems 


_ The impact on the Upland Sandpiper. The plan to relocate or Massport has developed a comp! 
_ mitigate for this endangered species in inadequate and _ Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close 
: indefinite. _ coordination with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 
: _ Endangered Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such 
_ habitat at Logan Airport from construction of the 
_ Centerfield Taxiway. The plan strives to enhance protection 
_ of remaining Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport 
_ without increasing the aviation safety hazards typically 
_ associated with birds or hazards to the birds. Additionally, it is 
_ expected that an area of former Upland Sandpiper habitat at 
_ Camp Edwards on Cape Cod will be restored to grassland 
_ habitat by removing woody and shrub vegetation to 
_ encourage enhancement of the Upland Sandpiper regional 
_ population. This restoration effort provides a unique 
_ Opportunity to expand grasslands in the Commonwealth far 
_ exceeding the +40 acres to be lost at Logan Airport. In the 
"event that such a program at Camp Edwards is not available, 
_ an appropriate alternative program acceptable to the NHESP 
_ will be developed and implemented. Additional details of the 
_ Upland Sandpiper mitigation plan are presented in 
_ Section 6. 5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Ground Access to -A study of the long-term traffic impacts on the surrounding The Airside Proj ect does not result in additional aircraft 

_ Transportation — Logan Airport communities should be as comprehensive as possible. _ operation or passenger demand for ground access services, 
: i : _ since the project will not induce additional passenger 

_ demand. Refer to the Logan Airport1994/95 GEIR which 

_ includes Massport’s Ground Access Management Plan and 
_ forecasted Vehicle Miles Traveled for the 37.5 million and 

_ 45 million passenger levels that were studied in the 


~ Rare Species 


_ Abenefit cost analysis — how can you realistically and I and the Supplemental 
"honestly mitigate the noise, health and real estate costs to DEIS/FEIR respond to federal and state scoping directives 

_ residents. _ and applicable FAA environmental orders and all other NEPA | 
and MEPA requirements, and provide appropriate analytical 

_ content for assessing alternatives. 


_ According to 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact 

_ Statements Regarding Cost-Benefit analysis “for purposes of 
_ complying with the act, the weighing of the merit and 

_ drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be displayed 

_ ina monetary cost-benefit analysis...” 


44.10 Alteratives Impacts 


Letter 44: City of Chelsea, Preston G. Galarneau Jr., City Councillor 
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44.11 Altematives | Runway 14/82 


The commitment to maintain the new runway's 
| unidirectional status — there isn't one. 


“Analysis === Base Year 
_ Assumptions reflect current conditions. 


Letter 44: City of Chelsea, Preston G. Galarneau ur., City Councillor 


_ Data used for this analysis is over 5 years old and doesnt 


_Response 


~The Runway 1 4/32 co concept under review in in the Supplemental : 
_ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all ; 


aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 


_ Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 

_ the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 

_ approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 

_ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
_ such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
_ to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
_ physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional 

_ requirements of that improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel 

_ and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is within 

_ 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the Hyatt Hotel 
_ and Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach 

_ Surface glide slope requirements, thereby precluding arrivals 
_ from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor limiting 

_ westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available 
- facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 

| maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 

_ operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 

_ reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 

_ has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 

_ Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. We anticipate that 

_ any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 
unidirectional limitations intended for Runway - 14/32. 


The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are” 
_ Not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
_ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
_ to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use inmodel 
_ calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

_ results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 
- conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 

' analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 

_ Logan Airport. ; : 


Chelsea City Council. = City Hal 
: 500 Broadway 


LETTER 45 ieee ree 


(617) 889-8349 F5y 


April 18, 1999 


Robert A. Durand 
Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


Re: Logan Airside mprovements Planni ng Project, Boston, MA 
EOEA #10458 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


As the City Councilor representing the residents of District 5 in Chelsea J thought | 
would write a comment about Massport’s Airside Planning Project. Thank you for 
considering the opinion of the communities that will be impacted if the new runway is 
built. 


The Draft EIR/S contains many discrepancies and inadequacies and fails to address our 
concerns regarding the healih impacts of a new runway on our neighborhoods. For the 
reasons detailed below, and we are sure many more, we encourage you to find this 
document inadequate and respectfully request the FAA withdraw support for the project. 


It has come to our attention that the New runway will allow for a tripling of flights over 
Chelsea. Enough is cnough! Our health is currenuly jeopardized by hundreds of 
thousands of vehicles travelling over the Tobin Bridge on one side, airplanes arriving and 
departing over heads. a salt pile on another side, oil tank and asphalt facilities on our 
shores, and an onslaught of heavy truck traffic associated with all of them, We can not 
accept another assault an the quality of life in our neighborhood. 


First and foremost, the method used to measure the noise impact is inaccurate. We have 

learned through numerous conversations with Massport and the FAA that the yearly 4h 1 
average noise level “predicted” by the integrated noise model has consistently : 
underestimated the actual noise levels affecting Chelsea. The use of the same model to 

predict the impact of the dramatic inercase in flights over our heads will surely: 

underestimate it as well. We also feel that soundproofing would do little to mitigate the 

noise impact. Sound insulation does not protect our children when they are playing in the 

park and docs not help us as we (ry to enjoy a sea breeze through Open windows in the 

sununertime. 


We are also disturbed about the DEIR/S' lack of consideration of the Environmenta} “ 
Justice issue, Chelsea is a City of immigrants — always has been and always will be. We = 4h 2 
belicve it is not coincidence that we have been targeted with the brunt of the Noise impact ; 
of the Proposal. But what about the other impacts on the low income, minority residents 

of Chelsea? Nothing was done in this report to address the Environmental Justice issue 

regarding the negative health impacts on us. In this sense the document also seems 

wocfully inadequate. 


While Massport refuses to admit the Airside Improvement Planning Project will tXpand 

capacity at Logan, Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be 

considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft operations, Nothing has been 45 3 
done to determine the traffic impacts associated with expected increases in Operations ‘ 
associated with this proposal. Chelsea can expect nothing but a dramatic increase in 

airport related heavy truck activity. The eftect of these trucks on health is wel 

documented by the EPA, yet the Draft LIR/S does not address the Negative impacts of 

more truck traffic and congestion on Chelsea, : 


Chelsea is undergoing a modern day renaissance. We have had to fight harder than most 
fo turn the City around. As this Proposal is being examined we arc watching the value of 
our homes rise. We have a new school system and a local government committed to 
undoing the past. We were recently honored as an “A! America City,” in recognition for 
our ability tu address the problems confronting us. Our budget is balanced for the first 
time, and we are investing millions in our infrastructure in order to move forward into the 
next century. The proposed expansion of Logan Airport is the single largest threat we 
lace. Lf this tunway ts built, years of hard Work could be undone in an instant. 


Sincerely, ' 


, i 7 - 
- > 
Jlisilip!fi3ibe/ 
Marilyn Portnoy 
Chelsea City Councilor » District 5 


CC: Mr. John Silva, FAA 
Mr. John DeVillars, EPA 
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City of Chelsea, Chelsea City Council 


Comment 


pact is 
: inaccurate. We have leamed through numerous 

_ conversations with Massport and the FAA that the yearly 

| average noise level "predicted" by the integrated noise 

_ model has consistently underestimated the actual noise 

_ levels affecting Chelsea. The use of the same model to 

_ predict the impact of the dramatic increase in flights over 

_ ourheads will surely underestimate it as well. We also fee! 
_ that soundproofing would do little to mitigate the noise 


they are playing in the park and does not help us as we try 
_ to enjoy a sea breeze through open windows in the 
_ summertime. 


Marilyn Portnoy 


Response 
erences between measured and modeled sound levels have 


_ been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and Annual 

_ Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in locations 

_ were significantly reduced in 1996 through modification of source 
_ levels to better account for over-water sound propagation and 

_ apparent use of higher engine power settings than are normally 
_ assumed in the noise model's database (Refer to Appendix F ofthe 
_ Logan Airport 1996 Annual Update). : 
ee : 4 : _ In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 
_ impact. Sound insulation does not protect our children when ~ became even less when Massport upgraded its monitoring system 
__and began to report noise caused only by aircraft — a metric directly 
_ comparable to the DNL exposure levels predicted by the noise 

_ model. 


_ Atsites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this improvement 
_ to the monitoring system brought measured and modeled DNL 

_ Values to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to Chapter 5 of the 

_ Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update). Massport continues to 

_ investigate possible causes for remaining differences (such as from 
_ hill effects) but believes the FAA’s INM noise model used in the 


Airside Project noise analyses accurately represents expected noise 
exposure. Using results from a special study of Terrain Modeling 


» analysis ( “hill effects”) in Orient Heights and Jeffries Point, Massport 
_ applied for and received approval to apply a correction to 1999. 
_ contours to account for increased levels in Orient Heights. 


_ Massport's FAA-approved sound insulation program is only one 
"element of the noise abatement program. For a discussion of the 
_ Noise abatement program, refer to the discussion in the Logan 

_ Aipport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Aiport 1998 Annual 

_ Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives underway that 

_ reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, including: 


Noise abatement and runway use restrictions; 


: Exploring means of extending the Logan Airport sound insulation 
_ program through innovative investigation of hill effects on sound 

_ propagation; 

: Encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 

_ altemative airports; and 


- Monitoring and improving achievement of PRAS goals. 


Letter 45: City of Chelsea, Chelsea City Council, Marilyn Portnoy 


MARAEALD 
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_ Code _Topic 1 _ Topic 2 Comment Response _ 


- Environmental Impacts — | Weare also disturbed: about the DEIR/S' lack of _ | Adverse impacts are not predominately bore by Ba caine 
| Justice _ consideration of the Environmental Justice issue. Chelsea is or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

i ' a City of immigrants. ..We believe it is not coincidence that _ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
» we have been targeted with the brunt of the noise impact of _ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 


_ the proposal. But what about the other impacts on the _ Of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 
_ lowincome, minority residents of Chelsea? Nothing was _ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
_ done in this report to address the Environmental Justice _ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 


_ issue regarding the negative health impacts on us. _ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 

_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 
_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an : 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. Mitigation of the increased 
_ noise within the 65 dB DNL noise contour will be provided to 
_ affected communities in the form of residential sound 
_ insulation. 


_ The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
_ to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 

» Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 

_ Status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
_ comparable public health reports were not available from the 
_ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 

_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 

_ airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 


concern. 
_ Ground _ Access to _ Nothing has been done to determine the traffic impacts : The Airside Project does not result in a 
| Transportation — Logan "associated with expected increases in operations _ operations because the Preferred Alternative would not 
: i _ associated with this proposal. Chelsea can expect nothing —_increase Logan Airport’s normal airfield capacity of 
_ but a dramatic increase in airport related heavy truck _ approximately 120 operations per hour. In addition, cargo 
"activity. The effect of these trucks on health is well _ operations account for only two percent of aircraft activity at 
_ documented by the EPA, yet the Draft EIR/S does not _ Logan Airport since most all cargo aircraft operate during off- 
_ address the negative impacts of more truck traffic and _ peak hours. 


congestion on Chelsea. _ Despite strong economic growth over the last few years cargo 


_ operations increased by less than two percent in 1999 and 

_ declined by 1.2 percent in 1998. Some cargo is now being / 
diverted to regional airports as indicated by the strong growth _ 

_ in cargo services and our cargo activity at the regional 

~ airports. 


‘Letter 45: City of Chelsea, Chelsea City Council, ie Portnoy 


Rochelle A. Bennett 


LETTER 46 


April 21, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley, IV, EOEA NO. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street, 20 Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Re: EOEA File No_10458 
Dear Sir: 


Iam writing to express my concerns regarding proposed new Runway 1432 at Logan Airport. 
I want to preface my letter by saying that I am not opposed to progress, but at what price? Has 
Massachusetts sunk so low that progress is higher on the list than the health, safety and 
environmental injustice of its citizens? [ would hope not. 


Chelsea is approximately 1.8 square miles. Within the boundaries of this small community, 
you find oil farms, asphalt storage, salt piles, air freight businesses, a fur tanmmng business, the 
Boston produce center, the Tobin Bridge, the MWRA headworks and several park and fly facilities. 
The City is also a cross route to several major MBTA stops. Because of this, Chelsea experiences 
a very high level of truck (several thousands daily) and auto (approximately 100,000 daily) traffic 
which I believe has an extremely detrimental environmental impact on the community. In addition, 
Chelsea is surrounded by Logan Airport, Massport’s salt pile in Charlestown and the Edison Plant 
in Everett. Add these together and you have one extremely high risk area. By allowing Logan 
Airport to expand, the EPA would be driving another environmental nail into our coffin. 


. When the Tobin Bridge was built, Chelsea lost 179 taxable properties and went downhill to 
the point of receivership. Chelsea is now on its way back up. The perception to the outside world 
is that Chelsea has been turned around and is a desirable place to work and live. Property values 
have rebounded. New businesses have opened. New schools have been built. While other 
communities surrounding Chelsea have flourished, it has taken Chelsea more than 50 years to get 
where it is today. If you allow Runway 1432 to be built, it could put Chelsea back into the rut it just 
climbed out of but this time Chelsea will never rebound. The new runway will not only cause people 
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to leave the City, it will lower property values and could hamper future non-airport businesses from 
moving here. 


As a recent Cancer patient, I am asking that MEPA not approve Massport’s EIR for Runway 
1432 until a complete study can be compiled by all of the surrounding cities and towns to determine 
what adverse health hazards currently exist in each community. 


I ask you to keep in mind that your job is to protect us from an unhealthy environment. 
Therefore, after reading the above and after reading Executive Order No. 385, I hope you will agree 
with me that more studies need to be done before any decision is made on Ronway 1432; and if the 
above health issues are not enough to sway you, I ask that you find the draft EIS/EIR inadequate 
because it uses outdated studies, docs not adhere to FAA modeling and shows a lack of alternative 
studies for a regional airport. I also feel that the residents of Chelsea were not given fair 
consideration in connection with this project. 


Sincerely, 


46.3 


46.4 
46.5 


Peck te. A. ble 2g- 


Rochelle A. Bennett 
Councilor-At-Large 
ce: - Mr. Robert A. Durand, Secretary 
Mr. John C. Silva, Manager FAA 
Mr. John DeVillars, EPA 
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Letter 46 
City of Chelsea, Chelsea City Council 
Rochelle A. Bennett 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Chelsea experiences a very high level of truck (several Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not increase 


| Transportation thousands daily) and auto (approximately 100,000 daily) traffic | capacity, but rather it would correct a series of deficiencies in the 
which I believe has an extremely detrimental environmental airfield geometry and operation. Masspor''s plans to handle the 
impact on the community...By allowing Logan Airport to _ ground access requirements of future passenger levels are / 
expand, the EPA would be driving another environmental nail __ discussed in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and 
into our coffin. _ its subsequent Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 


"The Airside Project does not result in additional aircraft operations 
_ because the Preferred Alternative would not increase : 

| Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of approximately 120 : 

_ Operations per hour. In addition, cargo operations account for only | 

_ two percent of aircraft activity at Logan Airport since most all 

| cargo aircraft operate during off-peak hours. 

"Despite strong economic growth over the last few years cargo 

_ operations increased by less than two percent in 1999 and 

_ declined by 1.2 percent in 1998. Some cargo is now being 

| diverted to regional airports as indicated by the Strong cial in 


| Atematives 


_ The new runway will not only cause people to leave the City, it 
will lower property values and could hamper future non-airport 
businesses from moving here. 


| Asa recent Cancer patient, | am asking that MEPA 1 not ior communities adjacent to 
_ approve Massport's EIR for Runway 14/32 until a complete © _ Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in Section 6.8 of 


| Public Health 


| study can be compiled by all of the surrounding cities and _ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health status reports were 
_ towns to determine what adverse health hazards currently _ available for the City of Boston; however, comparable public 
"exist in each community. _ health reports were not available from the Public Health 


_ Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and Winthrop. A review of the 
available information did not indicate any causal relationship : 

_ based on proximity to the airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as i 

a public health concem. 


“ ‘the Draft EIS/EIR ...uses outdated studies, does not adhere _ The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are not 
_ to FAA modeling... | based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred during 
: _ 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the Airside Project 
/ _ Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective to the delay 
: _ problem at Logan Airport and for use in model calibration. The 
: "analysis contained in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has been 
: " updated to include modeled delay results for 1998 to provide 
| more current context to airfield conditions at Logan Airport. Refer 
to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of 
! | the delay analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 
_ Logan Airport. 
| This section of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also includes a 
_ description of computer models for estimating flight delays, 
_ including their limitations. FAA reviewed and approved the 
_ simulation models used in this study. 


Chapter 2 of both the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and this 
_ Wupplemental DEIS/FEIR thoroughly address the role of the 
regional airports. 


...[the Draft EIS/EIR] shows a lack of altemative studies for a 
| regional airport. 


Letter 46: City of Chelsea, Chelsea City Council, Rochelle A. Bennett 


OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
EVERETT CITY HALL 
484 BROADWAY 
EVERETT, MASSACHUSETTS 02149-3694 


DAVID RAGUCC! LETTER 47 PHONE: (617) 394-2270 


MAYOR 


April 12, 1999 


Jane F. Garvey) Administrator 
Federal Aviation Administration 
National Headquarters 

800 Independence Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 2059} 


Dear Ms. Garvey: 


7 _ As you : aware, Massachusetts Port Authority prepared an Altermative 1A Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement that details the agency’s plan to expand and improve 
Logan. This alfernative plan includes the construction of Runway 14/32, as well as the 


boring communities such as Revere, Winthrop and East Boston. It has 
& battle of these residents to decrease the high levels of air traffic over 

- In accepting the proposed Runway 14/32, flight traffic will be shifted 
. n Area to include communities such as Everett who will bear a 
greater amount Of air traffic. 


It is beleved that the state and federal government are responsible to create a plan 
that would i excess traffic at Logan to other commercial airports that would. 


welcome passemiger service. 


FAX: (617) 381-| 150 


a 


47.2 


47.3 


a 


\ 

t 
John P. DeVillj 
April 12, 1999% 
Page 2 


1 am infagreement with Mayor Menino that a “Blue Ribbon Panel” should be 
established to greate a regional aviation transportation agency to thoroughly examine the 
status of our ayiation transportation system before we implement any new changes at 


Logan. 

Communities surrounding Logan Intemational Airport will have serious 
adversarial afffécts from the acceptance of the proposed Runway 14/32. Therefore, based 
on the above information, I can not support the implementation of a new runway or the 
expansion of Logan Airport. 


I appreciate your time regarding this matter. I look forward to recciving the 
EPA’s respons& to these concems, 


Tam avilable to further discuss this matter at your convenience. 


Sincerely, 


~ 


; ‘ 
Mayor Dyleecct 


47.4 
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Letter 47 
David Ragucci, Mayor 
Everett, Massachusetts 


Response 


: Communities surrounding Logan International Airport have _ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
: long been affected by unpleasant environmental conditions _ DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 
» such as noise pollution, air pollution and ground traffic. One _ Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 


Code ‘Topic 1 
Al 


Topic 2 Comment 


| Noise _ Impacts 


_ of the many undesirable circumstances has been the ' scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 
_ increase in noise pollution to neighboring communities such __ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 


"as Revere, Winthrop and East Boston. _ programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 
: _ associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
_ are described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 


472 Alternatives Runway 14/32 | In accepting the proposed Runway 14/32, flight traffic will be : In 1998, 77 percent of Logan Airport's jet traffic affected 
' shifted over the Greater Boston Area to include _ communities to the north and south of the airport— 
| communities such as Everett who will bear a greater _ East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, 
» amount of air traffic. _ Dorchester, Quincy, Milton, and Braintree. Without 
_ Runway 14/32, as much as 88 percent of 
_ Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overfly these 
» communities when Logan Airport reaches 
_ 37.5 million passengers. Construction of Runway 14/32 will 
_ allow a more balanced geographic distribution of 
_ aircraft operations over populated areas, will increase the 
_ number of over-water operations, and will reduce 
_ noise exposure for close-in communities. In fact, the 
_ most heavily impacted communities will experience a 
: decrease in overfli 998 levels. 
47.3 Regional » Regional | Itis believed that the state and federal government are provisions, federal aviation statutes and - 
_ Transportation Airports _ responsible to create a plan that would divert the excess _ regulations, and contractual provisions related to 
; : _ traffic at Logan to other commercial airports that would _ Federal Airport Improvement Program grants prevent 


_ welcome passenger service. _ Massport from any control over airline rates, routes, and 

i _ schedules. Congress has specifically forbidden 

_ airport operators from exercising any discriminatory action 

_ against any class of airport users. Major factors in 

airline competition are frequency of service and number of 

_ markets served, and Massport has no ability to force airlines 

_ to consolidate or eliminate flights to influence load factor or 
_ aircraft size. : 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 1 


Environmental 
_ Review 
| Process 


_ Panel” should be established to create a regional aviation 
_ transportation agency to thoroughly examine the status of 
_ our aviation transportation system before we implement any 
' new changes at Logan. 


"In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 


SUPPLEMENTAL Drart EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the : 
FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 


_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 


_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 

_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 

_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 
series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 

_ industry experts. 


_ Over the last ten years, various agencies and transportation 
_ planning organizations have conducted a number of studies 
_ that address regional transportation issues. These studies : 
_ have concluded that The Airside Project at Logan Airport, the 
_ expansion of the regional airports, and the implementation of 
_ high-speed rail are necessary for meeting the short-term and 
_ long-term inter-city travel needs of the New England region. 

_ These regional recommendations are in various stages of 

_ implementation. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of regional 

_ transportation alternatives to Logan Airport and steps 

_ Massport has taken to foster increased use of these 
alternatives. 


_ Massport has a history of engaging in cooperative regional 
_ transportation planning and continues its efforts to promote 
_ an efficient and balanced regional transportation system. : 
_ Massport’s most recent endeavors include its co-sponsorship 
_ of the Regional Transportation Summit of New England : 
_ Governors in November 1999, attendance at a second 

_ summit in December 2000, and its assumption of operating 
_ responsibility for the Worcester Regional Airport in 

_ January 2000. Refer to Section 2.9 of the Supplemental 

| DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Masspor'’s initiatives in 

_ support regional transportation alternatives. 


Letter 47: David Ragucci, Mayor, Everett, Massachusetts 


TOWN OF HINGHAM 


OFFICE OF SELECTM 


Py; -N 
* a “4, 


LETTER 48 


Martin Crane, M.D. 5 Charles J. Cristello 
Michael P Holden Town Administrator 


April 21, 1999 fan 


Dear Mr. Pugsiey: 


The Hingham Board of Selectmen wishes to submit the following comment on 
Massport’s proposal to construct 4 new runway at Logan Alrport and the SDEIR/SDEIS 
for the Logan Airside improvements Planning Project as presented by the 
Massachusetts Port Authority, 


We have reviewed the Citizens Advisory Committee's Consultant Report and it appears 
that there are several aspects in which the SDEIS/R is deficient. These Include the use 
of out of date base line data, emission of key Issues included in the ENF and an overly 


Hingham Is projected to sustain a 152% increase in flights over the town. Many 48.1 
residents are concemed about the incremental effects on Personal health and quality of 

life. In addition we are conceamed about increased traffic congestion caused by 48 2 
Increasing the Capacity of the airport. : 


The Hingham Board of Selectmen is further Concemed that this short term porposal, 
ostensibly to reduce current delays, will surely only delay by a short time the point at 48 3 
which airport traffic will once again become unmanageable. We urge Massport to é 


the New England region without Overburdening the Boston metropolitan area with the 
impacts of air travel, 


Finally, it is our view that, if not withdrawn, this SDEIS/R shold be rejected as 
inadequate. 


Sincerely, 
Michael P, Holden 


ee: Representative William Delahunt 
Peter Bute, Executive Director, Massachusetts Port Authority 


210 Ceneral Street, Hingham, MA 02043-2757 « Telephone (781) 741-1400 « Fax (781) 741-1454 
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Letter 48 
Town of Hingham, Office of Selectmen 
Michael P. Holden 


Code Topic 1 


48.1 Public Health 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


| Effects _ Hingham is projected to s ease in flig available public health studies for communities adjacent 
over the town. Many residents are concerned about the _ to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 

' incremental effects on personal health and quality of life. _ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 

_ status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
| comparable public health reports were not available from the 
_ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 
_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 
_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 
airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 


iS 


Access to _ In addition we are concerned about mplementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 

: Transportation | Logan _ congestion caused by increasing the capacity of the airport. _— increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 
_ deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 

_ Massport’s plans to handle the ground access requirements 
_ of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent 

_ Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 


_ Federal constitutional provisions (preemption, commerce 

_ Clause, equal protection), federal aviation statutes and 

_ regulations, and contractual provisions related to covenants 
_ in connection with the Federal Airport Improvement Program 
_ grants which Massport receives, restrict Massport’s ability to 
_ limit the number of aircraft operations. Since Aviation 

_ Deregulation in 1979, airlines have been free to select their 

_ own markets, schedules and equipment without Federal, 

_ State or local intervention. 


‘Letter 48: Town of Hingham, Office of Selectmen, Michael P. Holden 


Code 


Letter 48: Town of Hingham, Office of Selectmen, Michael P. Holden 


egansedkcs 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


_ this short term proposal...will surely only delay by a short 

_ time the point at which airport traffic will once again become 
_ unmanageable. We urge Massport to withdraw this proposal 
_ and to enter into a long term planning effort to meet the 
_ needs of the New England region without over-burdening 
_ the Boston metropolitan area with the impacts of air travel. 


Comment 


The Hingham Board of Selectmen is further concemed that 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


"Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
- 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
_ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 


as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 


_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the _ 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impactof 


_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
' efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits willaccrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
levels increase. 


_ Over the last ten years, various agencies and transportation 
_ planning organizations have conducted a number of studies : 
_ that address regional transportation issues. These studies have 
_ concluded that The Airside Project at Logan Airport, the 
_ expansion of the regional airports, and the implementation of 

_ high-speed rail are necessary for meeting the short-term and 

_ long-term inter-city travel needs of the New England region. 

_ These regional recommendations are in various stages of 

_ implementation. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of regional transportation 
"alternatives to Logan Airport and steps Massport has taken to 

_ foster increased use of these alternatives. 


_ Massport has a history of engaging in cooperative regional 
_ transportation planning and continues its efforts to promote 
_ an efficient and balanced regional transportation system. 


Massport's most recent endeavors include its co-sponsorship 


_ of the Regional Transportation Summit of New England 


_ Governors in November 1999, attendance at a second 

_ summit in December 2000, and its assumption of operating 
_ responsibility for the Worcester Regional Airport in 

_ January 2000. Refer to Section 2.9 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Massport’s initiatives in 


regional transportation alternatives. : 


Sido 


Town of Full 


3OARD OF SELECTMEN : MUNICIPAL BUILDING 


HULL, MASSACHUSETTS 02045 


(817) 925-2000 
April 22, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs | LETTER 49 


Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20" Floor 

Boston, MA 022025 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airport Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva: 


On behalf of the Town of Hull Board of Selectmen I am writing to voice the Town of Hull’s Opposition to 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Draft Environmental Impact Statement EIS) filed by 
Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration. The Town of Hull objects to the construction of a new 
runway at Logan Airport for the following reasons. 


¢ The base year for the documents calculations and projections is 1993. It is now 1999. using a base 
year that is six years old is inconsistent with sound planning Principals as many of the underlying 
analysis and modeling require more current data to accurately project future outcomes. For instance. 


actually decreased from 1993 to 1998. The Projections in the DELAYSIM model developed 
specifically for this project does not accurately reflect the current state of delay. The failure to use 


In addition the success of Providence, Manchester and now Pease airports are not reflected in 1993 
data. The failure to fully capture the success of these altemnatives calls into question the projections 
that are contained in the report. 


¢ The document offers a lengthy discussion on delay but fails to fully articulate all the causes for delay. 
For instance it is impossible from reading the document to determine what percentage of delay is due 
to mechanical failure. Without a breakdown for the causes of delay the true scope of the Northwest 
wind caused delay cannot be fully defined. Even the Statistics on weather delay do not stratify the 
delay data by type of weather. 1993 was one of the heaviest snow total winters on record. If there was 
a day that had a significant snowfall and strong winds how was delay attributed: to the Wind direction 
or the snow fall? The document is silent on this issue. 


Town of Hull- Page | of 3 
Apmil 22. 1999 


The failure to fully define delay not only by type, length and cause but also to deviate from the FAA 
standard or the Department of Transportation (DOT) standard is cause to reject the report as the nature 
of the problem that Massport is Seeking to solve is not defined in the report. 


The flight tracks depicted in the EIRVEIS do not conform to actual flight tracks. Massport 


The report should be rejected because the Preferred alternative is not the best alternative for reducing 
delay. Table 4.5-3 Clearly illustrates that Alternative 2, an option that does not require building a 


further diminishing the adverse impacts of Logan on neighboring communities, Lastly, Peak Hour 
Pricing has a superior impact on air quality improvement as well as noise abatement. This option if 
further explored could lead to €ven greater reduction than outlined in the Proposal and at a minimum 
MEPA should Tequire an analysis with greater depth. 


The proposal projects operations through the year 2010. It indicates that by that time delay will 
Significantly exceed current levels, total operations will have seen a dramatic increase and noise, air 


Town of Hull- Page 2 of 3 
Apmil 22, 1999 


49.5 


49.6 


49.7 


49.8 
49.9 


49.10 


Since the preparation of EIR/EIS several substantial developments have occurred that could dramatically 
alter the projections used in the report. These developments include: 


¢ Operations at Providence and Manchester have exceeded Massport Projections considerably 

¢ Pease Airport is completing a major expansion and is contracting with two major airlines for 
service : 

¢ Worcester Airport has just come under Massport’s control and has upgraded its electronics to 
improve runway operations under all weather conditions. 

¢ Governor Cellucci has committed to enhancing rail connections from Boston to TF Green 
Airport. 

e New Bedford has offered to expand cargo service to its municipal airport. 


Community Advisory Committee’ response and the numerous other letters in Opposition. The regulatory 
agencies that have oversight of this process should demand that an undertaking that would impact the 
quality of life of over one million, or 1/6" of the Commonwealth’s residents be comprehensive and 
complete. This proposal is neither. 


On Behalf of the Town of Board of Selectmen 


Philip E-Lemnios fp 


Town Manager 


CC: 


Governor Cellucci 

Senator Edward Kennedy 

Senator John F. Kerry 

Congressman William Delahunt 
Congressman Joseph Moakly 

Congressman Michael Cappuano 

State Senate President Thomas Birmingham 
State Speaker of the House Thomas Finneran 
Sta.c Senator Robert Hedlund 

State Representative Mary Jeanette Murray 
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3OARD OF SELECTMEN : MUNICIPAL BUILDING 


HULL, MASSACHUSETTS 02045 


(817) 925-2000 
April 22, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs | LETTER 49 


Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20" Floor 

Boston, MA 022025 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airport Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva: 


On behalf of the Town of Hull Board of Selectmen I am writing to voice the Town of Hull’s Opposition to 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Draft Environmental Impact Statement EIS) filed by 
Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration. The Town of Hull objects to the construction of a new 
runway at Logan Airport for the following reasons. 


¢ The base year for the documents calculations and projections is 1993. It is now 1999. using a base 
year that is six years old is inconsistent with sound planning Principals as many of the underlying 
analysis and modeling require more current data to accurately project future outcomes. For instance. 


actually decreased from 1993 to 1998. The Projections in the DELAYSIM model developed 
specifically for this project does not accurately reflect the current state of delay. The failure to use 


In addition the success of Providence, Manchester and now Pease airports are not reflected in 1993 
data. The failure to fully capture the success of these altemnatives calls into question the projections 
that are contained in the report. 


¢ The document offers a lengthy discussion on delay but fails to fully articulate all the causes for delay. 
For instance it is impossible from reading the document to determine what percentage of delay is due 
to mechanical failure. Without a breakdown for the causes of delay the true scope of the Northwest 
wind caused delay cannot be fully defined. Even the Statistics on weather delay do not stratify the 
delay data by type of weather. 1993 was one of the heaviest snow total winters on record. If there was 
a day that had a significant snowfall and strong winds how was delay attributed: to the Wind direction 
or the snow fall? The document is silent on this issue. 


Town of Hull- Page | of 3 
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The failure to fully define delay not only by type, length and cause but also to deviate from the FAA 
standard or the Department of Transportation (DOT) standard is cause to reject the report as the nature 
of the problem that Massport is Seeking to solve is not defined in the report. 


The flight tracks depicted in the EIRVEIS do not conform to actual flight tracks. Massport 


The report should be rejected because the Preferred alternative is not the best alternative for reducing 
delay. Table 4.5-3 Clearly illustrates that Alternative 2, an option that does not require building a 


further diminishing the adverse impacts of Logan on neighboring communities, Lastly, Peak Hour 
Pricing has a superior impact on air quality improvement as well as noise abatement. This option if 
further explored could lead to €ven greater reduction than outlined in the Proposal and at a minimum 
MEPA should Tequire an analysis with greater depth. 


The proposal projects operations through the year 2010. It indicates that by that time delay will 
Significantly exceed current levels, total operations will have seen a dramatic increase and noise, air 
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49.5 


49.6 


49.7 


49.8 
49.9 


49.10 


Since the preparation of EIR/EIS several substantial developments have occurred that could dramatically 
alter the projections used in the report. These developments include: 


¢ Operations at Providence and Manchester have exceeded Massport Projections considerably 

¢ Pease Airport is completing a major expansion and is contracting with two major airlines for 
service : 

¢ Worcester Airport has just come under Massport’s control and has upgraded its electronics to 
improve runway operations under all weather conditions. 

¢ Governor Cellucci has committed to enhancing rail connections from Boston to TF Green 
Airport. 

e New Bedford has offered to expand cargo service to its municipal airport. 


Community Advisory Committee’ response and the numerous other letters in Opposition. The regulatory 
agencies that have oversight of this process should demand that an undertaking that would impact the 
quality of life of over one million, or 1/6" of the Commonwealth’s residents be comprehensive and 
complete. This proposal is neither. 


On Behalf of the Town of Board of Selectmen 


Philip E-Lemnios fp 


Town Manager 


CC: 


Governor Cellucci 

Senator Edward Kennedy 

Senator John F. Kerry 

Congressman William Delahunt 
Congressman Joseph Moakly 

Congressman Michael Cappuano 

State Senate President Thomas Birmingham 
State Speaker of the House Thomas Finneran 
Sta.c Senator Robert Hedlund 

State Representative Mary Jeanette Murray 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 49 
Town of Hull 
Philip E. Lemnios, Town Manager 


Code Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ the model to severely overestimate delay. _ these not with the base year, but with Alternative 4, the No- 
i _ Action Alternative. The planning scenarios for 37.5 and 45 

_ million passengers represent a range of future activity at 
_ Logan Airport expected in the 2010 to 2020 time frame. 


Analysis | Base Year The base year for the documents calculations and _ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides updated information 
_ Assumptions/ _ projections is 1993. It is now 1999, using a base year that is _ for 1998—the latest year for which actual Logan Airport data 
_ Methodologies __six years old is inconsistent with sound planning principals. —__ are available. 1993 was adopted as the base year when the 
_ as many of the underlying analysis and modeling require Airside Improvement studies commenced in 1994. The 
: : | more current data to accurately project future outcomes... | primary function of the Base Year analysis is to calibrate the 
| The projections in the DELAYSIM model developed | airfield operation models and environmental impact models. 
| Specifically for this project does not accurately reflect the _ The benefits and impacts of the action alternatives 
| current state of delay. The failure to use current data causes _ (Alternatives 1, 1A, 2 and 3) are assessed by comparing 


_ Regional | Regional _ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 

| Transportation Airports _ Pease airports are not reflected in 1993 data. The failure to discussion of the specific role played by the regional 

__ fully capture the success of these alternatives calls into _ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
| question the projections that are contained in the report. _ to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 


_ recognized and has been a proponent of options to 
_ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport i 
_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the useof 
| options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 
_ Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that 
_ could be absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 
_ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 
_ these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 
' traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 
_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 
_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be / 
_ achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play 
_ an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability i 
_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 
| to correct the problem with Logan Airport’s layout, is 
_ necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircratt traffic levels. These benefits will 
_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
_ Logan Airport. 


Letter 49: Town of Hull, Philip E. Lemnios, Town Manager 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


_ The document offers a lengthy discussion on delay but fails 
| ; _ to fully articulate all the causes for delay. For instance, it is 
| _ impossible from reading the document to determine what 

| percentage of delay is due to mechanical failure. Without a 
_ breakdown for the causes of delay the true scope of the 
Northwest wind caused delay cannot be fully defined. 


Further, there is no explanation offered as to why it was 
necessary to create a new method of calculating delay 
when there are two federal agencies that have models in 
place to do so. It should be noted that the FAA and U.S. 


are we to believe, and why. Additional by creating a new 
model the ability to compare projected solutions with 


_ at other airports around the country is lost. In essence we 
i are | unable to compare apples to apples. 


: _the report does not address the cost that residents of 
_ communities that live near the airport will experience in 

' economic or quality of life terms...there is an incomplete 
"analysis of all the cost and benefits associated with this 
proposal. 


ght tracks depicted in the EIR/EIS do not conform to 
_ actual flight tracks. Massport acknowledges that the actual 
| flight tracks flow may vary significantly from the assigned 
_ flight tracks. The data for actual flight tracks flown and the 
corresponding noise levels were not incorporated into the 
| modeling that produced projections regarding several types 
_ of impact, including noise, environmental impacts from fuel 
_ and fumes as well as air quality impacts over all affected 
_ communities. 


Preferred Alter 
_ native 


..the Preferred Alternative is not the best alternative for 
reducing delay... Alternative 2, an option that does not 
require building a runway, has a greater impact on delay 

_ reduction than the Preferred Alternative IA. Alternative 2 

_ puts in place "Peak Hour Pricing’ that in essence charges 
_ the airlines a premium to land at premium hours. This 
"alternative is far more equitable as the users of the airport 
_ would share some of the burden of the airport. 


i 
j 


| The Airside Project addresses delays ft 
_ Logan Airport. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a detailed discussion 

_ of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and historical data, 
_ along with comparisons of Logan Airport delays within the 


_ used in the Airside Project. Chapter 1 and Appendix C 
_ include a description of measures used by FAA and 
DOT models have a wide divergence and now the Massport 
model offers a third divergent viewpoint. Which, if any model 


solutions that may have been implemented or will be offered | 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


straimts a 


context of delays at cd States irports. 


Chapter 4 of the Supp DEIS/FE R contains a 
discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays 


U.S. DOT to calculate delay, the limitations of those 

| Measures, an explanation of computer models for estimating 
| flight delays, and historical delay data at Logan Airport and 
other major United States airports. 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 


_ DEIS/FEIR respond to federal and state scoping directives 
_ and applicable FAA environmental orders and all other NEPA : 
_ and MEPA requirements, and provide appropriate analytical 
_ content for assessing alternatives. 


According to 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact 


_ Statements Regarding Cost-Benefit analysis “ for purposes of 


_ complying with the act, the weighing of the merit and 

_ drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be displayed 
_ ina monetary cost-benefit analysis...” In fact, the FAA models 
_ tend to overstate delays since they use weighted averages 
__ rather than continuous weather conditions. 


The flight tracks used in the model were derived from radar 


_ data depicting actual flight tracks to be representative of the 


entire set of actual tracks. The tracks that were derived for 
_ departure operations off each runway represent the 

_ dispersion and turns of the actual tracks. The use of each 

_ derived track is weighted to reflect the actual use. It is 

_ believed that the number of tracks used in this study and in 
_ the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) leads to 
greater accuracy in estimating the noise impacts than is 


_ obtained with fewer tracks used in studies at many other 
- airports. 


_ The Airside analysis indicates that Peak Period Pricing is an 

__ effective option when airline’s schedule beyond the normal 
_ hourly operating capacity of the airport. Peak Period Pricing is 
| not recommended for implementation at this time, because 
| airline overscheduling is not a major contributor to current 

_ delays at Logan Airport. However, as a mitigation measure, 

| Massport has proposed to implement a Peak Period 


Monitoring System to determine if airline overscheduling is 
emerging based on future growth in aircraft operations. : 
Massport believes that initiation of this monitoring program 
will provide the necessary market signals to encourage 

carriers to make efficient use of available facilities at 

Logan Airport. Should the monitoring program indicate that 


| overscheduling conditions are likely to develop, Massport is 


_ prepared to initiate a process, as described in Section 4.5.4 
_ of the Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR, to initiate the rule- 


_ making process to implement Peak Period Pricing at that 
_time. | 


Letter 49: Town of Hull, Philip E. Lemnios, Town Manager 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ Peak Period ...Peak Hour Pricing will help to promote Providence, set out in-Section 4.5the ~ 


| ; Pricing | Manchester and Pease Airports as more economical | Supplemental DEISIFEIR., While the regional airports at 
i __ alternatives for some travelers thus further diminishing the _ Manchester and T.F. Green/Providence have experienced 
__ adverse impacts of Logan on neighboring communities. _ exceptional traffic growth over the past several years, traffic at 


i _ Logan Airport has continued to grow. In the future, continued 

| development at the regional airports should relieve some of the 

| traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, resulting in a reduced 

| rate of traffic growth. Nevertheless, regional alternatives do not 

| address Logan Airport's inability to efficiently accommodate 
"current levels of demand during northwest wind conditions. Refer 


Alternatives _ 


Peak Period 
Pricing 


Planning Period 


...Peak Hour Pricing has a superior impact on air quali 
improvement as well as noise abatement. 


_ The proposal projects operations through the year 2010. It 


pact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport is 
iscussed in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Section 1.4 and Appendix Cofthe Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


ieee anata ee ae ee 


/ Analysis 


_ Assumptions/ _ indicates that by that time delay will significantly exceed contains a discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
| Methodologies current levels, total operations will have seen a dramatic _ and historical data, along with comparisons of Logan Airport with 
i : _ increase and noise, air quality and impact to surrounding _ other United States airports. The delay situation is not at 


| communities will not have improved. ..What do we do in 2011 equilibrium. FAA Opsnet delays at Logan Airport peaked in 1993, 
_ when there are no more alternatives at Logan...Massportand declined for two years and are rising again. Arrival delays, which 


all those responsible for seeking and executing long term _ would be directly affected by Runway 14/32, have risen steadily 
__ solutions should not be allowed to continually provide | since 1994. In fact, Logan Airport is the second most delayed 
_ nearsighted solutions without addressing the real issues. _ airport in the nation for arrivals. 


: _ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
: _ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions are 
i _ taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high as 
_ 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term benefits 
by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had been in place ; 
_ in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the future 
: _ 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of the regional 
i __altematives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not expected to be 

_ achieved until 2015. The sooner airside efficiencies are : 
_ implemented; the more benefits will accrue over time. Section 4.6 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that delay reduction 
benefits increase over time as traffic levels increase. 


Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a discussion 


...$everal substantial developments that have occurred [since 


_ Transportation Airports _ the preparation of EIR/EIS} that...dramatically alter the | of the specific role played by the regional transportation 

/ __ projections used in the report [and should be considered]. | altematives and steps that Massport has taken tofosteruse of 
_ These developments include: operations at Providence and _ these alternatives. Massport has long recognized andhasbeena 
: | Manchester have exceeded Massport Projections proponent of options to Logan Airport. Together with the regional 
i _ considerably; Pease Airport is completing a major expansion _ airports, Massport has implemented a regional strategy to i 
"and is contracting with two major airlines for service; _ enhance the use of options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project 
_ Worcester Airport has just come under Massport's control and Draft EIS/EIR, Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual 
_ has upgraded its electronics to improve runway operations  _ passengers that could be absorbed by regional alternatives that 
_ under all weather conditions; New Bedford has offered to "include use of T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester _ 
_ expand cargo service to its municipal airport; Governor _ Regional airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. 
_ Cellucci has committed to enhancing rail connections from _In the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that these 
| Boston to T.F. Green Airport. _ developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger traffic growth. 


_ Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million passenger 

_ forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 2015, and the 

| 45 million passenger forecasts may not be achieved until after 

| 2020. While regional alternatives can play an important role in 

_ teducing the rate of future traffic growth at Logan Airport, they do 
_ not address Logan Airport's inability to efficiently accommodate 

_ current levels of demand during northwest wind conditions. 

_ Runway 14/32, which is designed to correct the problem with 

_ Logan Airport's layout, is necessary to correct this deficiency and 
| provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 

_ benefits will only increase in the future, even as developments at 
_ the regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 


i 


Letter 49: Town of Hull, Philip E. Lemnios, Town Manager 


Town of Hull 
225 Atlantic Avenue 
Hull, Massachusetts 02045 


Planning Board i 


781-925-2117 
eee 


April 21, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 


Attention: MEPA Office LETTER 50 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 20" floor - 
Boston, MA 02205 


Re: OPPOSED to Runway 14/32 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

I am writing on behalf of the Town of Hull Planning Board to express our strong opposition to 
Massport’s proposed new Tunway, 14/32. Our concern is that the new Tunway will allow more flights 
into and out of Logan Airport. As elected Officials, we believe that Runway 14/32 will substantially 
increase the air traffic over our community which will result in significant negative impact to our 


quality of life and the economics of our town. 


The Town of Hull has been undergoing a renaissance over the past several years. We have developed a 


Government is by the people and for the people. Government agencies should not be independent from 
the will of 


Sincerely, 


David P. Carlon 
Chairman 


30.1 
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Letter 50 
Town of Hull, Planning Board 
David P. Carlon, Chairman 


Code 
(504 


Topic 2 
_ Runway 14/32 


Response 


: y substantially increase Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 
the air traffic over our community which will result in _ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 
_ significant negative impact to our quality of life and the _ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
» economics of our town. by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of : 
_ aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 

_ construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
_ More than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 
_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hullis 
further from the airport than those communities impacted by 

_ arrivals to Runway 15L/R, 4L/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 

_ Call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate in this 
_ direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 
_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 

_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 

_ allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 

_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 

_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 

_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 
from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and Appendix E-1 of 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 

_ exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 

_ funway would help to improve. 


_ Alternatives 


: Town and County of Nantucket 
Board of Selectmen. County Commissioners 


Arthur L. Desrocher, Chairman 
Charles "Jack" Gardner 

‘eorgia Ann Snell 

imothy M. Soverino 
Vincent M. Vacca 


Town & County Building 
16 Broad Street 
Nantucket, Massachusetts 02554 
Sakae aete gt 
Telephone (508) 228-7255 
Facsimile (508) 228-7272 
—______ 
C. Elizabeth Gibson 
Town & County Administrator 


April 7, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 

ATTN: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 LETTER +) 
Cambridge Street 

20th Floor E 
Boston, MA 02202 


Mr. John Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airport Division 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva: 


On behalf of the Town of Nantucket, I write to you today to express the Town of Nantucket's 
support of Massport's preferred alternative for reducing delays at Logan International Airport and 
to reaffirm our strong opposition to peak period pricing. 


Although efforts to reduce congestion and delay are laudable, the method chosen is poorly 
conceived and potentially disastrous for the Massachusetts regional airports that depend on 
efficient economical air service for community success. We can agree on the need for a new 
Tunway to ease congestion, but tying it to peak period pricing is not acceptable. 


Nantucket, other Cape and Island communities, and smaller cities throughout New England are AT 1 
dependent on Logan as the "hub" of a "hub and spoke" system of airports which acts as a : 


Nantucket enplanes more passengers than any other airport in Massachusetts after Logan. We are 


the fifth among all cities in New England in that same regard. This proposed fee structure will 
harm our residents and visitors severely because of the increase in landing fees for the smaller 


aircraft which serve us and other Cape and Island communities, T., se fees must be passed on to 
the traveler. The effect will be to send the discretionary traveler elsewhere, and for off-season 
service to be eliminated or curtailed. 


Nantucket is working along with the other commercial Service airports of Massachusetts to 
convince MASSPORT to eliminate peak period pricing as an option. The five airports of the 


Sincerely, 


OP ee 


Arthur L. Desrocher, Chairman 
Nantucket Board of Selectmen 


pe: Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
Senator John F, Kerry 
State Senator Henri Rauschenbach 
State Representative Eric T. Turkington 
Nantucket Airport Commission 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNIN 


_ Peak Period 
_ Pricing 


G PROJEC 


Comment 


_ On behalf of the Town of Nantucket, | write to you today to 
_ express the Town of Nantucket's support of Massport's 

_ Preferred Altemative for reducing delays at Logan 

| International Airport and to reaffirm our strong opposition to 
: peak period pricing. ..To place high fees on the regional 

' airlines upon which we are dependent for tourist and 

» business travel during the hours when most people need to 
_ travel, is to deny us a fair chance at economic 

_ survival... This proposed fee structure will harm our resi- 

_ dents and visitors severely because of the increase in 
landing fees for the smaller aircraft which serve us and 

_ other Cape and Island communities. Those fees must be 

| passed on to the traveler. The effect will be to send the 
discretionary traveler elsewhere, and for off-season service 
_ to be eliminated or curtailed. 


_ Section 4.5 of the Suppleme 
_ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
_ Services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
_ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport : 
_ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 

_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
_ air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak | 
period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
_ feduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
_ Well as other small communities in New England. 


Letter 51 
Town and County of Nantucket 

Board of Selectman 
Arthur L. Desrocher, Chairman 


Response 


provides an 


_ Massport considers Logan Airport to be part of a regional 

__ system of airports that includes T.F. Green/Providence, 

_ Manchester and Worcester Regional airports. Service 

_ development and increased passenger traffic at these 

_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 

_ Strategy to accommodate growth in air travel demand. Refer 
_ to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora discussion 
_ of the roles of Logan Airport and these regional airports in the 


and aviation system. 


TOWN OF ORLEANS BOARD OF 


19 SCHOOL ROAD ORLEANS MASSACHUSETTS 02653-3699 SELECTMEN 
Telephone (508) 240-3700 — Fax (508) 240-3703 TOWN 
http://www.town.orleans.ma.us ADMINISTRATOR 
May 7, 1999 
Secretary Robert Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 


Boston, MA 02202 
Attn: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Unit 


John C. Silva, Manager 

Envircnmental Programs 

Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 EOEA #10458 


Dear Sirs: 

On behalf of the Town of Orleans, the Board of Selectmen would like to comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project. We 
concur with the findings and conclusions in the report that Peak Period Pricing is not an appropriate 


strategy for reducing aircraft delay at Logan Airport and therefore should be eliminated from further 
consideration. 


on continued safe and efficient air transportation access to Logan. Peak Period Pricing, if LY) 1 


Thank you for the Opportunity to comment on this report. 


Very truly yours, 


Orleans Board of Selectmen 


Letter 52: Town of Orleans, Beverly G. Singleton, Chairman 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 2 
Peak Period 
_ Pricing 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Letter 52 
Town of Orleans 


Beverly G. Singleton, Chairman 


Comment 


Response 


We concur with the findings and conclusions in the report Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 


_ that Peak Period Pricing is not an appropriate strategy for 
_ reducing aircraft delay at Logan Airport and therefore 

: should be eliminated from further consideration. The 

: economic and environmental well being of Cape Cod's 

_ residents and businesses depends on continued safe and 
' efficient air transportation access to Logan. Peak Period 

» Pricing, if implemented, would create a severe hardship 

© onairlines such as Cape Air that use small aircraft...[FJor 
_ the communities of the Outer Cape, the potential loss of 

_ air carrier service by Cape Air as a result of Peak Period 

_ Pricing would threaten the health and safety of residents 

_ by eliminating medical care flight service that many rely 
"on, forcing ambulances to drive up to an hour away to 
Cape Cod Hospital and two and one half hours to Boston. 


_ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
_ services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
_ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
_ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 


associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 


__ air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 


period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 


_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
_ well as other small communities in New England. 


_ Aconceptual exemption program designed to protect 
_ Services to small communities most reliant on Boston for 
~ access to the national air transport system is described in 


Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. / 


Town Hall, 260 Commercial Street 
Provincetown, Massachusetts 02657" 
Facsimile (508) 487-9560 
Telephone (508) 487-7000 


Yown of Provincetown 


BY FACSIMILE AND CERTIFIED MAIL LETTER 03 
April 21, 1999 


Secretary Robert Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" floor 

Boston, MA 02202 

ATTN: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Unit 
EOEA #10458 


Mr. John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


SUBJ: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project: Prounetoun Supports Rumuzy 
14/32 tn Alternative 1A, But Opposes Peak Period Pricing at Logan Airport 


Dear Sirs: 


Atrport. The Cape Cod Commission's Transportation Committee has cited prior Massport 5 4 | 


pal 
airport under the auspices of our Airport Commission- putting Cape Air out of business has 
the "real possibility" of putting Provincetown Municipal Airport out of business. For 
Provincetown where the closest ambulance drive is an hour away to Cape Cod Hospital and 
two-and-a-half hours away to Boston- the loss of our airport would fundamentally threaten 
the health and safety of our residents. We cannot allow that to happen. 


Page 2 


Thank you for your consideration. 


Cc: Board of Selectmen 
Provincetown Airport Commission 
Cape Air c/o Mr. Dan Wolf 
State Senator Henri Rauschenbach 
State Representative Shirley Gomes 
Governor A. Paul Cellucci 
Congressman William Delahunt 
Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
Senator John Kerry 
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Letter 53 
Town of Provincetown 
Keith A. Bergman, Town Manager 


Response 


| 83.1 _ PeakPeriod ishes strongly to oppose any inclusion ection 4.5 of the ‘Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
_ Pricing : of peak period pricing in Alternative 1A or otherwise. As analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
"we have long said, peak period pricing could seriously— —_services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
| perhaps fatally—undermine the economic viability of (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
: Provincetown Municipal Airport...the loss of our airport _ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption _ 
_ would fundamentally threaten the health and safety of our program would have on the delay reduction benefits 


| residents, _ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
: air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak | 
_ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
_ well as other small communities in New England. 


_ A conceptual exemption program designed to protect 

_ services to small communities most reliant on Boston for 
_ access to the national air transport system is described in : 
_ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. i 


Letter 53: Town of Provincetown, Keith A. E eanee Town Manager 


7 Tow of meer ree 


The First Landing Place of the Pilgrims MASSACHUSETTS 


PROVINCETOWN MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 
Race Point Road, P.O. Box 657 


LETTER 54 


April 21, 1999 


AIRPORT COMMISSION 


Secretary Robert Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
i100 Cambridge Street, 29th Floor 

Boston, Ma. 02202 

ATTN: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Unit 

EOEA #10458 


Mr John Silva, Manager 

Environmental Programs 

FAA Airports Division, ANE-609 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, Ma. 01803 


Re; Logan Airport Airside Improvements 


Dear Sirs: 


The Provincetown Airport Commission is putting our 
full support behind the Proposed construction of the 
unidirectional runway 14/32 at Logan International Airport, 
This item is found in the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
/ Impact Statement for Logan Airport Airside Improvements 
Planning Project (Alternative 1A). We are convinced that the 
unidirectional runway is the most effective Way to address 


traffic delays at Logan. This is especially important during 
weather delays. 


The Provincetown Airport Commission also wants to be put on HA 4 
record that we strongly oppose any inclusion of Peak Period 


market or even out of business. We all know how fragile the 
economic viability of Lower Cape Cod is and when you add the 
health and safety of our residents and tourists we cannot 


The First Landing Place of the Pilgrims 


Sin e 


Leonard Alberts 
Provincetown Municipal Airport 
Commission Chairman 


Cc. Provincetown Board of Selectmen 
Provincetown Town Manager, Keith Bergman 
Cape Air c/o Mr Dan Wolf 
State Senator Henri Rauchenbach 
State Representive Shirley Gomes 
Governor A. Paul Cellucci 
Congressman William Delahunt 
Senator Edward Kennedy 
Senator John Kerry 


(er of F P60 Pires eins 


MASSACHUSETTS 


PROVINCETOWN MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 
Race Point Road, P.O, Bax 657 
Provincetown, MA 02657 
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Letter 54 

Town of Provincetown, 
Municipal Airport Commission 
Leonard Alberts, Chairman 


Comment 


Response 


_ Peak Period The Provincetown Airport Commission is putting our full = Section 45 of the Suppleme provides an 
Pricing _ support behind the proposed construction of the _ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 


_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 at Logan International _ services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 

_ Airport... The Provincetown Airport Commission also _ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
_ wants to be put on record that we strongly oppose any _ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption — 
_ inclusion of Peak Period Pricing in Alternative 1A of the program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
_ Logan DEIRAS and any other Peak Period Pricing _ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
_ information or planning in the future. We believe Peak air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
_ Period Pricing would devastate the Provincetown _ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
_ Municipal Airport and very possibly drive our only _ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes allthe 
_ commuter air carrier (Cape Air) out of the Provincetown Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
_ market or even out of business. _ well as other small communities in New England. 


_ Aconceptual exemption program designed to protect 

services to small communities most reliant on Boston for 
_ access to the national air transport system is described in : 
_ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter 54: Town of Provincetown, Municipal Airport Commission, Leonard Alberts, Chairman 


Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Final Environmental Impact Report 


EOEA #10458 


Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project 


Boston 
Logan 
International 
Airport 


massport Massachusetts Port Authority 


Federal Aviation Administration 


March 2001 
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Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR 


Acronyms 


Airside Project Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
CAA Clean Air Act 

dB decibel 

DEP Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
DOT Department of Transportation 

Draft EIS/EIR Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
EIR Environmental Impact Report 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

ENF Environmental Notification Form 

EOEA Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

EPA Environmental Protection Agency 

ESPR Environmental Status and Progress Report 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration 

FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact 

GEIR Generic Environmental Impact Report 

ILS Instrument Landing Systems 

INM Integrated Noise Model 

Logan Airport Boston-Logan International Airport 

Massport Massachusetts Port Authority 

MBTA Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
MEPA Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 

MESA Massachusetts Endangered Species Act 
MassHighway Massachusetts Highway Department 

MOU Memorandum of Understanding 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NO, oxides of nitrogen 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
OPSNET FAA Air Traffic Operations Network 

PM,, particulate matter less than 10 microns in size 
PPP Peak Period Pricing 

PRAS Preferential Runway Advisory System 

ROD Record of Decision 

SDEIS Panel Supplemental Draft EIS Panel 

Supplemental DEIS/ Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Final 
FEIR Environmental Impact Report 

VFR Visual Flight Rules 

VOC volatile organic compounds 

29M Low Fleet 29 Million annual air passenger Low Fleet 


37.5M High Fleet 37.5 Million annual air passenger High Fleet 
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OFFICE OF THE COUNCIL 


RESIDENCE 4922-9877. BRUCE J. AYERS 
VOICE MAIL 376-1356 : WARD VI COUNCILLOR 


April 12, 1999 


Jane Garvey, Administrator 

Federal Aviation Admin. 

800 Independence Ave. SW 

Washington, DC 20591 

Re: Logan Airport Expansion Resolve 

Dear Ms. Garvey: 

Enclosed please find a copy of the Resolve J introduced at the Quincy City Council 
meeting April 5, 1999, entitled “Resolutions Indicating City of Quincy Opppsition To 
Airside Expansion At Logan Airport And Construction Of Runway 14-32"; This Resolve 
was unanimously passed. 


Sincerely, 


Bruce J. Ayers, 
WARD SIX COUNCILLOR 


BJAjm 


Encl. 


City of Quincy, Massachusetts 
In 
CITY COUNCIL 


Presented by: od : pains ae a Representative Bruce J. Ayers LETTER 5 5 


RESOLUTIONS INDICATING CITY OF QUINCY OPPOSITION TO AIRSIDE 


EXPANSION AT LOGAN AIRPORT AND CONSTRUCTION OF RUNWAY 14-32 


WHEREAS, the Massachusetts Port Authority operates Logan International Airport and 
has initiated plans to increase airplane capacity through the construction of an additional runway 
known as “14-32” by its navigational Compass points; and 


WHEREAS, the stated reason for construction of this proposed new runway is to reduce 
delays at Logan Airport; and 


WHEREAS, Massport has not fully examined alternatives to airport expansion like D0. 
diverting more cargo and planes to Hanscom Field and Worcester Airport; and 
WHEREAS, Massport has not yet fully investigated other ways to alleviate the strain on aH) y) 


Capacity at Logan like increasing transportation access to other regional airports like T.F. Green 
ee 


in Rhode Island-and Manchester Airp ort in New Hampshire; an 
WHEREAS, Massport has not taken advantage of certain internal management tools that 5 5 3 
could be used to alleviate delays such as a Peak Period Management that would save . 


money for those passengers who can travel at a time when the airport typically experiences less 
service demand and less delays; and 


WHEREAS, Massport has indicated that operation of the new runway would impact. 


several neighborhoods in the City of Quincy, especially, Squantum, West Quincy, North Quincy, 5h 4 
Germantown, Houghs Neck, Merrymount, Montclair, Quincy Point and Wollaston; and 


WHEREAS, Massport has not conducted or Officially offered to hold any local meetings 
to better explain this project to our residents, listen to their concerns and to answer their 90.0 
complaints about current problems with air traffic noise and air pollution; and 

WHEREAS, Massport has already filed an Environmental Impact Statement with the 
support of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to secure the environmental aporovals 


necessary to begin construction on this project; and 


WHEREAS, two public hearings will be held this week to discuss the environmental 
impact that expansion of Logan Airport would cause; and 


WHEREAS, all plans to expand Logan Airport must be approved by federal 
environmental regulators before any construction activity can begin; and 


WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Quincy agrees with the concerns of its 5 5 6 


runway 14-32; therefore be it 


: RESOLVED, that the City Council hereby requ lation Administration 
[0 withdraw its support for expansion of Logan Airport at least until the questions of neighboring 


- communities have been answered in better detail; and be it further 


RESOLVED, that the addition of more air traffic over the city is unacceptable and the 
City Council strongly urges that the transportation and environmental needs of the metropolitan 55 / 


RESOLVED, that in order to take steps to help preserve quality-of-life in our 
community, the City Council records it objection to expansion of Logan Airport by means of this 
resolution and urges that it not be granted authorization to Proceed; and be it finally 


RESOLVED, that the Clerk of the City of Quincy forward a copy of these resolutions to 
the following parties: 


* Mayor James A. Sheets 

* Congressman William D. Delahunt, 24 Cottage Avenue, Quincy, MA 02169 

* Senator Michael W. Morrissey, The State House, Room 413-E, Boston, MA 02133 
Representative A. Stephen Tobin, The State House, Room 166 
Representative Ronald Mariano, The State House, Room 234 
Representative Liz Malia, The State House, Room 540 


* Jane Garvey- Administrator, Federal Aviation Administration, 800 Independence 
Avenue, SW, Washington, D.C. 20591 


* Peter I. Blute, Executive Director and CEO, Massachusetts Port Authority, One 
Harborside Drive, Suite 200, East Boston, MA 02128 


* Betty Desrosiers, Director of Aviation Planning, Massachusetts Port Authority, One 
Harborside Drive, Suite 200, East Boston, MA 02128 


* Neighborhood Centers 
* Marie Stamos, Stop the Runway Committee, 747 East Squantum St., Quincy, MA 
02171 
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Letter 55 


City of Quincy, City Council 


_Code 


Topic 1 Comment 


Topic 2 


| expansion like diverting more cargo and planes to 
_ Hanscom Field and Worcester Airport... 


Alternatives 


...Massport has not yet fully investigated other ways to 
i } alleviate the strain on capacity at Logan like increasing 
: _ transportation access to other regional airports like T.F. 
_ Green in Rhode Island and Manchester Airport in New 
_ Hampshire... 


Bruce Ayers 


Response 


Massport has not fully examined alternatives to airport 


i Masspott i is supportive of ground transportation improvements 
_ to the regional airports, The MassHighway is analyzing 

_ alternative routes that would improve surface access from I-90 
_ and |-290 to the Worcester Regional Airport. MassHighway is in 
_ the process of preparing the EIS/EIR for these highway 


_ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 

_ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 

_ Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 

_ development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 

_ strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and full use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 
_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
_ analysis supports the conclusion greater use of the regional 
_ airports will provide passengers within the service area of 

_ such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 
_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 

_ remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 

_ will not eliminate the need for airside projects at Logan 
Airport. 


_ Federal constitutional provisions, federal aviation statutes and 
__ regulations, and contractual provisions related to 
_ Federal Airport Improvement Program grants prevent 

_ Massport from any control over airline rates, routes, and 

_ schedules. Congress has specifically forbidden 

_ airport operators from exercising any discriminatory action 

_ against any class of airport users. Major factors in 

_ airline competition are frequency of service and number of 
markets served, and Massport has no ability to force airlines 
_ to consolidate or eliminate flights to influence load factor or 


aircraft size. 


improvements. Massport supports this project. 


__...Massport has not taken advantage of certain internal 

| management tools that could be used to alleviate delays 
_ such as a Peak Period Management program that would 
_ save money for those passengers who can travel at a 

_ time when the airport typically experiences less service 
demand and less delays;. 


Alternatives 


Peak Period 
_ Pricing 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
| DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 

_ demand management alternative at Logan Airport. Massport 
_ has developed an action plan as described in Section 4.5 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to address 

_ overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. 


Letter 55: City of Quincy, City Council Bruce Ayers 
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Comment 


__...Massport has indicated that operation of the new runway 
_ would impact several neighborhoods in the City of Quincy, 

_ especially Squantum, West Quincy, North Quincy, 

_ Germantown, Houghs Neck, Merrymount, Montclair, Quincy 
_ Point and Wollaston... 


Environmental Public Process —_...Massport has not conducted or officially offered to hold any 
Review Process | - local meetings to better explain this project to our residents, 

: "listen to their concerns and to answer their lela about 
current problems with air traffic noise and air pollution... 


_ percent of Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overly these 
_ communities when Logan Airport reaches 


_ communities. In fact, the most heavily impacted communities will 
_ experience a decrease in overflights compared to 1998 levels. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DraFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


In 1998, 77 percent of Logan Airport's jet traffic a acted 
communities to the north and south of the airport—East Boston, 
Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, Dorchester, Quincy, 
Milton, and Braintree. Without Runway 14/32, as much as 88 


37.5 million passengers. Construction of Runway 14/32 will allow 
a more balanced geographic distribution of aircraft operations 

over populated areas, will increase the number of over-water 
operations, and will reduce noise exposure for close-in | 


i 


| With the Preferred Alternative, when Logan Airport reaches 

| 29 million passengers, overflights from Runway 4 arrivals and 

_ Runway 22 departures, which affect South Boston, Quincy, 

_ Milton, and Braintree, will decrease from 107,861 in 1998 to 

| 58,305 operations. Similarly, overflights affecting Winthrop 

| (Runway 27 arrivals and Runway 9 departures) will decline from 
_ 88,224 in 1998 to 55,805. As a result of the relief for these 


| communities, flights over the water and flights over less impacted | 


“There was an extensive public participation and review process 
| during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. Public 
_ comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during the 
summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public scoping 


Communities will increase. 


_ sessions were held to provide community input to the subsequent 
_ State and federal scopes for the project. To assure that the Airside 
| analysis was conducted with awareness and input from all 


_ concemed parties, the Massport Board established the 
_ Airside Review Committee (ARC), which consists of the 
_ Community Advisory Committee (with representatives from 


_ 24 communities surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses 
_ and industry organizations. Massport also funded independent 


_ consultants for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 

_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the Airside 

| Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 16 meetings with 

| the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with just the CAC, and : 
__ several meetings with the CAC consultants. In addition, Massport 
_ made 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom 
| represent Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and 

_ Massport held 45 meetings with community and business 
| leaders, reaching an audience of more than 3,000 people. During 
_ the public comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 
| the FAA held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft EIS, 
| the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS to i 
_ address specific issues identified by the FAA following input from 

_ a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA's direction, 

_ three SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the Govemor of 

_ the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three were appointed i 
"by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the direction of the New i 
_ England Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel convenedin March of 
| 2000 and then met at least monthly with a final meeting in 
_ December of 2000. A total of 12 meetings were held. To provide 
_ the appropriate background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with 
_ an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to 
_ key letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 

__ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a series 

_ of 15 visual and written presentations from the Project’s technical 

_ consulting team and other independent industry experts. 
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Comment 


_...the City Council of the City of Quincy agrees with the 
i concerns of its citizens about increased noise, vibration 
_ and potential health and safety hazards that arise from 
_ additional airline traffic and has serious reservations about 
the need and benefits of proposed Runway 14/32;.. 


Topic 2 
_ Runway 14/32 


___ Topic 1 


5 Alternatives - 


Environmental | MEPA .. the addition of more air traffic over the city in 
Review unacceptable and the City Council strongly urges that the | 
Process _ transportation and environmental needs of the 


_ metropolitan Boston area be reviewed in a much broader 
| scope than the proposal currently under consideration,.... 


/ _ Areview of the avai 
_ Causal relationship based on proximity to the airport, nor did it 
_ identify hearing loss as a public health concern. / 


| The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase | 
| the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 
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lon aid not indicate any 


environmentally responsible manner. 


_ Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would also give the controllers 

| considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 

~ achievement of PRAS goals, and redirect many flights to 

_ overwater routes. During very high demand periods, the 

_ controllers currently have little or no flexibility for i 
_ runway selection. The addition of Runway 14/32 would be the 
_ single most important mechanism to achieve 
| equitable geographic distribution of aircraft operations. 

_ Massport and the FAA are committed to the PRAS system 


and have been making improvements since 1982. 
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The City of REVERE, MASSACHUSETTS 


DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 


FRANK STRINGI e DIRECTOR 
281 Broapway, Revere, MA 02151 


ROBERT J. HAAS, JR. (617) 286-8181 Fax (617) 286-8180 


Mayor 


LETTER 56 


April 12, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20th Floor 

Boston, MA 022025 


RE: Draft EIR Logan Airside Improvements Planning Projects — EORA 
#10458 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


The City of Revere Department of Planning and Community Development 
in conjunction with the Mayor’s Office has reviewed the above 
referenced EIR and offers the following comments: 


Massport’s prediction that the airport will grow from the 1996 
level of 25 million to between 37.5 million and 45 million 
passengers per year by 2010 can only result in a substantial 


Operations with other airports accessible to the Boston 
metropolitan area within the Route 495 belt. This growth factor is 
of grave concern to the City of Revere given its geographical and 
topographical relation to Logan Airport. In Particular, the 
Beachmont neighborhood is only 1 1/2 miles from the touchdown point 
on Runway 22 Left and is presently heavily impacted by air traffic. 
In general, any attempts to add air traffic and increase operations 
at Logan to the already overburdened schedule will be harmful to 
Revere in terms of both noise and operational difficulties 
including increased vehicular traffic through the community. 


The proposed airside improvements and administrative modifications 
outlined in the EIR are designed to accomplish one Purpose - the 
need to accommodate more air traffic at Logan. If this is 
accomplished, it will be at the expense of the health, safety and 
welfare of neighboring communities. 


AT 


Proposed Lowering of Weather Minimums for Landing on Runway 22L 


Lowering the decision heights for landing on Runway 22 Left in poor 
visibility weather would allow greater air traffic over the 
Beachmont Hill under poor visibility conditions. The present 
decision height is 420 ft. and is directly over Beachmont Hill 
along the glideslope. Aircraft which are told to abort landings due 
to poor visibility would not impact Beachmont Hill - meaning there 
would be less aircraft flying over Beachmont . Hill in poor 
visibility conditions. With the decision height brought down to 217 
ft. along the glideslope, more air traffic would be flying over 
Beachmont Hill under worse weather conditions. In poor visibility 
weather the pilots do not have to see Beachmont Hill in their 
approach. Given the already narrow envelope between the existing 
approach path at the top of Beachmont Hill, it is feared that a 
lowered decision height would increase the potential of a hazard 
for Beachmont residents during poor visibility conditions. 


Proposed Runway 14-32 


Runway 14-32 as proposed would allow Logan to become more efficient 
during moderate to strong northwest winds and allow more 
flexibility in shifting air traffic away from Runway 22 Left which 
has the greatest impact on Revere. Revere is more concerned with 
the implications an additional runway would have on additional air 
traffic than Massport’s Proposal to just make existing operations 
more efficient. The EIR is not totally convincing that less air 
traffic would result over Revere with the construction of Runway 
14-32. It appears the new runway will increase airport Capacity at 
Logan which will obviously result in increased air traffic over 
Logans neighboring communities. 


Proposed Centerfield Taxiway 


The new Centerfield Taxiway will not alleviate traffic on other 
runways. This proposal would allow for additional aircraft to 
occupy runways which would in turn increase airport congestion 
during take offs and landings. This scenario would only further 
impact the neighboring communities of Revere, Winthrop and East 
Boston by allowing more flights under tighter conditions. 


Peak Period Pricing 


Peak period pricing would have a negative financial impact imposed 
on the smaller commuter airlines and the communities they serve. 
This would impact commuter flights and possibly limit these flights 
during peak periods allowing for increased larger jet traffic. 


36.1 


36.2 


96.3 


36.4 


In addition to the aforementioned comments, the following 


mitigation measures must be improved within the City of Revere: 


- The air pollution monitor is placed at the shore near the 
ocean where particulate matter dissipates. This location does 
not provide for a true reading on air pollution, therefore the 
monitor should be relocated to a more appropriate location. 


- A new noise monitor is needed at the playing fields of the 
Beachmont School where school children are effected. 


- Aircraft continues to cause considerable soot over the 
Beachmont area. This must be monitored and analyzed more 
carefully by Massport. 


- The soundproofing program must be expanded beyond the 65db 
contour to include such areaS aS Point of Pines, Shirley 
Avenue Hill and the rest of Beachmont and the Beachfront. 
Central airconditioning should be included in the scope of the 
soundproofing program within the more impacted areas. 


- The need exists to firmly enforce the regulation of flights 
between 10 pm and 7 am and recertification for Stage 3 
aircraft. Many aircraft have been recorded over 95db between 
10 pm and 7 am. Over 95db is extremely loud, especially in 
nighttime and early morning conditions. A definite need exists 
for recertification if aircraft cannot stay within current 
noise limits. 


Revere is impacted by Logan Airport in many ways and the need 
exists for a clear understanding of the valid concerns raised in 
these comments and assurance of the implementation of the necessary 
mitigation measures. Given the long history of conflicts with 
Massport’s plans to increase Capacity and efficiency at Logan, it 
is clear that the demands placed on Logan must continue to be 
distributed to underutilized regional airports. 


Respectfully, 


Frank Stringi . 
DPCD Director 


cs Mayor Robert J. Haas, Jr. 
Revere City Council 
Debbie McHatton, Airside Review Committee 


36.5 


06.6 
36.7 


36.8 


06.9 


Loc 
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Letter 56 
City of Revere, 


Dept. of Planning & Community Development 
Frank Stringi, Director 


Topic 2 Comment 


educed Lowering the decision heights for landing on Runway 22 
_ Approach : Left in poor visibility weather would allow greater air traffic 
: Minimums _ over the Beachmont Hill under poor visibility 


_ conditions...With the decision height brought down to 217 


ft. along the glideslope, more air traffic would be flying 

» over Beachmont Hill under worse weather 

_ conditions...Given the already narrow envelope between 
_ the existing approach path at the top of Beachmont Hill, it 
_ is feared that a lowered decision height would increase 

_ the potential of a hazard for Beachmont residents during 

» poor visibility conditions. 


Response 


_ Reducing the current landing minimums for Runway 22L at 
_ Logan Airport does not equate to a reduction in the existing 
_ levels of safety and doesn’t change noise levels. Aircraft 


would follow the same arrival paths, at the same altitudes as 


_ today, but the location at which a missed approach decision 


must be made would be moved closer to the airport. Both 
Appendix D and Section 3.4 include discussions of reduced 
minimums. Figure 3.4-1 and Figure 3 of Appendix D of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR show that even under existing 
approach minimums, aircraft are already beyond Beachmont 
Hill before reaching the decision height. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 
«66.2 Iternatives ~ Runway 14/32 
: 56.3 Alternatives Taxiway 


_ Improvements 


Comment 


Revere is...concerned with the implications an additional 


unway would have on additional air traffic... The EIR is 


he new runway will increase airport capacity at Logan 
which will obviously result in increased air traffic over 
ogan’s neighboring communities. 


he new Centerfield Taxiway will not alleviate tratficon 


ther runways. This proposal would allow for additional 
ircraft to occupy runways which would in turn increase 
irport congestion during takeoffs and landings. This 
cenario would only further impact the neighboring 
‘communities of Revere, Winthrop and East Boston by 
llowing more flights under tighter conditions. 


ot totally convincing that less air traffic would result over 
Revere with the construction of Runway 14/32. It appears 


Response 


_ Implementation of unidirectional Runway 14/32 significantly : 
_ reduces the most severely impacted populations within the 70 
_ and 75 dB noise contours in Winthrop and Revere (referto 
_ Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). 


_ Revere is nearest the flight paths of Runway 4U/R departures 
_ and Runway 22L/R arrivals. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ indicates that the Preferred Alternative would promote mua 

_ use in a manner that is more consistent with annual 
_ PRAS goals, reducing the current dependence on 
_ northeast/southwest operations. This will lead toa decreased 
' percentage of equivalent operations over Revere. 
' Additionally, by increasing the number of operations over 

_ water, Runway 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of 
_ dwell and persistence over populated areas in accordance 

_ with short-term PRAS goals, cutting dwell and persistence 

_ over Revere significantly. 


_ The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

- 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of : 
_ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical : 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating : 
_ Capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft _ 
_ operations. : 
_ The runway will substantially reduce the delays that now 

_ occur during northwest wind conditions. Preventing these 

_ delays will represent a real benefit to the passengers and 

_ airlines that currently experience them. However, because 

_ these wind conditions and the associated delays are not 

_ regular or predictable, and cannot be readily anticipated by 
_ passenger or airlines, it is not expected that their prevention 
_ will stimulate growth in Logan Airport passenger demand 
_ above and beyond the rates that would have occurred absent _ 
_ the runway. 

_ Instead, growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be 
_ principally driven by local and national economic conditions, 
_ competition and pricing within the airline industry, and the 

_ distribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 


Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. The 


_ broad range of forecasts examined in the airside operational 


and environmental analyses would capture any potential 
variation in future passenger and aircraft activity at 


Logan Airport, 


The purpose of the proposed Centerfield Taxiway system i isto. 
improve the flow of taxiing aircraft and to reduce aircraft ground 
delay. With the Centerfield Taxiway in place, neighbors in Winthrop 
and East Boston adjacent to the taxiways will experience small 
reductions in ground noise. 


These are different from the noise level reductions that occur in 
parts of East Boston, Revere, South Boston, and Dorchester with 


_ the Preferred Altemative. Improvements in those communities are 

_ derived from the added flexibility afforded by Runway 14/32. It 
allows the redistribution of traffic so that there are fewer landings on 
_ Runway 4L and 4R and fewer takeoffs on Runways 22L and 22R. 

_ The taxiway itself has no bearing on these flights. 


_ Dispersion Modeling indicates no violations of the NAAQS at any of 
_ the sites shown on Figure 6.3-1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
_ including those at public beaches and recreational areas. 
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_ Peak period pricing would have a negative financial 

_ impact imposed on the smaller commuter airlines and the 
_ communities they serve. This would impact commuter 

| flights and possibly limit these flights during peak periods 
allowing for increased larger jet traffic. 


564 — Altematives Peak Period 


The air pollution monitor is placed at the shore near the 
_ ocean where particulate matter dissipates. This location 
» does not provide for a true reading on air pollution, 

_ therefore the monitor should be relocated to a more 


e playing fields of the 
00! children are affected. 


se considerable soot over the 
_ Beachmont area. This must be monitored and analyzed 
_ more carefully by Massport. 
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Response 
| The Airside analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option 
' when airline’s schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 


_ capacity of the airport and provides an assessment of the 
_ extent of the benefits from PPP under such circumstances. 


_ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

"analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
' Services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston — 
_ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
_ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits : 
_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of : 
_ air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak — 
| period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
_ well as other small communities in New England. 


The closest PM1o monitor, located and operated by the DEP, is 
_ on Bremen Street. In the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, receptor 

_ sites, some near the ocean-side residential communities 

_ adjacent to Logan Airport, were modeled with real 

_ meteorological conditions. 
Requests for new noise monitors should be addressed to 
Massport. 


though PM1o emission factors for aircraft are generally not 
_ available, a conservative estimate was used for the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The dispersion modeling indicates 
_ there will be no violations of the NAAQS for fine PMio. The 

_ modeling included Logan Airport emissions and background 

_ emissions. Furthermore, PMio in urban areas is composed of 
_ compounds from a variety of sources, primarily roadways. 

_ Monitoring of airborne soot levels in the vicinity of Logan Airport 
_ has shown that the airport is a very small (less than 1 percent) 
_ contributor. The air quality analysis, based on EPA/DEP 

_ models and guidelines, is considered to be comprehensive 

_ and state-of-the-art. 
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Code ‘Topic 1 _Topic 2 __ Comment ee 
' Sound "The s soundproofing program must tbe expanded | beyond — 
_ the 65 dB contour to include such areas as Point of Pines, 


- Insulation 
| | Shirley Avenue Hill and the rest of Beachmont and the 

_ Beachfront. Central air conditioning should be included in 
: | the scope of the soundproofing program within the more 

_ impacted areas. 


: The need exists to firmly enforce the regulation of flights 
_ between 10 pm and 7 am and recertification for Stage 3 
_ aircraft. Many aircraft have been recorded over 95db 

_ between 10 PM and 7 AM. Over 95db is extremely loud, 
_ especially in nighttime and early morning conditions. A 


| a 
_ Noise 


56.9 


: p 
_ measures to reduce nighttime noise whether or not the 
_ Preferred Alternative is implemented. 


_ definite need exists for recertification if aircraft cannot stay _ 
within current noise limits. 


Response 


- Logan Airport has one of the most ‘comprehensive and 

_ progressive sound insulation programs of any airport in the 

_ country. It was initiated in 1980 before any airport began 

_ teceiving federal funding to soundproof homes under FAR Part 
_ 150. Itis the only program in the country to offer residents extra 
_ sound insulation treatment in a “room of preference” chosen by 
_ the homeowner and itis the only program in the country 
_ attempting to receive FAA approval to expand the area of 
"eligibility by accounting for hill effects. In addition, as of the 

_ 1999-2000 construction season, FAA grants covering 

_ 80 percent of the cost of sound insulation (paid for by airline 

_ ticket taxes), combined with funds provided by Massport 

_ through Passenger Facility Charges and landing fees, had fully 
_ funded the sound insulation of all eligible dwelling units in 

_ Massport’s current sound insulation program. Despite this 

_ accomplishment, Massport continues to seek means of 
"expanding its sound insulation program exclusive of 

_ FAA's decision on this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. If the FAA 

' approves the Preferred Alternative, Massport is committed to 

_ expanding the program to include all additionally eligible 

_ residences. 


_ Massport’s FAA-approved sound insulation program is only one 
» element of the noise abatement program. For a discussion of 

_ the noise abatement program, refer to the discussion in the 

_ Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 

_ Annual Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives 

_ underway that reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, 

_ including: 


_ Noise abatement and runway use restrictions; 


Exploring means of extending the Logan Airport sound 
_ insulation program through innovative investigation of hill 
effects on sound propagation; 


_ Encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 
_ alternative airports; and 


s committed to ‘exploring ae 
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The City of Revere Massachusetts City Hall 


281 BROADWAY 
‘REVERE, MA 02151 
(617) 286-8160 

(617) 286-8135 FAX 


LETTER 57 City Council 


April 15,-1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley — IOEA No 10458 me 
100 Cambridge Street : 
20th Floor ‘ 
Boston, MA 02202 


Attention: MEPA Office 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


On February 19, 1999 the City of Revere received the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Environmental Impact 
Report ("Draft EIS/EIR") relative to the Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project, ("Project"), submitted by the Massachusetts Port 
Authority and the Federal Aviation Administration. 


Upon receiving the "Draft EIS/EIR" the City of Revere 
requested the Massachusetts Port Authority to provide the City of 
Revere with the financial assistance to evaluate the "project" 
impact on the City. : 


Inasmuch as the City of Revere has not received a response to 
its request from the project proponents, on April 05, 1999 the 
Revere City Council adopted the following resolution: 


Whereas: The Massachusetts Port Authority has not 
responded to Revere City Council Order #99-73, requesting 
that the Massachusetts Port Authority provide the City of 
Revere with funding to review the impact of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Logan Airside Improvements ) 
dated February 19, 1999; and 


Whereas: the further expansion of Logan International 
Airport will result in additional landings and take-offs 
at Logan resulting in additional adverse noise impact to 
the City of Revere; and 


Whereas: the Massachusetts Port Authority has declined, 
thus far, the City of Revere’s invitation to work with 
the City to address the City’s concerns about noise 
pollution impacts from jets landing and taking off at 
Logan Airport. oe 


vA 


31.2 


of.3 


Page 2 
April 15, 1999 


Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved: That the City of Revere 
record its opposition to further expansion at Logan 
Airport as, contained in the Massachusetts Port 


that the City of Revere join with the Mayor of the City 
of Boston, the Honorable Thomas M. Menino, in calling for 
a moratorium on airport expansion until an independent 
commission can develop a regional transportation 
strategy. 


Please include the City of Revere’s comments as a 


response to the "project Draft EIS/EIR". 


Cc: 


Very truly you s, 
an ila 

ohn J. Henry 

City Clerk 


on behalf of the Revere City 
Council 


City Council 
Mayor 
C.0. 99-73/99-73a 
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Letter 57 


City of Revere, Revere City Council 
John J. Henry, City Clerk 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Environmental - Public Process. The Massachusetts Port Authority has not responded to 
_ Review _ Revere City Council Order #99-73, requesting that the 

_ Process _ Massachusetts Port Authority provide the City of Revere 

: _ with funding to review the impact of the Draft 

: Environmental Impact Report (Logan Airside 

| Improvements) dated February 19, 1999... 


57.2 - Impacts 
: | result in additional landings and take-offs at Logan 
_ resulting in additional adverse noise impact to the City of 


| Revere;.... 


: The Preferred Altemative, and specifically unidirectional 
_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal airfield 
_ capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity 
_ is available at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the time. 
_ Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain this capacity 
_ during periods of strong northwest winds that now require 

_ controllers to operate on only one or two tunways, comparedto 
_ the typical three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The _ 
_ tunway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating 

_ Capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 

_ operations. 


pansion of Logan nternational Airport will 


Response 


"To assure that the Airside an: analysis was conducted with 

_ awareness and input from all concemed parties, the Massport 

_ Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), which 
_ consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 

__ Tepresentatives from 24 communities surrounding Logan Airport), 
_ and 11 businesses and industry organizations. Massport also 
_ funded independent consultants for the CAC to provide them with 
_ the capacity to professionally assess the analysis and conclusions _ 
_ Of the Airside ‘Study. | Revere is represented in the CAC. 
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Topic 1 Topic 2 


| Environmental . Public Process __...the Massachusetts Port Authority has declined, thus far, 
_ Review _ the City of Revere's invitation to work with the City to 

_ Process _ address the City's concerns about noise pollution impacts 
: _ from jets landing and taking off at Logan Airport. 


_ There was an extensive public participation and review process 

_ during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. Public 
_ comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during the 
_ summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public scoping 
__ Sessions were held to provide community input to the subsequent 
state and federal scopes for the project. To assure that the Airside 
_ analysis was conducted with awareness and input from all 
_ concemed parties, the Massport Board established the 

_ Airside Review Committee (ARC), which consists of the 

- Community Advisory Committee (with representatives from 

_ 24 communities surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses 

_ and industry organizations. Massport also funded independent 

_ consultants for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 

__ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the Airside 
_ Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 16 meetings with 
_ the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with just the CAC, and 
_ several meetings with the CAC consultants. In addition, Massport 
_ Made 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom 
represent Logan Airport’s neighboring communities, and 

_ Massport held 45 meetings with community and business 
_ leaders, reaching an audience of more than 3,000 people. During 
__ the public comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 
_ the FAA held two public hearings. : 
_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft EIS, 
_ the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS to 
_ address specific issues identified by the FAA following input from 
- aSDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA's direction, 

_ three SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the Govemor of 
_ the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three were appointed 
_ by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the direction of the New 
_ England Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel convened in March of 
_ 2000 and then met at least monthly with a final meeting in 

_ December of 2000. A total of 12 meetings were held. To provide 
_ the appropriate background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with 
__ an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to 
_ key letters written by members of the public, concemed agencies 
_ and public officials responding to the Airside Project Draft 

_ EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and written presentations from 
_ the Project’s technical consulting team and other independent 

_ industry experts. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DraArT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Ltr PN ee ed 
574 — Environmental Blue Ribbon _...the City of Revere...{calls] fora moratorium on airport In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
| Review _ Panel : expansion until an independent commission can develop _ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 


' Process _ a regional transportation strategy. _ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

: : : _ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 
_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 
_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 
_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
_ industry experts. 
_ As summarized in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, a 
_ number of studies that address regional transportation 
_ planning issues have been conducted over the last ten years. 
_ These studies have concluded that the Airside Project at 
_ Logan Airport, the expansion of the regional airports, and the 
_ implementation of high speed rail are all necessary for 
_ Meeting the short-term and long-term inter-city travel needs 
_ of the New England region. These regional recommendations 
_ are in various stages of implementation. 
_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the 
_ entire region’s air transportation system, along with a 
_ discussion of alternative modes, specifically high-speed rail, 
_ and describes the regional study and its major conclusions. : 
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April 23, 1999 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Unit 

100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor 

Boston, Massachusetts 02202 


RE: EOEA # 10458 - COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR/EIS - AIRSIDE 
IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT, LOGAN AIRPORT 


Dear Secretary Durand:: 


This letter serves to transmit additional comments from the City of Somerville on the above 
referenced project. Enclosed, please find the City’s comments previously submitted for your 
records. 


The City is already on record regarding certain components of the Airside Improvements Project, 
in particular the construction of Runway 14/32. Here, I’d rather raise some general issues which 
focus more on the completeness and adequacy of the draft EIR/EIS. 


Our overall impression is that Logan is developing Runway 14/32 because it hopes to put a major 

dent in the low-fare airline wars. Repeatedly throughout the document, it is clear that Massport is 

not cooperating with the other regional airports - it is competing for their business. Competition 58.1 
is the key ingredient driving Logan’s expansion. This fact is bolstered by Massport’s own use 

of the term "leakage" in the document. For us, that explains Massport’s emphasis on expansion 

of this facility. It is assumed to be the path of least resistance and expense. The facility is also 


Secretary Durand 
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one that is under Massport’s control. 


The EIR/S is instructive. It illustrates well that other airports are absorbing some market Share, 
and reducing the need for Passengers to fly to Logan in order to connect to other markets. The 


I especially found it interesting that Section 2 continuously discusses "recapture" of passengers. 
Massport uses this term as if the passengers were Logan’s to begin with. This is erroneous: some 


The details on air/rail ridership changes projected when the Northeast Corridor project is 
completed are encouraging. It should be noted that Massport has been reluctant to recognize the 
Northeast Corridor rail project in the past; in fact, the Previous Secretary of Environmental 
Affairs cited that as a deficiency of the annual GEIR two years ago. 


Repeatedly, Massport makes determinations about people’s mode choice on the basis of travel 
time and mileage. Discuss the Portland-Boston route, for example. There aren’t many choices 
except for autos at this time. If workable alternatives are developed and promoted, the public will 
use them. 


over airport design, capacity and operation which have a lot to do with an airline’s decision to 
Provide service at a given facility, or to pursue a regional policy which decides the role a 
particular airport will play in a region. ; 


With respect to the centerfield taxiway - I don’t have any disagreements with what is Stated, but it 


98.2 
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is important to point out that this improvement will also increase airport traffic Capacity - and, 
taxiway delays/apron congestion will be relieved for a temporary period. And, with more queue 
space available, noise and air pollution impacts to adjacent communities will also increase. 


Regarding ambient sound levels. It is true that nighttime aircraft operations are more noticeable 
and annoying because the ambient sound level is lower. In surrounding, less urbanized 
communities, the sound is even more noticeable. This problem will increase with additional flight 
activity, and may be tempered somewhat by aircraft improvements. 


Passenger Facility Charges (PFC’s) - although Massport received approval to assess this fee on 
each passenger in 1993, is the fee being collected? It was unclear from reading the document. 


It’s noted that elevated terrain has an affect on sound Propagation - particularly in East Boston. 
This has been raised in other communities, including Somerville. 


In Summary, the EIS/R fails to address the following: 


appreciate this, too. 


Project cost to property owners. Increased traffic at this location will impact all classes of 


Property owners in the area, particularly those which are sensitive receptors. 


Inadequacy of noise standards. Reliance on an average Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) contour 
inadequately characterizes true noise impacts associated with the Project. Other reviewers have 


Stated that the use of this average downplays the actual noise levels experienced by sensitive 
receptors - it is the individual (higher) noise emissions which more negatively impact surrounding 
residential receptors - not the average level. HUD and FAA definitions are at fault here. We ask 


38.3 
38.4 


08.9 


38.6 
38./ 


38.8 
08.9 


38.10 


38.11 
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that MEPA address this issue. 


Connection to Landside Improvements. The focus of this Draft EIS/EIR is on the Airside 5 8 | , 


Improvements. The City, after reading the documents, does not believe that improvements to 
gates, terminals and other landside facilities have been properly presented within the context of 


For the above reasons, we respectfully request that the Draft EIR/EIS be withdrawn. We also 
recommend that a regional approach be taken to dealing with what is a Tegional issue. My 
administration is willing to participate in such an effort. 


Thank you. 


Sincerely, 


Whthasn Mach 


William Roche 
Acting Mayor 


ce: Anastasia Lyman, Massport Citizens’ Advisory Committee 
Allison Stieber 
Todd Fontanella, Somerville CAC representative 
James Bretta, OHCD 
U.S. Representative Michael Capuano. 
Senator Thomas Birmingham 
Senator Charles Shannon 
Representative Patricia Jehlen 
Representative Timothy Toomey 
Representative Vincent Ciampa 
Somerville Board of Aldermen 
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CITY OF SOMERVILLE, MASSACHUSETTS 


WILLIAM ROCHE 
ACTING MAYOR 


February 11, 1998 


Peter Blute, Executive Director 
Massachusetts Port Authority 

One Harbourside Drive, Suite 200S 
East Boston, Massachusetts 02128-2909 


RE: PROPOSED AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS, LOGAN AIRPORT 


Dear Mr. Blute: : 


I believe that most, if not all parties involved in this issue, appreciate the fact that Logan Airport is 
important to the region’s economic health. However, its role in serving the region’s air 
transportation needs must be balanced regionally if the Surrounding environment is to remain 


Peter Blute, Executive Director 
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undeveloped Capacity exists at other regional airports. The percentages are misleading to the ) 8 13 


regional solutions to the Capacity problem, procurement of funds to make other facilities * 
competitive, such as at Hanscom Field and at Worcester. 4 


Peter Blute, Executive Director 
Page Three 


I see no need to debate the finer points of numerous technical documents further. 
Therefore, I ask to be put on record as Opposed to the continued expansion of Logan Airport, 
Particularly at present against the proposed expansion of Runway 14/32. Thank you. 


Sincerely, 
Wettax. Aled. 


William Roche 
Mayor 


ce: Anastasia Lyman, CAC Chair 
U.S. Representative Michael Capuano 
U.S. Senator Edward Kennedy 
Senator Thomas Birmingham 
Senator Charles Shannon 
Argeo Paul Cellucci, Governor 
Representative Timothy Toomey 
Representative Patricia Jehlen 
Mayor Thomas M. Menino 
Vincent A. Scarano, FAA Airports Division Manager 
James Bretta, City of Somerville OHCD 
Alison Stieber 
The Somerville Board of Aldermen 
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Letter 58 


City of Somerville 
William Roache, Acting Mayor 


_ Regional _ Regional __.. itis clear that Massport is not cooperating with t , Massport has worked closely with the 
' Transportation Airports _ other regional airports. ... it is competing for their _ City of Worcester to aggressively market the 
_ business. Competition is the key ingredient driving _ Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 
_ Logan's expansion. involvement with Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 
: _ operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 
_ Since January 2000 Massport has attracted three new 
airlines to Worcester Regional Airport. Delta Connection 
_ began serving Worcester Regional Airport with two daily 
_ nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta on 
_ February 1, 2000 and will be increasing its service to three 
_ daily flights in April 2001. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle 
_ began service to New York JFK Airport with three daily 
_ nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. In February 
- 2001, PanAm began daily scheduled service from Worcester 
_ to Orlando International Airport. Massport is in ongoing. 
_ discussions with other carriers regarding potential new 
_ services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition to the 
_ Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has pursued a variety 
_ of initiatives to promote the use of other regional airports and 
_ travel modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth 
_ pressures at Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, 
_ Massport and Governor Cellucci co-sponsored a 
_ Regional Transportation Summit of the New England 
_ Governors and transportation officials. The Summit focused 
_ on joint marketing among the New England commercial 
_ Service airports and the joint promotion of rail and road 
_ initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced regional 
_ transportation system. A second summit was held in Rhode 
_ Island in December 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 
_ Massport’s regional transportation planning initiatives. 
_ Massport disagrees that its record in diverting traffic to other 
_ airports is unsuccessful. Since 1996 eight out of 
_ ten new passengers in New England were directed to 
» regional airports, which include T.F. Green/Providence, 
_ Worcester Regional, and Manchester airports. In 1999, : 
_ Massport estimates that regional airports attracted 2.4 million 
assengers, that would have otherwise used Logan Airport. 


_ The noise analysis referred to states that the 5,000 foot _In addition to providing more delay reduction, the 5,000 foot : 
_ tunway better met Massport's overall objectives, _ runway also reduces the number of people exposed toa DNL 
"particularly in the area of noise reductions to impacted _ of 70 dB or greater. Refer to Section 3.2.1 of the : 
sensitive receptors. However, Section 3-10 does not go Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
_ into great detail conceming the performance of each 
__ alternative. I'd like to see the "clear benefits" 
_ substantiated. Assumed, this means that a larger runway 
/ can accommodate more aircraft types, thus removing 
_ those aircraft from the other runways which fly over 

| greater numbers of sensitive receptors. : 


ee : Tae ee 


‘Letter 58: City of Somerville, William Roache, Acting Mayor 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ Code Topic 1 _ Topic: 2 Comment Response 


Itematives /Taxiway 
_ Improvements 


..[T]he centerfield taxiway...will also increase airport | The Centerfield Taxiway will not increase the number of 

taffic capacity - and, taxiway delays/ apron congestion ground operations at Logan Airport. It will simply increase 

ill be relieved for a temporary period. And, with more _ controller flexibility and reduce delays. The number of aircraft 

lueue space available, noise and air pollution impacts to on the taxiway system is directly related to the number of | 

djacent communities will also increase. _ flights operating at Logan Airport and will not change 
_ because there is another taxiway. 


_ Neither the airlines nor the FAA desire to have extra aircraft 
_ idling on the taxiway system, as this would cause 
_ unnecessary costs to the airlines, unnecessary environmental 

' impacts, and increased taxiway congestion which would 
_ inhibit the ability of controllers to move aircraft to and from the 
_ tunways. The Centerfield Taxiway will not change the taxiway 
_ demand, and by reducing taxiway congestion will reduce the 
environmental impacts on the surrounding communities 


Purpose And 
Need 


he statement is made that “delay statistics for _ The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
ogan Airport confirm that itis unable to accommodate —_ airport efficiency and improve airfield safety in an i 
xisting demand levels without incurring unacceptable _ environmentally responsible manner. They do not reflect an 
evels of delay”. ...[D]elays will resume previous levels if “airport-wide growth and expansion plan”, nor increase the 

n airport-wide growth and expansion plan is to be _ capacity of the airport. Future passenger and operations 
ursued. The problem is not adequately defined. Infact, levels can be accommodated by Logan Airport without any 

he problem appears to be misrepresented. _ airside improvements but not without delays and resulting 

_ adverse environmental impacts. Long-term aviation growth is 

_ arecognized worldwide condition that is beyond Masspors 
_ control, which means that the sooner the airfield efficiencies are 
_ implemented, the more benefits they will accrue over the future. 


“58.4 


_ Massport has developed a range of potential future traffic 

_ levels for planning purposes. For a variety of reasons, 

_ Massport believes that the forecasts described as 1999 and 

_ 2010 projections in the Logan Airside Improvements 

_ Feasibility Study, Phase | Report and the DEIS/EIR will not 

_ be achieved until after 1999 and 2010, respectively. The 
 Airportis likely to reach 29 million passengers (formerly the 

_ “4999” forecast) in 2003. Developments at the regional 

- airports and Amtrak's high speed Acela Express rail service 

_ to New York are expected to further slow Logan Airport’s 

| passenger traffic growth. As a result, Logan Airport is now 

- expected to reach 37.5 million passengers in 2015 and 

_ 45 million passengers in 2024. Thus the planning forecasts 

_ that underlie the delays and environmental analyses covera 
_ planning period that extends beyond 2020. Refer to Chapters 
_ 1 and 4 of the Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR for a 
complete discussion of the planning forecasts. | 


_... Itis true that nighttime aircraft operations are more Check that this i is tll valid. 

_ Noticeable and annoying because the ambient sound level 

_ is lower. In surrounding, less urbanized communities, the 

_ sound is even more noticeable. This problem will increase Table 6.2-17 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 

_ with additional flight activity, and may be tempered nighttime jet operations projected to increase from 144 in 
© somewhat by aircraft improvements. 1998, to as many as 231 under the No Action Alternative with 
i the 2015 High Regional Jet Fleet. However, regardless of the 
fleet, many of the future night operations are the result of 
delays that will occur as demand at Logan Airport continues 
to increase. One of the direct benefits of the Preferred 
Alternative is that it will reduce these night operations by 32 
to 43 flights depending on the fleet forecast, though any 
alternative to the No-Action scenario will help alleviate some 
of the projected delays. 


In addition, Massport is committed to exploring other 
measures to reduce nighttime noise whether or not the 
_ Preferred Alternative is implemented. 
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Code ‘Topic 1 _Topic 2 Comment Response 
— 88. 6 | Purpose and | Economic ' Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs) - although Massport Yes. Maspsort is collecting PFCs from enplaning passengers 
; | Need | Impacts : received approval to assess this fee on each passenger in _ at Logan, as authorized by the FAA. PFCs are being used to 
i _ 1993, is the fee being collected? It was unclear from ' fund a number of projects at Logan including: the 
| reading the document. International Gateway Project; Terminal E Modernization; 
i _ improvements to circulating roadways; construction of 
| elevated pedestrian walkways; residential sound insulation; 
_ and the Terminal A Master Plan. 
"Model _ It's noted that elevated terrain has an affect on sound. " Differences between measured and modeled sound levels 
_ propagation - particularly in East Boston. Thishas been —_ have been reported in Logan Airport’s various GEIRs and 


_ raised in other communities, including Somerville. _ Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 
: "locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 
_ Modification of source levels to better account for over-water 
» sound propagation and apparent use of higher engine power 
_ Settings than are normally assumed in the noise model’s 
_ database (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 
_ Annual Update). 


_ In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 

_ became even less when Massport upgraded its monitoring 

_ system and began to report noise caused only by aircratt -- a 
_ metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure levels 

_ predicted by the noise model. 


_ Atsites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this 

_ improvement to the monitoring system brought measured and 
_ modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Referto 
_ Chapter 5 of the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update). Massport 
_ continues to investigate possible causes for remaining : 
differences (such as from hill effects) but believes the FAA's 

_ INM noise model used in the Airside Project noise analyses 

_ accurately represents expected noise exposure. Using results 

» from a special study of Terrain Modeling analysis ( “hill 
effects”) in Orient Heights and Jeffries Point, Massport 

_ applied for and received approval to apply a correction to 

_ 1999 contours to account for increased levels in Orient 

: Heights. 


Public Health __...[the EIS/R fails to address] Proiect cost to the _ The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
i © environment and to human health. Where is the risk _ to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 
_ analysis, particularly for the anticipated noise exposure ‘Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 


_ and air pollution which will result from this project? "status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
i - comparable public health reports were not available from the 
_ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 

_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 

_ airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 

_ concern. 
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Cotte: —Tople.t Tople'2 i 
58.9 | Ground Access To .we believe that the increased activity at Logan Airport 
i : will propagate additional traffic - in already congested 


| Transportation — Logan 
: i ' areas. We have always believed that creating and/or 

» expanding other facilities in the region would cut down trip 
| miles to/from the airport, and would aid overall 


_ environmental quality. 


_ [The EIS/R fails to address] Project cost to property owners, 
Increased traffic at this location will impact all classes of 
» property owners in the area, particularly those which are 
"sensitive receptors. 


Access To | 
» Logan 


| a 
_ Transportation 


~ 88.10 


Reliance on an naverage Day- Night Sound Level (ONL) - 
_ contour inadequately characterizes true noise impacts 


_ the use of this average downplays the actual noise levels 
_ experienced by sensitive receptors - it is the individual 
(higher) noise emissions which more negatively impact 
"Surrounding residential receptors - not the average level. 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
_ DEIS/FEIR respond to federal and state soning directives 
_ and applicable FAA environmental orders and all other NEPA | 
- and MEPA requirements, and provide appropriate analytical 
: content for r assessing alternatives. 


Response 


_ Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 

_ increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 

| deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 

_ Massport's plans to handle the ground access requirements 
_ of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent : 
_ Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 


_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
_ discussion of the specific role played by the regional i 
_ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
_ to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
_ recognized and has been a proponent of options to 

' Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 

_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 

_ options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 
_ Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that 

_ could be absorbed by regional alternatives that include use o 
_ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 

_ these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 

_ traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 
_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 

_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be 

_ achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play 
"an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport’s inability 
_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 

_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 
_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport’s layout, is 

_ necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 

| benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 


ental 


: For environmental 1 sounds of all ty types, ‘the | EPA adopted the 
_ Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) to account for both the 
_ associated with the Project. Other reviewers have stated that i 


magnitudes and duration of the various sounds. The DNL 


_ penalizes sounds made during the nighttime (chosen in the 
_ United States to be 10 PM to 7 AM) by adding 10 dB to the 
_ measured values. It is unfortunate that it is often 

_ characterized as the “average level” and therefore some 


people believe that it does not represent the levels of 


_ individual events. Actually, it represents the total noise : 
» exposure in a 24-hour day, including a nighttime penalty of 10 © 
_ dB. Thus, it accounts for all the individual sound events 
_ during the 24-hour period. EPA’s review of the available case 
_ Studies on the effects of environmental noise on humans 

_ found that DNL correlates better with the effects than any 

_ measure of the various individual ev 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment _Response 


[The EIS/EIR fails to to address] Landside ‘Improvements. The The proposed improvements analyzed ir in the Supplemental 
focus of this Draft EIS/EIR is on the Airside Improvements. — DEIS/FEIR involve both construction and administrative : 
he City, after reading the documents, does not believe that actions that will facilitate aircraft operations (landings, 
improvements to gates, terminals and other landside | takeoffs and taxiing). None of the improvements involve 
facilities have been properly presented within the context of _ landside facility improvements (e.g., terminals and roadways) 
this document. That is a serious flaw, because the landside _or related operations. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR analyzes 
nd airside facilities are interdependent and should not be —_in detail the impacts from aircraft operations, including 
eparated insofar as both contribute to the state of overall analysis of noise and air quality impacts during the years 
irport operations and the true operational objectives for this 1993, 1998 and under future forecast scenarios as well as 
facility. The City believes that if this is done, the problem - environmental benefits from certain of the improvement 
lefinition will change significantly. _ concepts under review. In this respect, the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR conforms with scoping directives from the lead 
_ federal agency (the FAA) and with applicable FAA 
_ environmental orders, all issued in accordance with NEPA, 
_ and with directives from EOEA issued under MEPA. The 
_ various GEIR documents, including the Logan Airport : 
_ 1998 Annual Update and the 1999 Environmental Status and 
_ Progress Report (previously GEIR), provide additional 
_ analytic context by examining cumulative impacts from 
_ airside (i.e., aircraft) operations and landside (@.g., vehicular 
__ traffic, terminal service vehicles) operations at Logan Airport 
__as well as Massport's comprehensive mitigation program. 
_ The ESPRI/GEIR is specifically incorporated by reference in 
_ the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and in the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR as a background document. Each GEIR/ESPR 
_ submission is subject to public review and comment. The 
_ Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update and the 1999 ESPR 
_ analysis is based on the same forecast levels used in the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The GEIR/ESPR informs 
Massport's planning process for all the improvements at 
Logan Airport, including the improvements under review in 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Consistent with past practice, 
Massport expects that the FAA will take the GEIR/ESPR 
analysis into account during its deliberations and ultimate 
decision on the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


egional Regional ~—_.. we support the Citizens’ Advisory Committee positions- Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
ransportation Airports : namely to look for regional solutions to the capacity discussion of the specific role played by the regional 


| problem, procurement of funds to make other facilities _ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
_ competitive, such as at Hanscom Field and at Worcester. to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long : 
_ Focus development efforts on a new facility away from _ recognized and has been a proponent of options to 


_ downtown - where many of the travelers originate. - Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 
_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 
_ options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 
_ Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that 
_ could be absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of | 
__ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 
_ these developments will slow Logan Airport’s passenger 
traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 
_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 
_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be 
_ achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play 
_ an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 
_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 

to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 
_ necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
_ Logan Airport. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Comment Response 
68.14 _ Purpose And with or without construction of Runway 14/32, Massport —_ Neither Massport nor the FAA has a program to increase 
i Need : - will continue to promote a policy of development and _ passenger demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of 
_ continued growth at Logan. This growth will attract new air both organizations is to accommodate demand safely and 

_ traffic - and the delays which have been one of Logan's _ efficiently. The recommended Airside Project is intended to 
: Most often cited problems will remain. The reclaimed _ enable Logan Airport to accommodate current and 
' capacity on the larger runways will simply be devoted to _ future aircraft activity with minimum delay. The construction of 
| future air traffic growth which Massport has admitted it is _ Runway 14/32 would significantly reduce delays associated 
| planning for. _ with northwest wind conditions, but would not be expected to 


- induce additional aircraft traffic or passenger activity at 
_ Logan Airport. 
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CITY OF SOMERVILLE, MASSACHUSETTS 
BOARD OF ALDERMEN 


LETTER 59. = Aprit 22, 1999 


WILLIAM A. WHITE, JR. 
ALDERMAN AT LARGE 


Delivered by hand 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

MEPA Unit 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


The following are my comments to the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project dated February 1999 
("DEIS"). This response first provides an overview of the current impact of air 
traffic from Logan Airport on the City of Somerville (the City"). Next, it details the 
defects in the noise analysis of the DEIS, paying particular attention to the 
absolute failure of Massport to analyze current noise impacts on the City by any 
realistic measures. It then addresses the defects in the DEIS' analysis of the future 
noise impacts on the City that would result from the construction of the additional 
runway. 


I. OVERVIEW 


Massport illogically describes as the "equitable adjustment of the burdens of air 
traffic." The City also has a number of hills directly under the flights from Logan 
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Airport. While northwesterly winds prevail, the City suffers from constant air 
traffic, especially during the late evenings until well after midnight followed by 
early mornings beginning at 6:15 a.m. Massport recognizes that these winds 
prevail during 37% of the year. (DEIS figure 1.5-7) Because the FAA also uses this 
configuration during the weekends, affected City residents are unable to receive 
any respite from this traffic frequently during the fall, winter and spring months. 


The topography of the City is such that a number of hills are directly under 
flights from Logan. Although the City begins about 3 miles from the end of runway 


vibration caused snow to fall off of pitched roofs. 


Over the recent past, I and other Aldermen have consistently received 
numerous phone calls from constituents who have suffered from air traffic noise 
over the City, including distraught parents of young children who are unable to get 
8 hours of sleep. My Winter Hill venue has allowed me personally to experience the 
impact of air traffic, especially the effects of constant dwell in the evenings and 
following mornings, that creates a situation where numerous residents are unable 
to receive a decent night's sleep over extended periods of time. This lost sleep 
cannot be thade up during the weekends because the FAA intentionally directs air 
traffic over the City on weekends beginning at 6:15 a.m. These concerns have been 
relayed to Massport's noise complaint telephone line. Massport offers no 
remediation program for the City and actually downplays the noise umpact both in 
statements to the media and in the DEIS. 


Because of growing complaints by residents over noise, the Board of 
Aldermen last summer invited representatives of Massport to appear before the 
Board of Aldermen. When asked if Massport had any monitoring devices within 
the City or had sent anyone to personally observe the noise level, especially over the 
hilly areas with dense populations, Massport responded negatively. Massport 
further stated that it would not provide any noise monitors in the City of 
Somerville. Instead, Massport relies on computer modeling to measure noise in the 
City. There is no evidence, however, to demonstrate whether Massport's computer 
modeling accurately reflects the noise born by residents where there are hilly 
configurations. Clearly, Massport's cavalier attitude toward the City should be 
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fatal to the DEIS since it shows that Massport has no objective data to demonstrate 
the real impact of noise on the City's many residents. 


II. THE DEIS FAILS TO PROVIDE ANY OBJECTIVE DATE ON CURRENT 
NOISE OVER THE CITY 


Although the heart of the flight tracks from 33L is over the City and is 
located less than four miles from the end of Runway 33-L, (5-30), Massport locates 
no noise monitoring equipment within the City or within any reasonable distance 99.1 
from the City. (5-13) Interestingly, many of the noise monitors located to the south 
of Logan are at greater distances from runways than impacted areas of Somerville. 
(Id.) Moreover, although many more departures from 33L fly over the City than 
Everett (see 5-30), Massport does not even consider Somerville to be an area for 
evaluation (5-19). Despite this lack of objective data over current noise conditions 
in Somerville, Massport argues that the proposed expansion will "more equitably 
adjust air traffic" by tripling the volume over the City of Somerville. 


To support its claims relating to noise impact, Massport uses a noise measure 
which bears no reasonable relationship to the actual noise experienced by people 
nor the effects of this noise on people. The Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) used by 592 
Massport is "a weighted sound level of a steady-state noise during a 24-hour day 
which contains the same sound exposure as does the summation of the sound 
exposures from all of the individual events that occur during a 24-hour period, with 
the provision that noises occurring at night are increased by 10dB.". Without 
doubt, those areas with a high DNL suffer from excessive noise. But because itis a 
24 hour average, the DNL understates the actual impact of noise on many affected 
communities such as Somerville. 


For example, Somerville suffers from severe air traffic on many evenings 
between the hours of 10:30 p.m. through 12:30 a.m. and the following mornings 
between 6:15 a.m. through 8:00 a.m. with little traffic for the rest of the day. 
Needless to say, the affected residents suffer from sleep deprivation with physical 
impacts the next day. Another community could experience constant air traffic 
from 10:00 a.m. through 6:00 p.m. A reasonable person might conclude that the 
first community bore the more severe consequences of air traffic since the noise 
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would come at night and the early morning against a quieter background when 
most people are at home and trying to sleep. In the second community, most people 
would-be at work, out of the house, or doing activities which do not require quiet 
(unlike sleep) Under DNL as used by Massport, however, the first community 
would not appear to suffer any adverse consequences. Likewise, under Massport's 
definitions of dwell and persistence, the first community would not even qualify for 
relief. (See 5-18, 5-19 for Massport's definitions). 


To an elected official in an affected community, it is beyond belief 
that the DEIS does not measure and discuss the amount of noise that 
communities may experience when there is late evening flight traffic 
followed by early morning flight traffic. In such situations, affected 
residents cannot realize a decent night' sleep. Perhaps this oversight is 
understandable, since such a study would show many thousands of people 
in the Greater Boston Area are subject to severe sleep deprivation many 
times during the year as a result of air traffic from Logan Airport. 


A more reasonable method to determine the impact of noise upon a 
community should take the noise level, time of day and population density into 
account. If a dense community is subjected to noise which would awaken an 
average person during the late evenings and early mornings, large numbers of 
people may have their sleep affected for extended periods of time. Most people 
would agree that such an area would be suffering from severe environmental 
consequences. In the DEIS, however, Massport has not undertaken such an 
analysis. A realistic figure should be developed to measure the "cost" of noise, 
measuring the number of people affected by noise, the level of noise, and the 
consequences of noise (such as hours of lost sleep, inability to enjoy one's home, 
etc.). Such a measure should then be contrasted with the economic costs which the 
DEIS claims result from delays. 


Since Massport has no noise monitoring devices in Somerville, it is 
impossible for anyone to obtain actual hard data for noise levels, especially in hilly 
areas, during the late evening and early morning hours to arrive at such a measure 
on their own. In an effort to obtain some hard data, I used a Radio Shack Sound 
Level Meter to take measurements at Winter Hill. Depending on the altitude of 
planes, I measured up to 110 dB out doors and 75dB indoors with windows closed 
during late night and early morning hours. This hard data confirms my personal 
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experience and the experience of constituents suffering from this air traffic. For 
example, Ihave been awoken on numerous mornings by flights departing at 6:00 


a.m.. The following morning, flights started at 6:15 a.m., which awoke me. The 
last four Sundays in a row air traffic has begun at 6:15 a.m. During the past week, 
I was awoken twice after 3:00 a.m. and received complaints from constituents who 


lll. THE DEIS FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ADDRESS THE NOISE 
CONSEQUENCES TO THE CITY IF THE PROPOSED RUNWAY IS BUILT 


Since the DEIS fails to objectively measure the current noise impacts on the 
City, it is impossible to reasonably evaluate the impact of the proposed expansion 
on the City. As discussed above, Massport relies on its general discussions of 
decibel levels over areas, but does not provide a realistic evaluation of the impact of 
the additional noise on real people in the City. Interestingly, although departures 
from 33L are expected to triple, and the heart of this flight pattern is over the City, 
(6-13), Massport does not specifically address the impact on the City from this 
tripling in air traffic. Instead, Massport provides charts showing increases in dwell 
exceedence and persistence exceedence for the various runways. (Figures 6.2-5 
through 6.2-8). 


994 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
MEPA Unit 
April 22, 1999 

6 


City. My own experience, however, demonstrates that such level is substantial 
during much of the year. Since 33 L is the only runway that can be used when there 
are severe northwest winds, if the runway is built, the City will continue to suffer 
from such late night overflights followed by early morning overflights when such 
winds predominate. But, the City will then also suffer from excessive dwell and 
Persistence during the rest of the day resulting from the use of the new runway. A 
fair reading of the DEIS, however, shows that these clear noise environmental 
impacts to the City are not adequately addressed. 


Not only is there a clear danger of severe noise environmental impacts on the 
City, but the remedial measures proposed by Massport are ineffective. Fora 
community like Somerville which suffers from substantial late night followed by 
early morning overflights, Massport offers no soundproofing. The only remedial 
measure discussed in the DEIS is the projected increase in the use of Stage 3 
aircraft. (6-9). However, use of stage 3 aircraft is already required during the late 
night and early mornings. But it is the noise from these Stage 3 aircraft that 
currently awakens people in the City after 11:00 p.m. and after 6:00 a.m. And 
without actual hard data from noise measurements in places such as Winter Hill in 
the City, there can be no objective analysis of the noise experienced by people when 
these stage 3 jets are used. Unfortunately, it appears that the proposed 
remediation requiring the use of stage 3 jets would be nothing more than an empty 
palliative for the residents of the City. 


IV. SUMMARY 


In summary, the DEIS utterly fails to address the current impact of noise 
from Logan on the City, despite the fact that the City is the densest community in 
the Commonwealth. Likewise, the DEIS fails to address the current level of late 
evening followed by early morning overflights, despite the fact that this type of air 
traffic results in substantial sleep deprivation over extended periods of time. 
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Very truly yours, 


William A. White, Jr//Chairman 
Committee on Housing and 
Community Development 


CITY OF SOMERVILLE, MASSACHUSETTS 
BOARD OF ALDERMEN 


WILLIAM A. WHITE, JR. 
ALDERMAN AT LARGE 


Via Fax 727-1598 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

MEPA Unit 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


you a copy of Exhibit A and ask that you attach it to my letter to you. Thank you 
for your cooperation. 


Very truly yours, 


to2D SEE be 


William A. White, Jr. 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
Bast Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Dis turbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: : 


Mr. William White Telephone: 617-625-2600 
16 Browning Rd. 
Somerville, MA 02145 


Disturbance Date and Time: 06:42 on 11 Apr 99 to 
06:42 on 11 Apr 99 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 300 deg Wind Spead: 9 Knots 
Ceiling: 25000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 33L - 33R 
Departures: 331 


Complainre Description: The last aircraft last night went over at 
1:30 am. 


It is only 6:42 am and there are more aircraft flying 
over already. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet 
departures on Runway 33L, in use with northwesterly winds. A 


change of runway configuration occurred at 10:10 am, 


Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


Vat 2°T 4 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITy 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan Tnternational Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 4 


Mr. William White Telephone: 617-625-2600 
16 Browning Rd. 
Somerville, ma 02145 


Disturbance Date and Time: 03:44 on 13 Apr 99 to 
03:44 on 13 Apr 99 


Conditiong: 
=onditiong 


Wind Direction: 320 deg Wind Speed: 13 Knots 
Ceiling: 15000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in usa: 


Arrivals: 33L - 33R 
Departures: 33L 


Complaint Description: AN aircraft flew over at 3:30 am. Please 


identify the stage, Who authorized the Llight? Why not over the 
water? 


complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 


Send Copy: No 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


Code 
504 


- Impacts 


59.4 Alternatives Runway 14/32 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Letter 59 


City of Somerville, Board of Alderman 


William A White Jr., Chairman, 
Committee on Housing and 
Community Development 


Comment 


Although the heart of the flight tracks from 33L is over the 
_ City and is located less than four miles from the end of 
_ Runway 33-L, (5-30), Massport locates no noise 

' Monitoring equipment within the City or within any 

| reasonable distance from the City. 


The Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) used by Massport is "a 


_ weighted sound level of a steady-state noise during a 

_ 24-hour day which contains the same sound exposure as 
_ does the summation of the sound exposures from all of 

_ the individual events that occur during a 24-hour period, 

_ with the provision that noises occurring at night are 

_ increased by 10dB." Without doubt, those areas with a 

_ high DNL suffer from excessive noise. But because itis a 
: 24 hour average, the DNL understates the actual impact 
' of noise on many affected communities such as 

» Somerville. 


A realistic figure should be developed to measure the 


_ "cost" of noise, measuring the number of people affected 
» by noise, the level of noise, and the consequences of 

" Noise (such as hours of lost sleep, inability to enjoy one's 
_ home, etc.). Such a measure should then be contrasted 

_ with the economic costs which the DEIS claims result 

_ from delays. 


"although departures from [Runway] 33L are expected to 
. triple, and the heart of this flight pattem is over the City, 

_ ((Page] 6-13), Massport does not specifically address the 

_ impact on the City from this tripling in air traffic. Instead, 

: Massport provides charts showing increases in dwell 

! exceedence and persistence exceedence for the various 

_ funways. (Figures 6.2-5 through 6.2-8). 


_ These charts demonstrate that dramatic increases in dwell 
: and persistence over the City will result from departures 

_ from 33L if the runway is constructed. There is, however, no 
_ description of the impact of the new runway on heavy late 
_ night overflights followed by heavy early moming overflights. 


Response 


_ Massport. 


_ For environmental sounds of all types, the EPA adopted the 
_ Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) to account for both the 

_ magnitudes and duration of the various sounds. The DNL 

_ penalizes sounds made during the nighttime (chosen in the 

_ United States to be 10 PM to 7 AM) by adding ten dB to the 
_ measured values. It is unfortunate that it is often 

_ characterized as the “average level” and therefore some 

_ people believe that it does not represent the levels of 

_ individual events. Actually, it represents the total noise 

_ exposure in a 24-hour day, including a nighttime penalty of 

_ ten dB. Thus, it accounts for all the individual sound events 
_ during the 24-hour period. EPA’s review of the available case 
_ Studies on the effects of environmental noise on humans 

_ found that DNL correlates better with the effects than any 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR documents comply with all applicable NEPA and 
_ MEPA requirements. A cost benefit analysis is not required 

_ by federal or state law and would not provide appropriate 

_ context. Cost information mentioned in the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is intended 
_ to provide analytic context. 


Requests for new noise monitors should be addressed to 


measure of the various individual events. 


_ There are five jet departure tracks from Runway 33L. Of : 
_ these, two tracks turn over Somerville (refer to Figure 6.2.3 of 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). These two tracks carry less 

_ than 30 percent of the departures from Runway 33L. The 

_ increase in effective jet departures from Runway 33 over 

_ Somerville is from about 3.3 percent to 3.6 percent in the 

_ 29M Low Fleet scenario and from 2.7 percent to 3.2 percent 

_ in the 37.5M Low Fleet scenario (refer to Table 6.2-2 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). This increase of about ten percent 
_ would not dramatically increase either dwell or persistence. 
_ The increases attributed to “Arr 15/Dep 33” in Figures 6.2-5 
_ through 6.2-8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR result primarily 
» from increased arrivals on Runway 15 (refer to Table 6.2.2 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). Since these arrivals do not fly 

_ over Somerville there will be little increase in noise in 

_ Somerville from the proposed changes at Logan Airport. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code _ Topic 1 J ic 
69.5 Noise 


_ environmental impacts on the City, but the remedial 

| measures proposed by Massport are ineffective. For a 

_ community like Somerville which suffers from substantial 
late night followed by early morning overflights, Massport 
| Offers no soundproofing. 


The only remedial measure discussed in the DEIS is the 

| projected increase in the use of Stage 3 aircraft. (6-9). 

_ However, use of Stage 3 aircraft is already required during 
_ the late night and early momings. But it is the noise from 

_ these Stage 3 aircraft that currently awakens people in the 
_ City after 11:00 p.m. and after 6:00 a.m. 
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_ In addition, Massport proposed the following noise mitigation 
_ measures: 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ overflights will increase in comparison to the No-Action 
_ Alternative. However, the highest resulting noise exposure in 
_ that community is estimated to be on the order of 55 dB DNL, | 
_ well beyond the 60 dB DNL contours shown in Figures 6.2-8 
_ and 6.2-10 through 6.2-14 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ The average noise of Stage 3 aircraft operating at 

_ Logan Airport is expected to decrease with time as the low 
_ bypass JT8D powered aircraft, which have been hushkitted to 
' meet Stage 3 requirements, are retired from the fleet and 
_ replaced by the quieter new high bypass powered Stage 3 
aircraft. 


_ The Night Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) was calculated at 
_ 23 selected locations for all fleets and scenarios. Table 6.2.15 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR reports these data forthe 
_ 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The results show that, at most 

_ locations, the LeqN for the future fleets is lower than for the 

_ 1993 case. Where there is an increase in LeqN, the reason 
_ was the increase in flights for the No Action Alternative, which 
_ generally was mitigated by the Preferred Alternative. These 
_ results indicate that there will be less sleep disturbance in the 
_ future than that currently experienced. 


Refer to Section 7.4.1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ discussion of cumulative noise impacts. 


_ Runway 14/32 would be designed, constructed, and operated 
_ to handle over-water operations only (unidirectional). 
_ Massport would seek to construct Runway 14/32 to reflect 

» unidirectional use. 


_ To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding 

_ is available, the proposed sound insulation program will 
include: (i) not only all residences that fall within the : 
_ Preferred Alternative's 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour 
_ when compared to the Airside Project's : 
_ No Action Alternative’s 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level 

_ contour, and also (ii) Massport and the FAA will continue to 

_ sound insulate and work to complete the current 2-year 

_ sound insulation program as presented in the Logan Airport 

_ 1999 ESPR. For the eligible residences, the FAA will fund 

_ building code upgrades, to the extent necessary, to 

_ implement sound insulation improvements. 


_ Massport has developed PRAS goals to which the FAA 

_ attempts to achieve given weather and safety conditions. 

_ Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

_ evaluation of existing measures for monitoring PRAS : 
_ achievement and demonstrates that the FAA has improved its 
_ performance relative to the PRAS goals. The 
_ Preferred Alternative mitigation program includes additional 

_ teporting requirements recommended to enhance the Massport 

_ monitoring effort. 
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a LETTER 60 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
MEPA Unit 

Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge St. 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Sir: 


Enclosed please find a certified copy of a Resolution 
unanimously adopted by the Somerville Board of Aldermen at their 
April 22, 1999 meeting. 


Alderman-at-Large William A. White, Jr. the resolution’s 
sponsor, also has requested that a copy of the video tape of the 
Public hearing regarding Logan runway expansion which was held on 
April 13, 1999 at Somerville City Hall be forwarded to you. 
Accordingly both documents are included herewith. 


If yot have any questions, Please do not hesitate to contact 
me. 


Very truly yours, 


Arthur B. % Mite 


City Clerk 
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“ata Massachusetts 


April 22, 1999 


RESOLUTION 


RESOLVED, That this Board of Aldermen hereby adopts the comments of Alderman William A. 60 { 
White Jr. on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Logan Airside . 
Improvements Planning Project as set forth in the attached letter from Alderman White 
to Mr. Arthur Pugsley, dated April 22, 1999; AND BE IT FURTHER 


RESOLVED, That this Board requests that a copy of this Resolution be sent to Mr. Pugsley for 
inclusion in MEPA’s record. 


A TRUE COPY ATTEST: 


Mytie, 


CITY CLERK 
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Alderman William A. White Jr. 
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Alderman Thomas F. Taylor Alderman Walter F. Pero 
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Arthur B. McCue, City Clerk 
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Letter 60: Cit of Somerville, City Clerks Office - Arthur B. McCue, City Clerk 
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TOWN OF WINTHROP 
TOWN HALL 
WINTHROP, MA 02152-3156 


TEL: 617-846-1077 
FAX: 617-846-5458 


OFFICE OF THE 
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LETTER 61 April 22, 1999 


BY HAND (EOEA) and VIA AIRBORNE OVERNIGHT (FAA) 


John C. Silva 


Manager, Environmental Programs 


Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 


12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, Massachusetts 0] 803 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Unit, Mr. Arthur Pugsley 


100 Cambridge Street 
20" Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 02202 


Gentlemen: 


Re: Boston, Logan International Airport 
Logan Airside Improvements Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 
EOEA No. 10458 


This letter provides the comments of Board of Selectmen of the Town of Winthrop. 
Massachusetts ("Selectmen") on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report ("DEIS/R") 
for the above-referenced project ("Project") under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 
("MEPA"), the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 ( "NEPA") . It also provides the 
comments of the Selectmen under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
("4f"). Finally, it provides the comments of the Selectmen on the Notice of Project Change for 
the Project, submitted by the Massachusetts Port Authority ("Massport") on February 19, 1999. 


The Selectmen find the DEIS/R wholly inadequate under both NEPA and MEPA. The 


as 


Selectmen urge the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") to give the DEIS/R 
‘a ranking of "Environmentally Unsatisfactory" and "Inadequate." The reasons for these findings” 
by the Selectmen are as follows: 


A. The DEIS/R completely ignores the "induced demand” issue highlighted by the EPA 
in its comments on the Environmental Notification Form/Scope of Work ("ENF") and required to 61 | 
be studied and included in the DEIS under the regulations of the Council on Environmental 

Quality. The Project clearly increases capacity and fosters the growth of both passenger volume 

and aircraft operations at Logan. Yet, the DEIS/R pretends that the Project is somehow "demand 
neutral." 


B. As a result, virtually all of the environmental impact analyses for the Project are 6] 2 
inaccurate because they are based on the same passenger levels for both the preferred alternative . 
and the no-build alternative. This means that the DEIS/R significantly understates both the 
environmental impacts of the Project and the potential for passenger diversion of various 

alternatives. 


C. Whole categories of impacts on Winthrop, such as land use patterns, historical and 61 3 
cultural resources and wetlands are ignored. 


D. Several reasonable alternatives have not been included or analyzed in any meaningful 61 4 
way. 


E. The DEIS/R ignores major impacts on 4f resources. 61 5 
F. It also ignores public health issues, 61 6 
G. The DEIS/R fails to meet the requirements of both MEPA and NEPA with respect to 61 fl 
mitigation. 
1. The Basic Flaw: This Project Increases Capacity and Induces Growth Rather Than Just 
Reducing Delays 
A. Induced Demand 
The stated purpose of the Project is to reduce delays at Logan. Even assuming for the 
sake of argument that the Project would address that problem, it is quite clear that the very 
existence of the Project will also induce passenger demand. The EPA stated this issue quite 


succinctly in its November 8, 1995 comments on the ENF for the Project: 


EPA is concerned that airside and landside improvements will attract 
more passengers to the airport ("induced demand"), as opposed to merely 


moe 


accommodating the already anticipated passengers. 


The Regional Administrator, John DeVillars, echoed this theme in his November 13, 1995 
comment on the ENF: 


...the expected increase in passenger volume that will be accommodated by 
these projects will affect regional and local transportation patterns and 
consequently, air quality. 


EPA did not raise these concerns in a regulatory vacuum. The regulations of the Council 
on Environmental Quality ("CEQ") for implementing NEPA require an EIS to analyze both 


direct and indirect effects. An "indirect effect" is defined by CEQ to include: 


-.growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes 
in the...growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other 
natural systems, including ecosystems. 


40 CFR Section 1508.8 (b). Thus, it is hardly surprising that EPA was so concerned about 
"induced demand" in 1995. The NEPA regulations require the DEIS/R to deal with the issue. 


The project proponents, Massport and the FAA, inexplicably try to pretend that this 
requirement does not exist. They cling to the notion that the same number of passengers will fly 
in and out of Logan whether or not the airside "improvements" are built. claiming that "[nJeither 
the runway nor any other improvements associated with the... Project will induce demand by new 
Passengers who would not otherwise come to Logan." This "demand neutral" approach flies in 
the face of common experience and common sense. It is well established that major regional 
transportation initiatives such as highways or runways induce demand. Indeed, the Boston 
business community and Massport have been promoting the Project in the press with the claim 
that Boston will lose conventions, tourists, jobs and business meetings if the Project is not built. 
If, for the sake of argument, one accepts theses claims by Project backers, then it is quite clear 
that the Project will induce tourists, conventioneers and business people to come to Boston, using 


Logan to do so. 61 8 


Conversely, if the Project is not built, these same passengers will (according to the 
business community and Massport) avoid Boston at all costs. Thus, the no-build alternative 
clearly has a "negative inducement" factor. For example, the DEIS/R claims that if the Project is 
not built, the average delay at Logan for each takeoff and landing may well reach almost an hour. 
If that is the case, then the time differential between flying and taking the alternative of high 
speed rail between Boston and New York is virtually eliminated. Clearly, the effect of such a 
leveling of the transportation playing field will be to induce more Boston-New York passengers 
to take the train instead of the shuttle. However, the DEIS/R completely ignores this effect... It 
pretends that air travel will still have a more than one hour time advantage over high speed rail 
(Table 2.4-5). Are Massport and the FAA seriously arguing that average delays of one hour per 
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flight will have no effect on Logan’s passenger and operations levels? Put another way, there is_ 
‘little or no chance that Logan’s passenger level would ever approach 45 million under the no- 
build scenario with average delays of almost an hour per operation. 


The DEIS/R also fails to look at induced demand issue with regard to the cumulative 
effects of the combination of Logan 2000 landside program and the airside Project. Massport 
and FAA employed the same demand neutral argument with respect to the billion dollar Logan 

2000 landside project.. Now Massport and FAA claim that putting a billion dollars into 


access to Logan (Third Harbor Tunnel and Route 1A), and finally creating a new runway and 
various airside improvements (the Project), all at the same time and in the same location will 
have absolutely no effect on passenger demand at the airport. 


the FAA’s environmental review for Logan projects as "segmented." EPA was very clear in its 
recommendation that the DEIS needed to evaluate the possibility "that more people will drive to 


Logan’s capacity is increased as a result of airside improvements such as a new runway." EPA 
questioned the Massport and FAA position that none of the landside/airside projects would 


The DEIS/R pays lip service to these comments by including a section entitled 
"Cumulative Impacts." However, it ignores the substance of the comments. In the "Cumulative 
Impacts" section of the DEIS/R, Massport and FAA simply return to their prior position that 
"[a]irside improvements ...do not relate to or affect any of the landside facilities or operations, 
and consequently, do not change any of the" environmental analyses. This again flies in the face 
of the expert opinions of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs and the EPA, as well as 
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The same can be said for the taxiway improvements. According to the DEIS/R, the 
taxiway improvements have no effect on runway-related (or wind -related) delays. Further, 
taxiway traffic issues are only a very small part of the delay problem. If the purpose of the 
Project, as stated in the DEIS/R, is "[t]o address the delay problem at Logan" then the taxiway 
improvements are not necessary. Clearly, the taxiway improvements are necessary and are 
designed to enable the project proponents to push more people and planes through Logan, not to 
deal with the delay problem. 


Are new runways and other airside "improvements" really the Only answer to the delay 
problem? According to the DEIS/R, there are five airports in the U.S. which have a greater level 
of delay than Logan. Are those airports Proposing new runways and taxiway improvements? 
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If wind-related delay reduction is not the major goal of the Project, then what is? Note 


that Logan ranks 6" in delays and 11" in operations, but only 17" in passenger volume. Clearly, 
delays are not attributable to the crush of tourists, conventioneers and businesspeople that the 


Logan’s managers to pump an ever-increasing amount of operations through the airport. That is 
the only way that the demand projections for the year 2010 can be met. 


2. The Project’s Environmental Impacts are Understated 


A. Fleet and Passenger Levels Cannot be the Same for All Alternatives 


applies the same fleet and passenger levels to each alternative analyzed, including the no build 
alternative. With this simplistic approach (questioned by both the EPA and EOEA), Massport 
and FAA can claim that the Project will produce environmental "benefits." These "benefits" 


noiseshed, etc. more rapidly, thereby "reducing" impacts. However, alternatives 2, 3 and 4 (all 
of which exclude the new Tunway and two of which exclude all of the physical "improvements") 
should not be compared to the preferred alternative at the same fleet and passenger levels. This 
is because, as demonstrated above, the very "efficiency" of the preferred alternative, and the 
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delays associated with the "inefficiencies" of alternatives 2,3 and 4 would change the demand 


‘levels (and thus the fleet and passenger levels) at any point in time. 


Take for example the impact on Court Road residences in Winthrop from taxiway noise. 
Under alternative 1A (the preferred alternative) a certain level of passengers and operations will 
produce a level of impact. That level should be greater than the level produced under alternative 
4 (the true "no build" alternative) at any given time because under alternative 4 there should be 
less demand for air travel and thus less passengers and operations. The DEIS/R, however, 
ignores the induced demand and capacity enhancement attributes of the preferred alternative and 
simply assumes that the same number of people will fly into and out of Logan under alternatives 
1A and 4, even as delays approach one hour for each operation as projected under alternative 4. 
The result is that both the alleged environmental "advantage" of the preferred alternative and the 
environmental impacts of alternative 4 are overstated. 


B. Even Without the Induced Demand Factor, Impacts are Ignored or Miscalculated 
(i). Noise 


Noise is a particularly troublesome factor for Winthrop. The DEIS/R presents a 
confusing and often inconsistent picture of the Project’s noise impacts. This approach fails to 
meet MEPA/NEPA standards as well as certain specific requirements of the comments and 
decision on the ENF. 


The noise data and the conclusions derived therefrom in the DEIS/R are flawed. 
Massport continues to employ its computer noise models even when it knows that the models 
understate actual noise, especially in Winthrop. For example, the DEIS/R utilizes noise data for 
1993 from the‘models when actual, real life data from noise monitors is available which shows 
higher noise levels. 


Why does the DEIS/R utilize 1993 as the noise baseline year? That year featured the 
highest number of operations until last year, the highest delay ranking in Logan’s history, a 
lower percentage of Stage 3 aircraft in the fleet than you would find in subsequent years, and in 
1993 the INM model had not yet been corrected to cure the understatement of noise. In short. 
1993 seems to be a fairly "dirty" and inaccurate baseline choice. Its use may overstate the 
alleged "improvements" from the Project. 

A basic premise of the DEIS/R is that without the airside "improvements" Logan will 
become a "north-south" airport. Winthrop is to the east of Logan. Presumably, Winthrop would 
be a candidate for more noise with the "improvements." Yet the DEIS/R purports to demonstrate 
that Winthrop gets less noise with the Project. That does not make sense. 


Ground taxi noise is a particular problem for Winthrop residents, especially at Court 
Road. Indeed, the DEIS/R shows that the highest level of ground taxi noise.is found at Court 
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Road, from aircraft taxiing to the 22 Tunways for departure. How then, can Massport and. FAA x 
‘claim that a centerfield taxiway which brings more planes per hour to.the 22s for departure 
somehow reduces noise on Court Road? The answer should not be Just "increased efficiency" 
because the data show that even with all of the airside improvements delays will increase bya 
factor 1.4. 


The Secretary’s decision on the ENF specifically requested that the DEIS/R should 
include the 60 dB contour. This is important for Winthrop and many other communities since 6 2 ? 1 
the DEIS/R acknowledges that the population within the 65 dB contour actually goes up with the 
addition of the airside "improvements." Naturally, one wonders if the same is true for the 60 dB 
contour. It is. While the DEIS/R does not include the 60 dB contours throughout the main text, 
hidden away in Appendix L, Table 1.1 is data demonstrating that the population exposed to 60 
dB with the airside "improvements" goes up in every fleet scenario. 


Even utilizing Massport/FAA’s flawed assumption that the Project has nothing to do with 
demand and Passenger levels, it is clear that the airside "improvements" do not deliver the 61 ? 2 


promised noise benefits for Portions of Winthrop. The important "night time equivalent" sound 


Somerset and Johnson as well as the Loring and Court Road locations noise goes up with the 
"improvements" versus the no action alternative, 


(ii). Air/Odor Pollution 


Massport and FAA do not seem to have taken EPA’s comments on the air pollution issue 61 23 
seriously. EPA called for an inventory of total air toxics. Where is it? EPA requested a . 
combination of all landside and airside emissions. It is difficult to determine if that analysis is 
included in the DEIS/R. 


The issue of the Project’s conformity with the federal Clean Air Act is an important one. 


issue away. They come to the rather tortured conclusion that no Conformity Determination is 61 2 4 


results in an alleged "reduction" of air pollutants when compared to the no action alternatives at 
the same fleet and passenger levels. Such reasoning, as demonstrated above. completely ignores 
the induced demand issue and the cumulative effects issue that EPA noted. [t further ignores the 
simple common sense argument that it is highly unlikely (if not impossible) that anything close 
to 45 million or even 37.5 million Passengers will utilize Logan if delays for each takeoff and 
landing average about an hour and ground access is a nightmarish experience. 
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Clean Air Act, as noted by Administrator DeVillars in his comments on the ENF. The Project 
will allow or accommodate ever-increasing numbers of Stage 3 aircraft to fly into and out of 
Logan. Stage 3 aircraft, while quieter, produce more NO x than the noisier planes that they are 
replacing. Therefore, it is clear that the Project will have a decidedly negative effect on the 
Commonwealth’s ability to meet Clean Air Act requirements. A Conformity Determination 
should certainly be required. The "theory" in the DEIS/R used to avoid such a Determination 
finds little support in the facts and the DEIS/R provides no legal support for such a position. 


The DEIS/R goes on at great length to make the case that delays at Logan are extremely 
costly. However, it is silent on the economic impact of the failure of Massachusetts to achieve 


Central Artery, what would be the impact of such a loss on the Massachusetts economy? Logan 
is one of the largest generators of pollution in Massachusetts. If Logan helps to trigger a failure 
to achieve Clean Air Act goals, what will be the costs in terms of added air pollution 
requirements for private Stationary sources, such as utilities and factories? Will businesses 
relocate because tougher air pollution standards imposed on them as a result of emissions 
emanating from Logan? 


The dispersion model results do not seem to conform to the inventory model results. For 
example, at the 37.5 million low fleet Scenario, 3 out the 8 pollutants in 2010 for the true no- 
build alternative are either less than or the same as the results for the preferred alternative. The 
same holds true for the 37.5 million high fleet scenario in 2010. For the 45 million high fleet 


Finally, the discussion in the DEIS/R of the dispersion modeling results is completely 
disingenuous and casts further doubt about the air pollution conclusions in the DEIS/R. When 
the results show that the preferred alternative has a slight advantage over the no-action 
alternative, the DEIS/R proclaims that the "the lowest levels occur in association with" the 
preferred alternative. However, when, as noted above, the results show that the no-action 
alternative has Virtually the same advantage over the preferred alternative, the DEIS/R comes to 
the very different conclusion that "there will be no detectable differences in air quality impacts 
among the four alternatives," or "there is no significant difference." This lack of consistency in 
analysis draws into question the conclusions of the DEIS/R. Is it an advocacy document or an 
impartial environmental disclosure document? . 
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(iii). Land Use 


Both MEPA and NEPA require the DEIR/S to discuss impacts on land use. The CEQ 
regulations implementing NEPA are quite specific on this requirement. They provide that an 
environmental impact statement "shall include discussions of: : 


(c) possible conflicts between the Proposed action and the objectives of... 
local...land use plans, policies and controls for the area concermed...(g) Urban 
quality, historic and cultural resources, and the design of the built environment... 


40 CFR Section 1502.16 (emphasis added). 


There can be no doubt that Winthrop is part of the "area concerned." There can also be 
no doubt that Winthrop’s "built environment," "urban quality," and "historic and cultural 


resource. The overflights from Logan have had a considerable impact on land use and land 
values in certain parts of Winthrop. Airport-related noise and air pollution impacts have helped 
to shape the "built environment" and “urban quality" of such neighborhoods. A school building 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places is either in or quite near to the 65 dB contour, 
as is a park. The use and enjoyment of one of Winthrop’s greatest resources. the beach, is 
heavily impacted by noise from aircraft. 


Yet, the DEIS/R includes the rather astonishing statement that the airside improvements 
will "not alter existing land use patterns." This is preposterous. Airport development and 
expansion have already had a major effect on land use in Winthrop. Further expansion 
associated with the Project will definitely impact land use patterns in Winthrop. 


The DEIS/R must explore this. At a minimum it should look into the land use impacts 
on Winthrop brought about historically by Logan development and passenger growth. That 
historical experience should be utilized to develop a picture of what impacted portions of 
Winthrop will be like in 2010 at various passenger and fleet scenarios. 


(iv). Wetlands/wildlife habitat/waterways 
The DEIS/R claims that the project is not within any wetlands resource area. However. it 
also states that the Project will need an Order of Conditions trom the Boston Conservation 
Commission. Obviously, then, there is at least a presumption of impact on a resource area. Such 
impacts need to be discussed. 


There is no mention in the DEIS/R of the possibility that the Project.would require an 
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Order of Conditions from the Winthrop Conservation Commission. Clearly the Project will have 
an impact on wetlands areas in Winthrop. Noise and exhaust pollution will impact on Belle Isle~ 
Marsh. Runoff and outflow increases from new taxiways may wash up on Winthrop shores. 
These issues should be discussed in the DEIS/R. 


The DEIS/R discusses the issue of the Upland Sandpiper nesting areas, but not in the 
context of the wildlife habitat portion of the Wetlands Protection Act’ 


The Project is planned to be constructed on filled tidelands or waterways. It represents a 
significant expansion of structure on existing fill. The DEIS/R does not discuss any possible 
need for a Chapter 91 license and/or compliance with the Rivers and Harbors Act or the Clean 
Water Act. . 


(v). 4f/Article 97 


While historic resources in Chelsea are discussed, as noted above, impacted historic and 
cultural resources in Winthrop are ignored. We note further that the DEIS/R summarily 
dismisses the acknowledged impacts on historic buildings in Chelsea with the proposed 
soundproofing of the historic residences affected. Soundproofing is a "band aid" approach. It 
does not fully mitigate the impacts of repeated noise assaults from jet aircraft. It is quite useless 
during warm weather when windows will be open and it does nothing for sound impacts outside 
of the building. It hardly represents all feasible mitigation measures. 


While the DEIS/R correctly points out that the legislation creating the Boston Harbor 
Islands park reservation may have exempted the islands from the provisions of 4f, the quoted 
legislation does not exempt the park reservation from MEPA and NEPA. In short, just because 
Congress saw fit to eliminate the Harbor Islands park area as a potential resources for purposes 
of 4f litigation in connection with airport activities, it does not mean that Congress meant that the 
environmental impacts on the islands from airport expansion should be ignored for MEPA and 
NEPA purposes. The Project will clearly have a major impact on the Harbor Islands parkland. It 
will create major noise problems for those making use of the islands and change the entire 
experience of anyone exploring the Harbor Islands. Such impacts need to be discussed and 
analyzed. 


Further, while federal legislation may have exempted the Harbor Islands from 4f 
litigation, it did not explicitly exempt the Islands for Article 97 purposes. The possible 
applicability of Article 97 of the Massachusetts Constitution should be explored in the DEIS/R. 

(vi). PRAS benefits 

The DEIS/R makes much of the assertion that the Project will enable Massport and the 
FAA to better achieve PRAS goals. Assuming, for the sake of argument, that this proposition is 
true, the DEIS/R should take into account the fact that the PRAS goals are almost 20 years old. 
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The world has changed a great deal in 20 years. Achievement of the PRAS goals should not, 


‘then, be deemed such a terrific benefit automatically. The DEIS/R should discuss whether or ~ 
not the PRAS goals need revision in order to actually maximize environmental benefits. 


It is also unclear from the DEIS/R Just how much compliance with PRAS goals the 
Project might actually produce. The data in the DEIS/R is all over the map. For some runways 
the no-action alternative actually results in better PRAS compliance when compared to the 
preferred alternative. These discrepancies should be laid out and discussed fully in the DEIS/R. 


(vii). Public health 


Public health issues relating to airport activity remain a major concern in Winthrop and in 
other "close-in" communities. Massport was required to present public health issues in its GEIR 


Massport monitoring meetings convened by other agencies. The Department of Public Health 
commented that Massport’s presentation was not particularly useful or accurate. 


The DEIS/R fails to advance the inquiry into airport-related public health issues. The 
Project will clearly enhance capacity at Logan and thus increase noise and emissions. According 
to the report of the Natural Resources Defense Council, Flving Off Course (NRDC 1996), a 1993 
EPA study ( EPA, Estimation and Evaluation of Cancer Risks Attributable to Air Pollution in 


concerned about NO x emissions from airplanes and has considered tightening international 
controls. 


The DEIS/R should note these studies, update them and present a comprehensive review 
of what is known about the health effects of airport noise and emissions. Massport and the FAA 


the Project will increase those emissions, the DEIS/R must deal with this subject. Massport 
failed to do so adequately in the GEIR. It is time address the issue properly. 


3. Reasonable Alternatives are Not Considered 

When Massport’s Executive Director came to Winthrop prior to the publication of the 
DEIS/R to discuss the Project, he was asked if Massport had any alternatives to the proposed 
Project. His rather Surprising answer was quite simply, "No." In other words. Massport had 


already made up its mind that the Project was the only possible way to address air transportation 
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in the Boston area. Before the Executive Director had even seen the impacts of the Project, he 
had already made up his mind that there were no viable alternatives. | 


Such a statement flies in the face of the purposes of MEPA and NEPA. It is not 
Surprising, then, that the DEIS/R ignores several reasonable alternatives. Rather than discussing 
and comparing such alternatives, the entire alternatives discussion in the DEIS/R centers on 


various combinations of airside "improvements" and the no-build alternative. It neglects true 
alternatives to the Project. 61 A() 


Two such alternatives involve other airports. There is no discussion in the DEIS/R about 
a second major airport. Given the ground access and other constraints confronting Logan, a 


Another airport alternative ignored by the DEIS/R is Hanscom Field. This facility is 
owned by Massport, has adequate runways, is convenient to Boston and is underutilized. The 
DEIS/R does not explore the possibility of opening up Hanscom to commercial passenger and/or 61 A 


that the Hanscom Master Plan, agreed to by the surrounding towns, allows for an increase in 
operations over the current level. It also fails to acknowledge that many of the so-called 
"operations" at Hanscom are "touch and go" training exercises where each "touch" and each "go" 
is considered a Separate operation, thus greatly inflating the operational level at Hanscom. 


Another alternative is that of stopping the proposed centerfield taxiway at Runway 15/33. 61 AD 


This alternative would greatly reduce taxiway noise and pollution for Winthrop residents. [t is 
not even mentioned in the DEIS/R. 
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California and many European countries utilize the Community Noise Equivalent Level 2 


("CNEL") instead of the DNL. The DSEIS/R should present CNEL data. 


Massport and FAA refuse to even consider applying for curfews under the Airport Noise 
and Capacity Act of 1990. While such an application may be fraught with difficulty, it is still 
legally available and thus still a reasonable alternative. : 


4. Concrete Mitigation Measures are Missing 


The MEPA regulations require the DEIS/R to contain Section 61 findings. The document 
does not meet this Tequirement. Mitigation commitments are sorely lacking. 


As noted above, soundproofing is not adequate mitigation. It is a "band aid" approach 
which is completely ineffective for much of the year and totally ineffective outside of a 
soundproofed building. Yet, the DEIS/R notes repeatedly that soundproofing is the mitigation 
answer to all noise problems. 


Massport has had years to deal with the Upland Sandpiper habitat problem. Instead of 
coming up with a plan for mitigation that can be reviewed in the DEIS/R, the document just 
notes that Massport is working with another state agency to develop options. That is not good 
enough. 


The DEIS/R assumes that Runway 14/32 will be “unidirectional” only. However, it does 
not provide any detailed discussion as to how that restriction will be put in place and maintained 
over time. Indeed, the DEIS/R simply recites that FAA "policy" will keep 14/32 unidirectional. 
Policies come and go. 


5. Notice of Project Change 
, Massport filed a Notice of Project Change on February 16, 1999. The Selectmen support 
a Notice of Project Change and urge that the Secretary require Massport to refile the ENF and 


comments. All of that information, analysis and commentary is now "stale." The general public 
has long forgotten the information and analysis set forth in the ENF. The public is entitled to 
have the benefit of a fresh ENF. : 


61.44 
61.45 


61.46 


61.47 


61.48 


61.49 


Obviously, the world of Logan has changed over the last three years. For example, in 

1995 (a year for which results may have been available for purposes of the 1996 ENF) Logan’s ~ 
delay ranking was 8" in the U.S. That is considerably different from the 1997 ranking that the 
DEIS/R emphasizes. Passengers and operations have increased significantly. Projections from 
the GEIR process for passengers and operations which formed the basis of much of the ENF 
analysis have been shown to be inaccurate over time and have been revised. In short, the facts 
presented and debated at the time of the ENF and which formed the basis of the 8-page scoping 
decision have changed. 


Other factors have changed as well. High speed rail will come to Boston this year. 
Boston-Portland rail service is soon to be a reality. Green and Manchester airports have 
expanded tremendously. Highway improvements to Worcester are underway. All of these 
changes suggest a different scope and a different EIR. 


Environmental issues have also changed. For example, ozone concerns have become 
more pronounced. Administrator DeVillars in his comments on the ENF noted that the EIR was 
to be published in approximately 18 months and he pointed out that during that time there will be 
an increase in "overall airport-related emissions." That increase has now gone on for more than 
twice the projected time period, doubling Mr. DeVillar’s concerns. 


The EPA also stressed concerns about funding. Mr. DeVillars pointed out that the 
Project was competing for funds with other transportation projects, which may have air quality 
benefits. That funding pool has dramatically shrunk over the last three years as a result of the 
combination of the escalation of Central Artery costs and reduced overall federal funding. 


Accordingly, the Secretary should determine that things have changed and the ENF process 
must be repeated. 


For all of the foregoing reasons, the DEIS/R must be deemed inadequate. 


Sincerely, 


ieee / laa 
Ftc L. Nell fe ves) 
eI AF Sy ee) 


Gerald B. Ogus, Selectrnan 


Mestilee DB) aay hee) 


Matthew D. Lanza, Selectman 


eae 


ce: Senator Kennedy 


Senator Kerry 
Congressman Markey 
Congressman Moakley 
Congressman Capuano 
Adminstrator Jane Garvey 
Administrator John DeVillars 
Representative DeLeo 
Senator Travaglini 

Mayor Menino 

Winthrop Airport Hazards Committee 
CARE 
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Anastasia Lyman 
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Letter 61 
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_ Forecasts : 
_ Notification Form/ Scope of Work ("ENF") and required to be 
studied and included in the DEIS under the regulations of the 
_ Council on Environmental Quality. The Project clearly 

_ increases capacity and fosters the growth of both passenger 
_ volume and aircraft operations at Logan. Yet, the DEIS/R 

| pretends that the Project is somehow "demand neutral." 


Topic 2 Comment 
_ Passenger | The DEIS/R completely ignores the "induced ‘ermative will not create additional passenger 
_ highlighted by the EPA in its comments on the Environmental demand or flight operations at Logan Airport. The i 


_ Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
_ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 


Instead, Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 


_ this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that 


now require controllers to operate on only one or two : 
runways, compared to the typical three-runway configurations 


_ used at Logan Airport. The runway will not increase 


Logan Airport's normal operating capacity, nor will it 
encourage or induce an increase in aircraft operations. 


_ The runway will substantially reduce delays that occur during 


northwest wind conditions. Preventing these delays will 


_ represent a real benefit to the passengers and airlines that 
_ currently experience them. However, because these wind 

_ conditions and the associated delays are not regular or 

_ predictable and cannot be readily anticipated, it is not 

_ expected that their prevention will stimulate growth in 


Logan Airport passenger demand above and beyond the 


_ fates that would have occurred absent the runway. 


_ Instead, growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be 

_ principally driven by local and national economic conditions, 
_ competition and pricing within the airline industry, and the 

_ distribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 
_ Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. The 

_ broad range of forecasts considered in the Airside Project : 
_ operational and environmental analyses capture any potential 
_ variation in future passenger and aircraft activity at : 
_ Logan Airport. The environmental impacts associated with 
_ these alternative forecasts have been evaluated in the 
_ Logan Airport Airside analysis and GEIRs. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Response 
| Analysis ' Passenger ..[VJirtually all of the environmental impact analyses forthe The Preferred Alternative will not create additional passenger — 
| Assumptions —_ Forecasts _ Project are inaccurate because they are based on the same — demand or flight operations at Logan Airport. The 
i | passenger levels for both the Preferred Alternative andthe Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
_ no-build alternative. This means that the DEIS/R _ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
_ significantly understates both the environmental impacts of airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
_ the Project and the potential for passenger diversion of _ Instead, Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 
_ various alternatives. _ this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that 


_ Now require controllers to operate on only one or two 

_ funways, compared to the typical three-runway configurations 
_ used at Logan Airport. The runway will not increase 

_ Logan Airport's normal operating capacity, nor will it 

_ encourage or induce an increase in aircraft operations. 


The analysis in the SDEIS/FEIR includes diversions. 


_ Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 

_ City of Worcester to aggressively market the ; 

_ Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 

involvement with Worcester Regional Airport by assuming : 

_ operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 

_ Since January 2000 Massport has attracted three new 

airlines to Worcester Regional Airport. Delta Connection 

_ began serving Worcester Regional Airport with two daily 

_ nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta on 

_ February 1, 2000 and will be increasing its service to three 

_ daily flights in April 2001. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle 

_ began service to New York JFK Airport with three daily 

_ nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. In February 

_ 2001, PanAm began daily scheduled service from Worcester 

_ to Orlando International Airport. Massport is in ongoing 

_ discussions with other carriers regarding potential new 

_ services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition to the 

_ Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has pursued a variety 

_ Of initiatives to promote the use of other regional airports and 

_ travel modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth 

_ pressures at Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, 

_ Massport and Governor Cellucci co-sponsored a 

_ Regional Transportation Summit of the New England 

_ Governors and transportation officials. The Summit focused 

_ onjoint marketing among the New England commercial 

_ Service airports and the joint promotion of rail and road 

_ initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced regional 

_ transportation system. A second summit was held in Rhode 

_ Island in December 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 

_ Massport’s regional transportation planning initiatives. 

_ Massport disagrees that its record in diverting traffic to other 

_ airports is unsuccessful. Since 1996 eight out of 

_ ten new passengers in New England were directed to 

_ regional airports, which include T.F. Green/Providence, 

_ Worcester Regional, and Manchester airports. In 1999, 

_ Massport estimates that regional airports attracted 2.4 million 

: _ passengers, that would have otherwise used Logan Airport. 

Environmental © MEPA Whole categories of impacts on Winthrop, such as land = The FAA and Massport have consulted with the 

| Review _ use patterns, historical and cultural resources and _ Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC). The MHC has 

| Process : | wetlands are ignored. _ concurred with the FAA’s determination that the : 

: _ Preferred Alternative will have no adverse effect on significant _ 
_ historic properties. Refer to Section 6.3.2 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR for a description of historic properties, 
_ project impacts and mitigation. 


_ As described in Sections 6.3 and 6.5 of the SDEIS/FEIR, no 
- impacts to land use or wetlands would result from the 
_ Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment 


| Review 


_ analyzed in any meaningful way. 
_ Process : 


Open Space! Section 4(f)_ 


Parkland 


61.6 PublicHealth Effects. -»=—=—The DEIS/R ignores public health issues. 


Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
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_ The DEIS/R ignores major impacts on 4f resources. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


"| Several reasonable altematives have not been included or The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 


Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA's Logan 
Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 
Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 
(December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the : 


_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 

' Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

| numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

_ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 
studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 
_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995.Basedon 
"the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected andthe 
_ Most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 

_ alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 
_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 
_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 
_ that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 

_ provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 


_ ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


_ The proposed improvements at Logan Airport will neither 


_ incorporate land from the Section 4(f) resource nor affect the 
_ normal activity or aesthetic value of a public park, recreation 
area, wildlife refuge, or historic site. Therefore, the 

_ Preferred Alternative does not constitute a use of Section 4(f) 
_ resources. In addition, the FAA has determined that there are 


no feasible or prudent alternatives to the Preferred Alternative 


_ that would achieve the delay reduction, safety, transportation, 
_ noise distribution, and other objectives of the : 
_ Preferred Alternative. Therefore, even if the noise levels 

_ associated with the Preferred Alternative were determined to 
_ interfere with the normal activity associated with the identified 
_ Section 4(f) resources (which they do not), the FAA 

_ concludes that the sound insulation mitigation proposed for 
_ the affected Section 4(f) structures includes all possible 

_ planning to minimize harm from that increase in noise. 


_ The Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) has 
_ concurred that the Proposed Project will have no adverse 


effect on significant historic properties (MHC letter to FAA, 


_ December 21, 1999 Sections 6.3.2 and 6.3.3 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provide a summary of Section 4(f) 
resources within the project area. 


Masport has provided the City of Boston and public health 


_ agencies with air quality and emissions data. 


_ In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health 

_ data, including mortality and morbidity from each 

_ neighborhood in Boston and cancer incidence data available 
_ from the Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These 
- data indicated that causal relationships cannot be determined 
at this time. A review of the 1999 Report to the Mayor, Health — 
_ of Boston prepared by the Boston Public Health Commission 
_ leads to a similar conclusion. In addition, Massport has 

_ shared the results of the Soot Deposition Study with public 

_ health agencies and is cooperating with the Harvard School 

_ of Public Health on the South Boston Particle Source 

_ Apportionment Study. 


_ Information on public health issues is provided in Chapter 6 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Comment Response 


The DEIS/R fails to meet the requirements of both MEPA _ Mitigation is addressed in detail in Chapter 8 of the 
_ and NEPA with respect to mitigation. _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
i _ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 
_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. Chapter 8 of this Supplemental 
_ Draft EIS/FEIR outlines Massport’s mitigation commitments 
sociated with the Airside Improvements Planni j 


| Review 
_ Process 
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Assumptions 


Assumptions 
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nalysis 


_ Forecasts 


| Forecasts 


Passenger 


Comment 


t is well established that major regional transportation 
initiatives such as highways or runways induce demand. 
indeed, the Boston business community and Massport have 
een promoting the Project in the press with the claim that 
Boston will lose conventions, tourists, jobs and business 
Meetings if the Project is not built. If...one accepts these 
laims by Project backers, then it is quite clear that the Project 
will induce tourists, conventioneers and business people to 
ome to Boston, using Logan to do so. Conversely, if the 
roject is not built, these same passengers will (according to 
the business community and Massport) avoid Boston at all 
costs. Thus, the no-build alternative clearly has a "negative 
inducement’ factor. For example, the DEIS/R claims that if the 
roject is not built, the average delay at Logan for each 
akeoff and landing may well reach almost an hour. if that is 
he case, then the time differential between flying and taking 
he alternative of high speed rail between Boston and New 
ork is virtually eliminated. Clearly, the effect of such a 
leveling of the transportation playing field will be to induce 
more Boston-New York passengers to take the train instead 
f the shuttle. However, the DEIS/R completely ignores this 
effect. There is little or no chance that Logan's passenger 
evel would ever approach 45 million under the no-build 
scenario with average delays of almost an hour per operation. 
he DEIS/R also fails to look at induced demand issue with 
egard to the cumulative effects of the combination of Logan 
000 landside program and the Airside Project. Massport and 
‘AA claim that putting a billion dollars into improving ground 
cess, parking and terminal space at Logan (Logan 2000), 
contributing $300 million to a new harbor tunnel and related 
ighways designed to improve interstate highway access to 
ogan (Third Harbor Tunnel and Route 1A), and finally 
reating a new runway and various airside improvements (the 
roject), all at the same time and in the same location will 
have absolutely no effect on passenger demand at the airport. 
The Secretary's decision on the ENF clearly stated that the 
_ DEIS/R “should include analysis of cumulative impacts, and 
| should clearly explain the relationship between the Logan 
© 2000 landside program and the Airside improvements.” The 
_ EPA Regional Administrator stated that the DEIS/R would 
» “provide the critical opportunity” (emphasis in original) to 
© examine the synergistic or cumulative effects of Logan 2000 
_ and the Project. The EPA comments on the ENF described 
_ the FAA’s environmental review for Logan projects as 
_ “segmented.” ... The DEISR ignores the substance of the 
_ comments. ...The entire Logan package, Logan 2000 andthe | 
_ Project, will work together and be anything but “demand 
_ neutral.” That package will induce demand; or, by its absence 
_ will cumulatively reduce demand. 


SUPPLEMENTAL Drart EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 

| Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that includes 
_ TF. GreervProvidence, Worcester Regional and 
_ Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that service 
| development and increased passenger traffic at these airports are 
_ an important part of the region's long-term strategy to 
' accommodate passenger and activity growth. Massport has 
_ actively encouraged the development of regional airports and use 
__ of other options, including high-speed rail to Logan Airport's : 
_ largest market, New York. Regional service was examined in 

_ Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the conclusion 

_ that greater use of the regional airports will provide passengers 

_ within the service area of such airports with a viable alternative to 

_ Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport’s primary 
service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 
regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside projects at 

_ Logan Airport. 


The proposed improvements analyzed in the Airside Project 


_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR involve both 


construction and administrative actions that will facilitate aircraft 


_ operations (landings, takeoffs and taxiing). None of the 


improvements involve landside facility improvements (e.g., 
terminals and roadways) or related operations. The Airside 
Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR analyze 
in detail the impacts from aircraft operations, including extensive 
analysis of noise and air quality impacts during the years 1993, 
1998 and under future forecast scenarios as well as 
environmental benefits from certain of the improvement concepts 
under review. In this respect, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 


_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR conform with scoping directives 
_ from the lead federal agency (the FAA) and with applicable FAA 
_ environmental orders, all issued in accordance with NEPA, and 

_ with directives from EOEA issued under MEPA. The various 

_ GEIR documents, including the most recent Logan Airport 1998 

_ Annual Update and the 1999 ESPR, provide additional analytic 

_ context by examining cumulative impacts from airside (i.e., 

_ aircraft) operations and landside (e.g., vehicular traffic, terminal 

_ service vehicles) operations at Logan Airport as well as 


Massport's comprehensive mitigation program. The GEIR is 


_ specifically incorporated by reference in the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR and in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR as a 

_ background document. Each GEIR submission is subject to 
» public review and comment. The Logan Airport 


_ 1998 Annual Update and the 1999 ESPR analyses are based on 
_ the same forecast levels used in the Airside Project DraftEIS/EIR 
_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The GEIR informs Massport's 
planning process for all the improvements at Logan Airport, 

_ Including the improvements under review in the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The GEIR is 


specifically referenced in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the 


_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These documents also discuss the 

_ relationship of the GEIR/ESPR analysis to the Airside Project 

_ analysis. Consistent with past practice, Massport expects that the 
_ FAAwill take the GEIR/ESPR analysis into account during its 


_ deliberations and ultimate decision on the Airside Project 
__DraftEIS/EIR andthe Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code =‘ Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Response 


61.10 _ Passenger _ The DEIS/R needs to examine all of the ramifications of The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

| Forecasts _ the induced demand factor and its corollary, the negative — DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 

_ inducement factor. It must examine if any airport has ever Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
_ functioned with delays averaging almost one hour per _ scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 
_ flight and a ground access system that simply cannot _ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 
' handle the tens of millions of cars that Massport and FAA | programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 
project will be headed for Logan even if Massport _ associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
' achieves its ambitious HOV and transit goals. It must "are described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 


' determine how many passengers and operations such a 

' level of delay (or anything close to it) getting to and flying 
_ out of the airport would eliminate as passengers choose 

other modes or perhaps avoid Boston altogether. 


| Purposeand _ The Project's design strongly suggests that its main purpose Implementation of the recommended Airside Project, 
- Need _ is to provide for an increase in operational capacity at Logan _ specifically unidirectional Runway 14/32, would not increase 
: _ rather than just addressing the current delay situation. For _ Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of 

_ example, Massport and FAA claim that Runway 14/32 is _ approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity is 

| designed primarily to deal with the problem of wind-related _ available at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the 

_ delays. However, according to the DEIS/R, such delays occur time. Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 

_ only 11% of the time. What will be the effect of using _ this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that 


_ Runway 14/32 the other 89% of the time? Severe wind delays — now require controllers to operate on only one or 

_ (1 runway) occur only 10 days per year. What will 14/32be two runways, compared to the typical three-runway 
_ used for on the other 355 days? Runway 14/32 is designed to configurations used at Logan Airport. 

_ handle 70,000 operations per year. Do you need to handle 

_ 70,000 flights (13% of all operations) just to deal with 14/32’s 
_ projected share of the delay reduction activity? It certainly 

_ seems that Runway 14/32 is designed to allow Logan to 

_ increase its overall capacity rather than to just address wind- 
_ related delays. 


_ The runway would substantially reduce the delays that now 

_ occur during northwest wind conditions. Preventing these 

_ delays would represent a real benefit to the passengers and 

__ airlines that currently experience them. However, because 

_ these wind conditions and the associated delays are not 

_ regular or predictable, and cannot be readily anticipated, it is 

_ not expected that their prevention will stimulate growth in 

_ Logan Airport passenger demand above and beyond the 
"rates that would have occurred without the runway. Instead, 

_ growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be principally : 
_ driven by local and national economic conditions, competition | 
and pricing within the airline industry, and the distribution of 
"airline services and passenger traffic between Logan Airport 

_ and the surrounding regional airports. The broad range of 

_ forecasts considered in the Airside Project operational and 

_ environmental analyses capture any potential variation in 

_ Current and future passenger and aircraft activity at 

_ Logan Airport. 


According to the DEIS/R, the taxiway improvements have While taxiway delays are much lower than runway delays, the 
"no effect on runway-related (or wind-related) delays. _ taxiway improvements will provide 15,000 to 21,000 annual 

| Further, taxiway traffic issues are only a very small part of + hours of delay reduction in future scenarios. Just as 

"the delay problem. If the purpose of the Project, as stated _ importantly, the taxiway improvements will increase airfield 

"in the DEIS/R, is ‘[t]o address the delay problem at _ Safety and operational efficiency. Finally, by decreasing 

_ Logan” then the taxiway improvements are not necessary. ground delays, these improvements will also result in small 

_ Clearly, the taxiway improvements are necessary and are __ reductions in noise and air quality impacts of the airfield. 

_ designed to enable the project proponents to push more 

_ people and planes through Logan, not to deal with the : : 
_ delay problem. : : 


6142 | Purposeand Delays 


Need 
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Code ‘Topic 1 ; Topic 2 


Purpose and Delays" 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


Even with all of the airside “improvements,” the DEISIR 


_ Only projects a 30% improvement in the delay picture. 

» What is being done about the other 70% of the problem? 
_ The Secretary's decision on the ENF recognized this 

_ incongruity. That decision required the DEIS/R to discuss 
_ delays from non-wind related conditions, such as delays 


_ Started at other airports. The DEISIR fails to meet this 
_ requirement. 


61.14 Purpose and Delays 


Need 


_ Ate new runways and other airside “improvements” really 
_ the only answer to the delay problem? According to the 
_ DEIS/R, there are five airports in the U.S. which have a 


' greater level of delay than Logan. Are those airports 

_ proposing new runways and taxiway improvements? The 

_ DEIS/R does not tell us. Are those airports addressing their 
_ more severe delay problems with other alternatives? Again 

_ the DEIS/R is silent. Are the cities that experience more 

_ delay than Logan suffering from a lack of tourist, convention 
_ and business travel? The reader of the DEIS/R is not 

_ provided with such information, but he or she is told that 


such will be the fate of Boston if the Project is not built. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


The Airside Project is designed to reduce delays from to 

adverse winds and taxiway congestion. 

Current traffic trends at Logan Airport and the 

regional airports indicate that Logan Airport may not reach 
the 1999 passenger forecast (29 million) presented in the 
Draft EIR/EIR until 2002 or 2003. Continued air service 
expansion at the regional airports and the introduction of 
high-speed rail to New York in December 2000 is expected to 
further slow Logan Airport’s passenger traffic growth. With 
these developments, Logan Airport may not achieve the 
37.5 million passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather 
closer to 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts will not 


_ be achieved until after 2020. Thus, the planning forecasts that 
_ underlie the delays and environmental analyses cover a : 
_ planning period of at least 20 years. Refer to Section 4.2 of / 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of the 
_ planning forecasts.” To “Current traffic trends at Logan Airport 
_ and the regional airports indicate that Logan Airport may not 
_ reach 29 million passengers, presented in the Airside Project 
_ Draft EIS/EIR as a “1999” projection, until 2003. Continued air 
_ service expansion at the regional airports and the introduction _ 
_ of high-speed rail to New York in December 2000 is expected = 
_ to further slow Logan Airport’s passenger traffic growth. With 
_ these developments, Logan Airport is expected to reach 

_ 37.5 million passengers in 2015 rather than 2010, and the 

_ 45 million passenger forecasts will not be achieved until 

_ 2024. Thus, the planning forecasts that underlie the delays 

_ and environmental analyses cover a planning period of 

_ atleast 20 years. Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of the planning 


- Airports with greater delays th 


- forecasts. 


n Logan Airport (ranked by total 


_ OPSNET delays) include Atlanta, Newark, La Guardia, Chicago - 
_ O'Hare, and San Francisco Intemational. According to the 1998 
_ Aviation Capacity Enhancement Plan, a fifth parallel commuter 

_ funway is under design for Hartsfield Atlanta International 

_ Airport, and Newark International Airport is constructing an 


extension for Runway 4L/22R. Other major airports studying or 


_ constructing runway improvements include Lambert St Louis, 

_ Philadelphia, Dallas - Fort Worth, Detroit Metropolitan Wayne 

_ County, Washington Dulles, Minneapolis-St. Paul, and Seattle- 

_ Tacoma, all which are ranked in the top 20 airports in terms of 

_ total OPSNET delays in 1998. 
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Code Topic 1 Comment eee oe ie, 
— 61.45 Purpose and Note that Logan ranks 6th in delays and 1 {th in operations, 
_ but only 17th in passenger volume. Clearly, delays are not 


_ Need 
' attributable to the crush of tourists, conventioneers and 

| businesspeople that the Project's backers insist will 

| disappear if the Project is not built. If that were the case, 

| then the passenger volume ranking would not be so low. 

_ These rankings suggest that the real problem which the 

_ Project is aimed at may be the crush of small commuter and 
shuttle flights which cause the high operations to passenger 
© ranking ratio. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Logan Airport continues to suffer from serious airside delays 
lespite the regional carrier consolidation and the decline in 
egional carrier operations. Regional carrier consolidation did 
ot substantially reduce delays at Logan Airport because 
irline overscheduling is not a significant cause of delays at 
ogan Airport. As the Airside Project analysis shows, the lack 
f a three-runway configuration to handle arriving flights 
uring periods of northwest winds is a major source of 


_ Logan Airport delays. Furthermore, the impact of regional 
_ carrier consolidation on future delay levels was explicitly 


_ examined through the analysis of several future “Low” fleet 
_ Scenarios, which assume that commuter aircraft comprise a 


smaller share of Logan Airport's fleet compared to the 
“High” fleet scenario (new fleet, incorporating a significant 


_ proportion of regional jets was also analyzed). Even future 
_ Low fleet scenarios show significant levels of delays at 
_ Logan Airport. Based on actual experience and the 


_ Airside Project modeling, further regional carrier consolidation - 
_ Is not expected to have a significant impact on delay levels in 
_ Low fleet conditions. In high fleet conditions, when airline 

_ overscheduling is a major contributor to delays, regional 


_ carrier flight consolidation reduces delay levels. Massport 


ernatives 2, 3 and 4 (all of which exclude the new runway 
_ and two of which exclude all of the physical ‘improvements”) 
_ should not be compared to the Preferred Altemative at the 
same fleet and passenger levels. This is because, the very 
_ “efficiency” of the Preferred Alternative, and the delays 

| associated with the “inefficiencies” of alternatives 2, 3 and 4 
' would change the demand levels (and thus the fleet and 

_ passenger levels) at any point in time. 


Passenger 
Forecasts 


Analysis — 
_ Assumptions 


61.16 


_ proposes to monitor airline overscheduling conditions and to 
_ seek voluntary schedule adjustments from airlines to reduce 
_ delays caused by overscheduling. If airlines do not voluntarily 
" comply, Massport has developed an action plan as described : 
_ in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to 
_ address overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. 


The Preferred Alternative will not create additional passenger 
demand or flight operations at Logan Airport. The 


_ Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. : 
_ Instead, Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 
_ this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that ; 
_ Now require controllers to operate on only one or two ; 
_ tunways, compared to the typical three-runway configurations 


_ used at Logan Airport. The runway will not increase 
_ Logan Airport's normal operating capacity, nor will it 
_ encourage or induce an increase in aircraft operations. 


The runway will substantially reduce delays that occur during 
_ northwest wind conditions. Preventing these delays will 
' represent a real benefit to the passengers and airlines that 


currently experience them. However, because these wind 


_ conditions and the associated delays are not regular or 

_ predictable and cannot be readily anticipated, it is not 

_ expected that their prevention will stimulate growth in 

_ Logan Airport passenger demand above and beyond the 
_ rates that would have occurred absent the runway. 


_ Instead, growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be 

_ principally driven by local and national economic conditions, 
_ competition and pricing within the airline industry, and the 
distribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 
_ Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. The 

_ broad range of forecasts considered in the Airside Project 

_ operational and environmental analyses capture any potential 
_ variation in future passenger and aircraft activity at 
_ Logan Airport. The environmental impacts associated with 
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_ these alternative forecasts have been evaluated in the 
_ Logan Airport Airside analysis and GE! 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


"The DEISIR presents a confusing and often inconsistent 


_ picture of the Project's noise impacts. This approach fails to 
_ meet MEPA/EPA standards, as well as certain specific 
_ requirements of the comments and decision on the ENF. 


The noise data and the conclusions derived therefrom in the 


_ DEIS/R are flawed. Massport continues to employ its 

_ computer noise models even when it knows that the models 
| understate actual noise, especially in Winthrop. For 

' example, the DEIS/R utilizes noise data for 1993 from the 

_ models when actual, real life data from noise monitors is 

| available which shows higher noise levels. 


“Analysis ~=——=séBase Year 


' Assumptions 


| Why does the DEIS/R utilize 1993 as the noise baseline 
' year? That year featured the highest number of 
| operations until last year, the highest delay ranking in 


Logan’s history, a lower percentage of Stage 3 aircraft in 
_ the fleet than you would find in subsequent years, and in 
_ 1993 the INM model had not yet been corrected to cure 


_ the understatement of noise. In short, alleged 
_ “improvements” from the Project. 


A basic premise of the DEIS/R is that without the airside “ 


_ improvements” Logan will become a “north-south” airport. 


| Winthrop is to east of Logan. Presumably, Winthrop would 


_ be a candidate for more noise with the ‘improvements.” 
_ Yet the DEIS/R purports to demonstrate that Winthrop 

| gets less noise with the Project. That does not make 

' sense. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Response 


_ The standard FAA INM is known to produce results that are 
| lower than the Day-Night Sound Levels measured at some of | 
_ the Massport microphones. To minimize this error, the 
_ measured data for 1993 at the close-in monitors were 

| compared to calculated values for the actual 1993 operations 
' using 1993 runway use, day-night split. 1993 is 

_ representative of historic high fleet operating conditions at 

» Logan Airport. The results showed that the monitors at the 
"edge of the airport, which were primarily affected by noise 

_ tadiated during aircraft ground roll, were low by an average o 
_ 6.5 dB. Those monitors, primarily affected by landing noise, 

_ were low by an average of 4 dB. However, those affected by 
takeoff noise radiated after the aircraft was airbome (noise 

_ levels in Point Shirley, for example) were +1 dB. Accordingly, 
_ in preparation for this study, Massport requested that the FAA 
_ approve an adjustment to the INM 5.0 database to add sixdB 
_ to the noise radiated during ground roll and 4 dB to the noise 
" radiated during the final phase of approach. These ! 
_ corrections were approved and were implemented throughout 
_ the Logan Airport Airside Project planning studies. 


» The Airside Project has independent utility from existing and 
proposed landside projects at Logan Airport. 


_ The principal noise impacts to Winthrop occur in the Point 
_ Shirley neighborhoods from departures on Runway 9 and 
arrivals on Runway 27, inthe Court Road neighborhood by 
_ departures on Runway 22L/7R, and in the Amelia and Morton 
_ location by Runway 4R departures and Runway 221 arrivals 
_ and departures. 


_ Examination of the effective jet departures for the various 

_ alternatives and fleets in Table 6.2.2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR shows that the effective jet departures on 

_ Runway 9 are significantly reduced by the 

_ Preferred Alternative. This is consistent with the North-South 
flow since the principal runways used in the northerly flow are 
_ Runway 4 for arrivals and Runway 9 plus Runway 4 for 
_ departures, with the main load on Runway 9. In Table 6.2.2 of © 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the effective jet arrivals on 
_ Runway 27 are increased by four percent in the 29M Low 

_ Fleet scenario and decreased by 3.7 percent in the : 
_ 37.5M Low Fleet scenario. These data are consistent with the 

_ analysis of the Day-Night Sound Levels values at 
_ Point Shirley. 


_ Examination of Runway 22 effective jet departures in 

_ Table 6.2.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows an 

_ increase of 0.7 percent for the Preferred Alternative in the 

_ 29M Low Fleet scenario and a decrease of 9.2 percent in the 

_ 37.5M Low Fleet scenario. Departures on Runway 4 show 
increases of 0.1 percent and 0.2 percent in those two years. 

_ Effective jet arrivals on Runway 22L show decreases of 0.1 

_ percent and 1.9 percent, respectively. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ Code — 
61. 20 


Topic 1 Comment 


Topic 2 
_ Alteratives 


Ground taxi noise is a ‘particular problem for Winthrop 

__ residents, especially at Court Road. Indeed, the DEIS/R 

_ shows that the highest level of ground taxi noise is found at 
_ Court Road, from aircraft taxiing to the 22 runway for 

| departure. How then, can Massport and FAA claim that a 


| Taxiway 
_ Improvements 


_ 22s for departure somehow reduces noise on Court Road? 


_ The Secretary's decision on the ENF specifically 

| requested that the DEIS/R should include the 60 dB 

' contour. While the DEIS/R does not include the 60 dB 
' contours throughout the main text, hidden away in 

: Appendix L, Table 1.1 is data demonstrating that the 
i population exposed to 60 dB with the airside 
provements” goes up in every | fleet scenario. 


“61.22 ~Altematives Runway 14/32 


- the promised noise benefits for portions of Winthrop. The 


_ Winthrop in the 29 million low fleet scenario at 4 out of 5 
_ monitoring locations when you add Runway 14/32. In the 
_ 37.5 million low fleet scenario adding 14/32 makes these 
_ values go up at 2 out of the 5 locations in Winthrop. 


_ more evenly distributed runway use, reducing the use of the 
_ Runways 4/22 from 60 to 70 percent to 35 to 40 percent. 

_ When using Runways 22L/R for departures, the 

_ Centerfield Taxiway would be used for Runway 22L 

_ departures to bypass the queue for Runway 22R. 


_ Refer to Tables 5.2-3 and 6.2-3 through 6.2-5 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for population data down to DNL 

_ values of 60 dB. Also, refer to newly included and newly 

_ excluded populations attributable to the Preferred Alternative 
_ in Tables 6.2-5 through 6.2-7 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR. 


... [I]tis clear that the airside "improvements" do not deliver ~ Refel 


_ Response 


‘The taxiway improvements are designed toi improve ground 


_ movement efficiency and safety, and to reduce taxiing delays, / 
_ thereby reducing associated noise and emissions. 


Section 3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR describes 


several operating situations that would benefit from these 
_ centerfield taxiway which brings more planes per hour to the 


improvements. Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow 


i 


ough 6.2-5 of the 


: _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for population data down to DNL 
_ important "night time equivalent" sound level values go up in 


values of 60 dB. Also, refer to newly included and newly 


excluded populations attributable to the Preferred Alternative 
_ in Tables 6.2-5 through 6.2-7 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. 


The nighttime equivalent sound levels (LeqN) at the 

two microphones at Point Shirley are estimated to change by | 
+0.4 dB and -0.7 dB at Monitor Nos. 4 and 5 forthe 29M Low | 
Fleet scenario, and by -0.4 dB and -0.9 dB at the same 
monitors for the 37.5M Low Fleet scenario. More importantly, 
the Day-Night Sound Levels (DNLs) at these locations 


_ change by -0.9 dB and -1.7 dB for the 29M Low Fleet 

_ scenario and by -1.3 dB and -.2 dB for the 37.5M Low Fleet 

_ scenario. This area also has a significant reduction in both 

_ persistence and dwell for these two fleets (refer to “Arr 

_ 27/Dep 9” on Figures 6.2-5 through 6.2-8 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR). These changes are improvements in the noise 

— environment. 


_ The nighttime noise (LeqN) at Monitor No. 6 at Somerset and 


Johnson are estimated to change by +0.1 dB for the 


_ 1999 29M Low Fleet scenario, and -0.4 dB for the 37.5M Low 
_ Fleet scenario. The DNLs at this location change by +0.2 dB 


for the 29M Low Fleet scenario and by 0 dB for the 


_ 37.5M Low Fleet scenario. These changes represent no 
_ perceptible change in the noise environment. 


_ The LeqN at the two microphones near Runway 4R/22L are 
_ estimated to change by +3.2 dB and +0.9 dB at Monitor Nos. 


7 and 8 for the 29M Low Fleet scenario, and by +0.9 dB and 
by -0.9 dB at the same monitors for the 37.5M Low Fleet 


_ scenarios. The DNLs at these locations change by +1.5 dB 
_ and—0.1 dB for the 29M Low Fleet scenario and by -0.3 dB 
_ and -1.1 dB for the 37.5M Low Fleet scenarios. These 

_ changes show an increase at Monitor No. 7 at Court Road 


and no net change at Monitor No. 8 at the Amelia and Morton — 


_ location in 1999, but generally show decreases for the 37.5M 
_ Low Fleet scenarios for a net improvement in the noise 


environment in 2010. This area also has a significant 


_ reduction in both persistence and dwell for these two fleet 
_ scenarios (refer to “Arr 22/Dep 4” in Figures 6.2-5 through 


of th 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


| Massport and FAA do not seem to have taken EPA's 

_ comments on the air pollution issue seriously. EPA called 
» for an inventory of total air toxics. Where is it? EPA 

| requested a combination of all landside and airside 

: emissions. It is difficult to determine if that analysis is 
included in the DEIS/R. 


_ The issue of the Project's conformity with the federal Clean 
| Air Actis an important one. Massport and FAA come to the 
» conclusion that no Conformity Determination is required 

_ under the Clean Air Act, even though emissions go up for 

_ just about every category of pollutant if the Project is built. 

_ Their "reasoning," once again, is that the 

_ Preferred Altemative results in an alleged "reduction’ of air 
pollutants when compared to the no action altematives at 

_ the same fleet and passenger levels. Such reasoning, as 

_ demonstrated above completely ignores the induced 

_ demand issue and the cumulative effects issue that EPA 
noted. 


_ The Massport and FAA "theory" that, the Project does not 
| require a Conformity Determination is simply asserted in 

| the DEIS/R without any citation or reference to provisions 
_ of the Clean Air Act, its implementing regulations or case 
» law that allow such a conclusion. The fact is that the 

' Project will cause emissions to go up. One such emission 
_ is NOx. NOxis one of the precursors of ozone. 

_ Massachusetts is a "serious non-attainment" state for 

| ozone under the Clean Air Act, as noted by Administrator 
' DeVillars in his comments on the ENF. The Project will 
"allow or accommodate ever-increasing numbers of 

_ Stage 3 aircraft to fly into and out of Logan. Stage 3 

- aircraft, while quieter, produce more NOx than the noisier 
| planes that they are replacing. Therefore, it is clear that 

_ the Project will have a decidedly negative effect on the 

_ Commonwealth's ability to meet Clean Air Act 

_ requirements. A Conformity Determination should 

_ certainly be required. 


| State 
_ Implementation 
- Plan 


ir Quality ' State The DEIS/R goes on at great length to make the case that 
Implementation _ delays at Logan are extremely costly. However, it is silent on 

- Plan _ the economic impact of the failure of Massachusetts to 
: _ achieve required results under the Clean Air Act. Failure to 

' achieve the requirements of the Act can result in the loss of 

| federal highway funds. Given the cost of the Central Artery, 

_ what would be the impact of such a loss on the 

_ Massachusetts economy? 


61.26 


~The emission inventory in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ includes both landside and airside emissions associated with 
_ Logan Airport. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Emissions of ozone precursors, NOx and VOCs, decrease 


_ under the Build Alternatives, when compared to the 

_ No Action Alternative. Current guidance in 40 CFR 93, 

_ Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State or Federal 
__ Implementation Plans, specifies procedures to determine the 

_ conformity of projects, like the Airside Project, to the 

_ Massachusetts State Implementation Plan (SIP). Based on this 
_ guidance, the project-related emissions are de minimis, andthe — 
_ Airside Project therefore conforms to the SIP. 


_ The General Conformity provision of the CAA prohibits any 
_ federal agency, including the FAA, from approving, funding or 
_ permitting any project or action that does not conform to the 

' State Implementation Plan (SIP) — the plan developed by 

_ DEP and approved by the EPA to achieve the goals and 

_ fequirements of the CAA. In this case the planned 

_ improvements to Logan Airport have been shown to conform 

_ to the SIP because the emissions associated with the 

_ projects are well within the de minimis levels of the General 

_ Conformity rule. Based on this finding, the projects are not 

_ viewed as being an impediment to the Commonwealth’s 

| progress in meeting the requirements of the CAA 
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_ Current guidance in 40 CFR 93, Determining Conformity of 

| Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans, 

| specifies procedures to determine the conformity of projects, 
_ like the Airside Project, to the Massachusetts State i 
_ Implementation Plan (SIP). Based on this guidance, the project- 
_ telated emissions are de minimis, and the Airside Project 
_ therefore conforms to the SIP. 


Code 
612 


Topic 1 Topic 2 


-AirQuality Impacts 


Comment 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


_ The dispersion model results do not seem to conform to the 
_ inventory model results. For example, at the 37.5 million low 


_ fleet scenario, 3 out the 8 pollutants in 2010 for the true 
_ no-build altemative are either less than or the same as the 


_ the 37.5 million high fleet scenario in 2010. For the 

: 45 million high fleet scenario, a full half (4/8) of the 
pollutants measured are less for the true no-build altemative 
_ than they are for the Preferred Altemative. These results 

_ draw into question the argument in the DEIS/R that the 

_ "efficiency" of the Preferred Alternative provides clear air 


pollution benefits over no-build altematives. 


Response 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


For ease in assimilating the data, the dispersion modeling results : 


_ are presented in both the tables and the figures of the EIS/R as the 
_ “highest predicted level" at each of the 12 receptors, irrespective of 
: __ the wind conditions. In other words, it is highly unlikely (if not 

results for the Preferred Altemative, The same holds true for 


impossible) for all of these highest predicted concentrations to occu 


_ simultaneously. Rather, when wind conditions cause the highest 
concentrations at receptors on one side of the airport, receptors on 
| the other side of the airport would experience concentrations less 

_ than their maximum predicted levels. This reporting technique was 
_ conceived to present the data in a concise way and show the 

_ potential worst-case conditions. Another factor that leads to these 
results is the change in aircraft operations with the planned airfield 
__ improvements (e.g. changes in aircraft taxi-in, taxi-out, landing and 


_ take-off pattems). While this may lead to small increases in 

_ concentrations at some receptors, lower concentrations are 

_ predicted to occur at others. In all cases, these changes are very 
small and will be imperceptible. Most importantly, the predicted 

_ concentrations are all well within the NAAQS - standards 
"established by the EPA to protect public health. The emission 
inventory results show an overall reduction in emissions with the 


_ Pollution conclusions in the DEIS/R. When the results show that 
_ the Preferred Altemative has a slight advantage over the 

| no-action alternative, the DEIS/R proclaims that the "the lowest 
- levels occur in association with" the Preferred Altemative. 

| However, when, as noted above, the results show that the 

' no-action altemative has virtually the same advantage over the 
| Preferred Altemative, the DEIS/R comes to the very different 

» conclusion that "there will be no detectable differences in air 


Environmental ~~ FAA/NEPA, 
_ Review _ MEPA 
Process : 


61.29 


' quality impacts among the four altematives," or "there is no 
__ significant difference." This lack of consistency in analysis draws 


into question the conclusions ofthe DEISR. 


_ Both MEPA and NEPA require the DEIR/S to discuss impacts 

_ onland use. The CEQ regulations implementing NEPA are 

| quite specific on this requirement. They provide that a 

- environmental impact statement "shall include discussions of 


- (c) possible conflicts between the proposed action and the 
objectives of.. local ... land use plans, policies and controls for 
"the area concemed ...(g) Urban quality, historic and cultural 

| resources, and the design of the built environment... There can 
© be no doubt that Winthrop is part of the "area concemed." There 
: can also be no doubt that Winthrop's “built environment," "urban 
quality," and "historic and cultural resources are heavily 
_ impacted by the airport and will be affected by the Project. 
__...The overflights from Logan have had a considerable impact 

_ onland use and land values in certain parts of Winthrop. Airport- 

_ telated noise and air pollution impacts have helped to shape the 
“built environment” and “urban quality’ of such neighbor- : 
| hoods....Yet, the DEIS/R includes the rather astonishing 

_ Statement that the airside improvements will "not alter existing 

_ landuse pattems."... Airport development and expansion have 

_ already had a major effect on land use in Winthrop. Further 

_ expansion associated with the Project will definitely impact land 

_ use pattems in Winthrop.... At a minimum the DEIS/R should 

_ look into the land use impacts on Winthrop brought about 

_ historically by Logan development and passenger growth. That 
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_ historical experience should be utilized to develop a picture of 
_ what impacted portions of Winthrop will be like in 2010 at 


_ Refer to Section 6.3 of the Suppleme 
_ discussion of land use impacts on the surrounding 
- communities. 


_ Preferred Altemative when compared to the No-build condition. This 
_ finding is more reflective of the improved efficiency realized bythe 
_ planned improvements. 

The discussion in the DEIS/R of the dispersion modeling results 


~ Generally, the Preferred Alternative has lower emissions and 
_ iscompletely disingenuous and casts further doubt about the air 


_ dispersion modeling indicates that pollutant concentrations will 
_ be within the NAAQS under all altematives. Only small 

_ differences are seen among the four alternatives, when 

_ comparing dispersion modeling results. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment _ _Response 


Ecosystems — Wetlands _ _ The DEIS/R claims that the project is is not within any a Portions of the | runway construction will involve w work inthe 
i : ' wetlands resource area. However. It also states that the _ upland Buffer Zone adjacent to Boston Harbor, though no 
_ Project will need an Order of Conditions from the Boston _ work in the harbor or adjacent wetlands is proposed. Work in 


_ Conservation Commission. Obviously, then, there is atleast the Buffer Zone will be limited to removal of unsuitable soil 
| a presumption of impact on a resource area. Such impacts _ materials, minor regrading, placement of new clean fill and 
_ need to be discussed. _ construction of the runway. This work requires an Order of 
: _ Conditions from the Boston Conservation Commission. 

_ Details of runway construction impacts are described in 
ection 6.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


: There is 5 no mention in the D DEISIR of the pc possi ty e 1e Preferred Altemative will not require an Order of | 

_ Project-would require an Order of Conditions from the _ Conditions from the Winthrop Conservation Commission. 
_ Winthrop Conservation Commission. Clearly the Project will 

: have an impact on wetlands areas in Winthrop. Noise and 

_ exhaust pollution will impact on Belle Marsh. Runoff and 

' outflow increases from new taxiways may wash up on 

_ Winthrop shores. These issues should be discussed in the 

DEISIR. 


The | DEIS/R discusses the i issue of the Upland ‘Sandpiper 
| nesting areas, but not in the context of the wildlife habitat 
portion. of the Wetlands Protection Act. 


: Ecosystems 


“61.31 


Wetlands 


_ The Upland Sandpiper is an upland species whose habitat at 
_ the airport is comprised primarily of infield areas of the airfield | 
_ hot t subject | to ‘the Wetlands Protection Act as habitat. 


_ The Project is planned to be constructed on filled tidelands : In accordance with Section 310 CMR 9. 03(3 ) 3) of the | Chapter 
_ or waterways. It represents a significant expansion of _ 91 Waterways regulations, airport activities conducted by 

_ structure on existing fill. The DEIS/R does not discuss any Massport at Logan Airport on previously filled tidelands are 

| possible need for a Chapter 91 license and/or compliance + exempt from Chapter 91 permitting requirements. No work is 
_ with the Rivers and Harbors Act or the Clean Water Act. _ proposed in the harbor or areas subject to the River and 

_ Harbors Act. A multi-sector NPDES Discharge Permit will be 
_ required for Clean Water Act compliance during construction. 
_ Massport has an individual NPDES permit for operations of 


61.33 Ecosystems Wetlands 


the airport. 
Sound Insulation: While historic resources in Chelsea are discussed, as : The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes a : discussion of 
| noted above, impacted historic and cultural resources in _ historic and cultural resources in Winthrop. Five properties in 
_ Winthrop are ignored. ...[T]he DEIS/R summarily _ Winthrop that are included in the Inventory of Historic and 


_ dismisses the acknowledged impacts on historic buildings _ Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth fall within the 
_ in Chelsea with the proposed soundproofing of the historic 65 dB DNL contour (45 Enfield Road, 240 Pleasant Street, 


_ residences affected. Soundproofing is a "band aid’ _ 75/77 Somerset Avenue, 88 Somerset Avenue, 94 Somerset 
» approach... It hardly represents all feasible mitigation _ Avenue). The implementation of a sound insulation program 
/ measures. _ for affected historic residences is an accepted FAA mitigation, 


as outlined in FAR Part 150. FAA proposes to mitigate noise 

_ impacts by sound insulation all affected residences, historic 
and non-historic, that fall within the 65 dB DNL contour for the 

| Preferred Alternative. 


61.35 "Impacts, Open 


_ The Project will clearly have a major impact on the Harbor — The Boston Harbor Islands, while withi 
_ Space/ Parkland Islands parkland. It will create major noise problems for No Action Alternative (Alternative 4) 
_ those making use of the islands and change the entire _ 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level (dB DNL) contour, will have no 
"experience of anyone exploring the Harbor Islands. Such _ Noise increase with the Preferred Alternative. Refer to 
| impacts need to be discussed and analyzed. " Section 6.3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional 
: : : _ discussion of parklands relative to the Preferred Alternative. 
61.36 OpenSpace/ _— Article 97 _ The possible applicability of Article 97 of the _ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains additional analysis of 
» Parkland _ Massachusetts Constitution should be explored in the _ the project relative to parklands. As depicted in Figure 6.3-4 


_ DEISA. _ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the Arnold Arboretum, 

_ Emerald Necklace, and Franklin Park are well outside the 
_ 65 dB DNL noise contour associated with the 
_ Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the Airside Project will have 
_ no impact on these parklands. In addition, the 
- Boston Harbor Islands, while within the No Action Alternative 
_ 65 dB DNL noise contour, will have no noise increase under 
_ the Preferred Alternative. Refer to Section 6.3 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of 
_ parklands. 


No Article 97 impacts result from any of the alternatives. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code ‘Topic 1 


Comment 
| Noise 


|The DEIS/R should take into account the fact that the 
_ PRAS goals are almost 20 years old. The DEIS/R should 


: discuss whether or not the PRAS goals need revision in 
| order to actually maximize environmental benefits. 


It is also unclear from the DEIS/R just how much compliance 
_ with PRAS goals the Project might actually produce... For 

| some runways the no-action alternative actually results in 

_ better PRAS compliance when compared to the 

_ Preferred Alternative. These discrepancies should be laid out 
» and discussed fully in the DEIS/R. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ The PRAS goals were established by the PRAS Advisory 
: Committee during the development of the original 

_ computerized system between 1980 and 1983. The advisory 

_ committee was composed of representatives from Massport, 

_ the FAA, airlines, and 12 neighboring communities. It 

_ concluded that the PRAS goals should provide an equitable 
distribution of aircraft noise over the long-term, as well as 

| short-term relief from excessive operations over certain 
_ neighborhoods. The FEIR demonstrates that there have been — 
_ no significant demographic changes to warrant an update of 
_ the PRAS goals. A complete discussion of PRAS, the goals, 

_ and historic performance is included in Section 4.3 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


There are no cases where the No Action Alternative provides 


_ better achievement of PRAS goals than the 

_ Preferred Alternative. Achievement must be compared on an 

_ overall basis such as the sum of the absolute or squared 

_ deviations from the goals. While the use of one runway may be 
_ closer to the goal when comparing the No Action Alternative 

_ with the Preferred Altemative, the goal deviation from all 

_ funways must be considered. Section 4.3 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR contains a complete description of the PRAS 

_ system and achievement of historic goals and explains this 

_ issue further. Appendix H of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ presents achievement statistics for each fleet and alternative. 


Each improvements package provides increased goal 


_ achievement when compared with the No Action Alternative, 


and Alternatives 1 and 1A, which include the Runway 14/32, 
provide the greatest increase in annual PRAS goal 


performance. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DraFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


' Public health issues relating to airport activity remain a _ The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
| major concem in Winthrop and in other "close-in" _ to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 

_ communities...The DEIS/R fails to advance the inquiry into Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 

_ airport-related public health issues. The Project will clearly _status reports were available for the City of Boston; however 


| enhance capacity at Logan and thus increase noise and _ comparable public health reports were not available from the 
_ emissions. ...The DEIS/R should note... [the Natural _ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 
: i / _ Resources Defense Council and EPA] studies, update them — Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 
i / | and present a comprehensive review of what is known _ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 
: _ about the health effects of airport noise and emissions. airport. 


_ Massport and the FAA should work closely with 

: Massachusetts and federal health agencies to address the 
_ legitimate health concems of Winthrop residents who are 

: exposed to potentially harmful emissions. Since the Project 
_ will increase those emissions, the DEIS/R must deal with 
this subject. 


_ The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 

_ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 

_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

- 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate _ 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating 
_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR documents comply with all applicable NEPA and 
_ MEPA requirements. A cost benefit analysis is not required 

- by federal or state law and would not provide appropriate 

- context. Cost information mentioned in the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is intended 
_ to provide analytic context. 


_ Implementation of the recommended Airside Project, 

- specifically unidirectional Runway 14/32, would not increase 
' Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of 

_ approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity is 

_ available at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the 

_ time. Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 
this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that 

_ Now require controllers to operate on only one or 

_ two runways, compared to the typical three-runway 

_ configurations used at Logan Airport. 


_ The runway would substantially reduce the delays that now 

_ occur during northwest wind conditions. Preventing these 

_ delays would represent a real benefit to the passengers and 

_ airlines that currently experience them. However, because 

_ these wind conditions and the associated delays are not 

_ regular or predictable, and cannot be readily anticipated, it is 
_ not expected that their prevention will stimulate growth in 

_ Logan Airport passenger demand above and beyond the 

_ fates that would have occurred without the runway. Instead, 

_ growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be principally 
_ driven by local and national economic conditions, competition 
- and pricing within the airline industry, and the distribution of 

_ airline services and passenger traffic between Logan Airport 
- and the surrounding regional airports. The broad range of 

_ forecasts considered in the Airside Project operational and 

» environmental analyses capture any potential variation in 

_ Current and future passenger and aircraft activity at 

_ Logan Airport. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 1 Topic 2 2 


Regional ~ Regional 
| Transportation _ Airports 


_ than discussing and comparing such alternatives, the entire 
| altematives discussion in the DEIS/R centers on various 

_ combinations of airside "improvements" and the no-build 

_ alternative. It neglects true alternatives to the Project. Two 

' such altematives involve other airports. There is no 

» discussion in the DEIS/R about a second major airport. 

_ Given the ground access and other constraints confronting 


_ Logan, a second airport is clearly an option that is worth 
consideration. 


_ Regional _ Regional 
_ Transportation Airports 


_ Another airport alternative ignored by the DEIS/R is 

: Hanscom Field. This facility is owned by Massport, has 

: adequate runways, is convenient to Boston and is 

| underutilized. The DEIS/R does not explore the possibility 
' of opening up Hanscom to commercial passenger and/or 
| freight traffic. It does not discuss the fact that 

: Federal Express once operated out of Hanscom or that 

: the Hanscom Master Plan, agreed to by the surrounding 

» towns, allows for an increase in operations over the 

_ current level. It also fails to acknowledge that many of the 
_ 0-called “operations” at Hanscom are "touch and go" 
training exercises where each "touch" and each "go" is 

' considered a separate operation, thus greatly inflating the 
| operational level at Hanscom. 


_ Another alternative is that of stopping the proposed 
| centerfield taxiway at Runway 15/33. This alternative 
_ would greatly reduce taxiway noise and pollution for 
| Winthrop residents. It is not even mentioned in the 


Taxiway 


61.42 
i _ Improvements 


Alternatives 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Hanscom Field, which serves as a general aviation r 
airport to Logan Airport, already accommodates a significant 
number of aircraft operations (183,000 operations in 1998). 
The Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, 
charter, and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 
Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was 
filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began 
commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 
_ limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets — 
Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, : 
_ Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is 
_ also conducting operations between Hanscom and 
_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established policy (60-seat regulation), it believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a 
major general aviation reliever, and that its 
_ geographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional and 
_ Manchester airports will prevent its development as a : 
_ significant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 
_ serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 
"significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 
_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 
_ passengers on Logan Airport’s commuter flights connect to 
_ other Logan Airport flights. However, any new commercial 
_ service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field shall be 
_ reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), 
_ its Annual Updates, and applicable regulatory limitations, and 
_ shall be considered by the 
_ Hanscom Field Advisory Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of 
_ Hanscom Field. The environmental impacts of 
- commercial services at Hanscom Field are summarized from 
_ the HGEIR and appear in Appendix B of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Most of the delay reduction and environmental benefits are a 
_ result of the availability of the north end of the 
_ Centerfield Taxiway. 


_~DEISIR. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 2 


Passenger Rail 
_ Transportation — 


Comment seoovereterbres tie rer veewerewoeenwrnnvecumeunn rte eau 
The DEIS/R should explore real participation by Massport 
' in promoting projects like high speed rail and the NSRL 
: (North-South Rail Link), including the expenditure of 

» funds. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Massport has actively encouraged regional transportation 


_ altematives to Logan Airport, including rail. Massport 

_ supports intercity rail planning through its membership in the 
_ Boston Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). The MPO 
_ is a cooperative planning board whose membership also 

_ includes MassHighway, Metropolitan Area Planning Council: 
_ MBTA, and MBTA Advisory Board. As members of the MPO, 
_ Massport and these agencies are responsible for preparing 

_ the Boston Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 

| the Transportation Plan for the Boston Region. In this 

» capacity, Massport influences regional transportation plans 

_ for intercity rail. Massport also holds a seat on the 


_ Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) of the MBTA’s 

_ North-South Rail Link Project. The CAC met monthly and 

_ provided a forum for Massport and the MBTA to coordinate 

_ their ridership estimates and assessments of the relationship 
_ of the North-South Rail Link on airport access and airport 

_ usage. To date, the North-South Rail Link Project has not 

_ received funding and will not impact Logan Airport over the 

_ study time frame. Should the North-South Rail Link be 

_ constructed, resulting passenger diversions from 

_ Logan Airport to rail could reach 46,700 annual passengers, 


_ California and many European countries utilize the 
Community Noise Equivalent Level ("CNEL") instead of 
_ the DNL. The DSEIS/R should present CNEL data. 


Massport and FAA refuse to even consider applying for 

_ curfews under the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990. 
_ While such an application may be fraught with difficulty, it 
_ is still legally available and thus still a reasonable 


"Nighttime Noise 


_ orless than one-half of one percent of Logan Airport's total 


_ There is no regulatory or scope requirement to provide CNEL 
_ contours in Massachusetts. Furthermore, CNEL values for an 
airport usually differ from DNL values by only a few tenths of 
_ adecibel. The metric would not lead to any different 

_ conclusions than those drawn here using DNL. : 
_ The FAA has stated that it does not intend to grant curfew 

_ regulations of Stage 3 aircraft. Therefore, such a regulation 

_ has not been proposed as a mitigation action in this study. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 2 


Comment 


| Review Process | _ findings. The document 56-46 does not meet this requirement. 
i _ Mitigation commitments are sorely lacking. 


_ The MEPA regulations require the DEIS/R to contain Section 61. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRaFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Refer to the Proposed Section 61 Findings in Section 8.7 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ Chapter 8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes Massport’s 

| proposed project-specific mitigation program associated with the 
_ Preferred Altemative including: 


"Runway 14/32 would be designed, constructed, and operated to 

_ handle over-water operations only (unidirectional). Massport would 

_ seek to construct Runway 14/32 to reflect unidirectional use. 

_ To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding is 
available, the proposed sound insulation program will include: (/) not 
only all residences that fall within the Preferred Altemative's 65 dB 

- Day-Night Sound Level contour when compared to the 

_ Airside Project's No Action Altemative’s 65 dB Day-Night Sound 

_ Level contour, and also (ii) Massport and the FAA will continue to 

_ sound insulate and work to complete the current 2-year sound 
_ insulation program as presented in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR R._ 
_ Forthe eligible residences, the FAA will fund building code 
"upgrades, to the extent necessary, to implement sound insulation 
_ improvements. 

_ Relocation assistance will be provided to eligible tenants of Cargo 
_ Building 60. 

_ The potential loss of Upland Sandpiper habitat will be mitigated by 
"altering airfield mowing procedures, implementing an on-airfield 

_ reconnaissance program and restoring off-site habitat. 

_ During the construction period an extensive array of traffic, air quality 
__ and noise mitigation measures will be employed to mitigate 
_ temporary construction impacts. 

_ Since the publication of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, Massport 


is proposing the following additional mitigation measure: 


_ APRAS monitoring system to gather data and report on the actual 
__ achievement of PRAS. The objective of this system is to improve 
the achievement of the PRAS goals and to provide a broader 
"platform for disseminating of the monitoring results. 

_ While not related to the Airside Project, Massport is proposing the 
following initiative: 
_ Should the passenger activity level require it, Massport will identifya 
- conceptual small community exemption program for PPP that will 

__ reduce the expected degree of service disruption without 

_ undermining the PPP Program's delay reduction benefits, and that 
_ could be incorporated as part of any PPP regulations come into 

__ effect in the future. 


__ ..Soundproofing is not adequate mitigation. Itis a "band aid" 

_ approach which is completely ineffective for much of the year 

_ and totally ineffective outside of a soundproofed building. Yet, 

_ the DEIS/R notes repeatedly that soundproofing is the mitigation 
_ answer to all noise problems. 


ene : = Seieaicpeceties fei 


_ Massport is actively involved in many air quality initiatives and 
_ explored other options to reduce emissions from activities at 


an Alpor in the Logan Aiport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). 
port's FAA-approved sound insulation program is only one 


__ element of the noise abatement program. For a discussion of the 
_ Noise abatement program, refer to the discussion in the Logan 

_ Aiport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 Annual 

_ Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives underway that 

_ reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, including: 


_ Noise abatement and Tunway use restrictions; 

_ Exploring means of extending the Logan Airport sound insulation 
_ program through innovative investigation of hill effects on sound 

_ propagation; 

_ Encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 

_ altemative airports; and 

_ Monitoring and improving achievement of PRAS goals. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJEC 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Ecosystems © Endangered Masport has had years to deal with the Upland 
: _ Species _ Sandpiper habitat problem. Instead of coming up with a 


_ plan for mitigation that can be reviewed in the DEIS/R, the 
» document just notes that Massport is working with another 
State agency to develop options. That is not good enough. | 


Alternatives 


Runway 14/32. The DEIS/R assumes that Runway 14/32 will be "unidirec- 
: _ tional" only. However, it does not provide any detailed 
_ discussion as to how that restriction will be put in place and 
| maintained over time. Indeed, the DEIS/R simply recites 


that FAA "policy" will keep 14/32 unidirectional. 


61.49 


Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 


Response 
~ Massport has developed a comprehensive on-site and off-site 
_ Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close 

_ coordination with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 


Endangered Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such 
habitat at Logan Airport from construction of the 

_ Centerfield Taxiway. The plan strives to enhance protection 
_ of remaining Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport 

_ without increasing the aviation safety hazards typically 


_ associated with birds or hazards to the birds. Additionally, it is 


_ expected that an area of former Upland Sandpiper habitat at 
_ Camp Edwards on Cape Cod will be restored to grassland 

_ habitat by removing woody and shrub vegetation to 

_ encourage enhancement of the Upland Sandpiper regional 

| population. This restoration effort provides a unique 

_ Opportunity to expand grasslands in the Commonwealth far 

_ exceeding the +40 acres to be lost at Logan Airport. In the 

_ event that such a program at Camp Edwards is not available, 
_ an appropriate alternative program acceptable to the NHESP 
_ Will be developed and implemented. Additional details of the 

_ Upland Sandpiper mitigation plan are presented in 

Section 6.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all 

| aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 

_ Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 

_ the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 

| approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
_ allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 

_ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
_ such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 

_ to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 


/ 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 


_ physical limitations that reinforce the 


_ unidirectional requirements of that improvement concept. The 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 


_ within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the 

_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades applicable 

_ FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 

_ precluding arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another 
_ factor limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the 
lack of available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the 

_ Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 

_ maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 

_ operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 

_ reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 

_ has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 

_ Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. We anticipate that 

_ any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 
_ unidirectional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. 
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This has become the year that Massport is finally being held to account by the 
communities. The objections to Massports inadequate proposal are growing and 
spreading almost uncontrollably. Congressman, Michael Capuano, Mayor Thomas 
Menino, Representative Robert Deleo, Senator Robert Travaglini and many of their fellow 
representatives and senators, Chelsea City Council, Board of Selectmen, Town of 
Winthrop, just to name a few are forcefully against the construction of runway 14/32, and 62.1 
other projects. These projects may temporarily provide a small decrease in the delays in 
air traffic at Logan Airport, but they will increase the number of flights per hour per day, 
and the environmental degradation that goes with those flights. If you had attended 
_ Meetings on airport issues in Winthrop, Chelsea, Revere, Jamaica Plain, Hyde Park, South 
Boston, Roxbury, Melrose, East Boston and Charlestown, you would have been 
impressed by the expressed outrage and indignation at these Massport Proposals. 


You may ask yourself why is Massport causing an uproar and strenuous objections 
by many of the leaders and communities who were silent in 1997? It is sémewhat 
surprising that the communities of Winthrop, East Boston and South Boston are opposing 
these plans, when Massport has projected thirty to forty (30% - 40%) percent decrease in 
noise in these areas. Many of you have been promised less wir pollution from the 
contaminants generated by the operations of Loan International Airport. 


The answer is simple. The citizens of all of these communities finally understand 
that Massport can not be believed; that any relief promised by Massport would simply be 62 2 
short term if at all. Eventually, these communities that have been promised relief will be J 
subjected to even a higher level of noise by the year 2010, than these communities are 


experiencing today. 


I am going to refer you to Massports draft Environmental Impact ; 
Statement/Report, Table 4.5-1, P 4-29: you will note that if Massport is allowed it's 
preferred alternative 1A (which encompasses the construction of runway 14/32 62 3 
construction of center field taxi way and reducing the approaching minimums of runway . 


15R, 22L, 27 and 33L,) the flight delays will increase from 168,000 to 236,000 per year 
by 2010. In in 1999, Massport projects flight delays of only 126,500. So things are not 
going to get better at Logan even with the new runway. 


The increase of passengers at Logan in the year 2010 will increase by 62 4 
approximately 42%. I suggest gentlemen that you try to visualize the increase in the 
amount of cars and trucks on the Massachusetts Turnpike, Southeast Expressway and the 
tunnels, during rush hour. Massport plans indicate one major and obvious error... It has 
failed to plan for growth! 


If you review the history of Massport, and the web of political intrigue, that has 
been spun by Massport and certain political leaders, the issue of expansion has taken on 
the appearance of a social and economic spin-off. In 1990-1991, James King, now a 
presidential fellow at Trinity College, was then Chairman of the Mass Aeronautics 
Commission, who studied sites for a second major airport. He recommended that serious . 
consideration be given to the Fort Devens Site. However, Governor Weld removed that 
consideration completely from the table. Iam referring to a Globe article, March 17, 

1999. Secretary of Transportation of he Commonwealth, Fred Salvucci has admitted that 
he and then Governor Dukaisis promised the residences of East Boston that they would be 
no further expansion at Logan International Airport. (Also Globe, 3/17/99) 


There has been no consideration or studies directed at expanding Hanscom Airfield 
in Bedford, which has two existing lengthy runways. A commitment from Massport to 62 5 
focus its energies and funding to improving the cargo and terminal facilities at Hanscom 

would help their cause far greater than the short term of runway 14/32 at Logan. 

Massport will admit, if confronted, that the expansion at Hanscom would be a political 

nightmare. A recent article in the Globe regarding a meeting that Governor Celluci 

granted to a selectman from the Town of Lexington, as you know, Lexington is adjacent 

to Hanscom. The governor was quoted as stating to the selectman that he certainly would 

not support an airport or expansion in an area where the residents "did not want it" 

Governor Celluci has not responded to the January 25, 1999 request by the residents of 

the Town of Winthrop for a meeting on the airport issues, and he probably will not 

respond. We do not want it. Governor Cellucci, are we a lesser class of citizens than 6 y) 6 
those from lexington well-heeled suburbs? FAA, are you complying with your ; 
environmental justice requirements? 


Massport has failed to take into consideration the updating and modernizing of either 62.7 
Worcester Municpal Airport, or New Bedford. For years, we have urged Massport to 

work on the Worcester Airport development, but we were told that Massport has no 

authority, Yet Peter Blute, the CEO at Massport was quoted in the Herald issue of 


March 16, 1999 that "Massport is in the process of taking over the operation of 
Worcester Airport." What does this mean? Why was it not done years ago? 


Rather than Massport facing reality, in developing these regional airports and also 
laying the foundation for a second major airport after the year 2010, it commits itself to 
spending $200,000 in an ad campaign in order to "sell" runway 14/32. A substantial 
portion of those funds are ours, the taxpayer monies! 


Massport has done very little, in actively promoting construction of the 
North/South Station link (except to attend meetings). In November of 1999, Amtrak will 
begin a regular schedule of high speed trains traveling at 150 miles per hour reaching 
Penn Station, in New York in approximately 3 hours. A North/South Station link would 
open up high speed rail travel to all commuter lines Tunning into North Station, the 
Woburn Regional Transportation Center and Northern New England and would divert a 
substantial number of air travelers to rail travelers. 


Finally, I would like to address the issue of the economic effect of concentrating 
on regional airports. In the Boston Business Journal of March 19, 1999, Paul Guzzi, the 
CEO of the Boston Chamber of Commerce stated that the New Runway is "good for the 
economy and it is good for jobs". Is he implying that utilization of regional airports will 
cause a decline in the greater Boston economy? I believe that to be an improper 
statement. First of all, the airlines, internally are one of the major causes of delays. If 
instead of utilizing smaller aircraft on a: more frequent basis they used larger planes on an 
infrequent basis, there would be substantial decrease in the noise. More importantly, 
people will still come to Boston with or without the construction of runway 14/32. 
Massport has admitted that in its statement. Hanscom's airfield is approximately 15 mil 
from Boston. With proper link into the Massachusetts Turnpike, Worcester would be 
within a reasonable distance from Boston. These regional airports would maintain and 
improve the Boston economy, as well as, provide the same number of jobs if not more as 
would the current Massport expansion plan. 


In closing, I would like to quote sections from former Governor William Weld's 
executive order number 385, in the fifth paragraph he states "whereas in the absence of the 
effective growth management, the burden of balancing economic development with 
resource protection is not spread equitably, but falls disproportionately on proponents on 
the most recent development, as well as, on communities lacking sufficient means to 
protect their resources and guide the development." (emphasis added). He then went 
on to issue several orders under "declaration of policy". In section 3, he ordered all State 
Agencies, Departments, Boards, Commissions, Authorities and instrumentality's of the 
Commonwealth (hereafter “agencies") shall evaluate the effect of their current regulations, 


62.8 


62.9 


62.10 


Policies, plans, and practices on their and others’ ability to facilitate sustainable economic 
development and to preserve environmental quality and resources, and shall adopt 
changes to the extent necessary to eff ively contribute to the attainment of these 
objectives; provided that no such change shall infringe on the jurisdiction or authority of 
municipal, county, regional or Federal Government. 


Massport has failed to preserve environmental quality, and resources. I urge you 
to find the Massport Environmental Impact Statement/Report Inadequate. 


Respectfully Submitted, 


EL nth 


JEROME E. FALBO, CHAIRMAN 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 62 

Town of Winthrop, Noise, Air Pollution and 
Airport Hazards Committee 

Jerome E. Falbo 


Response 


[T]he construction of Runway 14/32, and other projects. : Massport has developed a range of potential future traffic 
__..May temporarily provide a small decrease in the delays in —_evels for planning purposes. For a variety of reasons, 

_ air traffic at Logan Airport but they will increase the number of | Massport believes that the forecasts described as 1999 and 

_ flights per hour per day, and the environmental degradation = 9910 projections in the Logan Airside Improvements 

_ that goes with those flights. _ Feasibility Study, Phase | Report and the DEIS/EIR will not 

: _ be achieved until after 1999 and 2010, respectively. The 

_ Airport is likely to reach 29 million passengers (formerly the 

_ “4999” forecast) in 2003. Developments at the regional 
airports and Amtrak’s high speed Acela Express rail service 

_ to New York are expected to further slow Logan Airport's 

_ passenger traffic growth. As a result, Logan Airport is now 

_ expected to reach 37.5 million passengers in 2015 and 

_ 45 million passengers in 2024. Thus the planning forecasts 

_ that underlie the delays and environmental analyses covera 
_ planning period that extends beyond 2020. Refer to Chapters 
_ 1 and 4 of the Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR for a 
_ complete discussion of the planning forecasts. 


_ Projected changes in flight patterns and associated noise : 
_ shifts are consistent with the PRAS goals, which were studied 
_ and approved by the community when established. Activity 
_ increases over certain communities are offset by activity 

_ reductions over other severely impacted communities and by 

- activity increases over water. 


Alternatives [T]he communities that have been promised relief willbe In 1998, 77 percent of Logan Airport's jet traffic affected 
: _ subjected to even a higher level of noise by the year 2010, communities to the north and south of the airport— 
_ than these communities are experiencing today. _ East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, 


_ Dorchester, Quincy, Milton, and Braintree. Without 
Runway 14/32, as much as 88 percent of 

Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overfly these 
_ communities when Logan Airport reaches 
_ 37.5 million passengers. Construction of Runway 14/32 will 
allow a more balanced geographic distribution of 
_ aircraft operations over populated areas, will increase the 
_ number of over-water operations, and will reduce 
_ noise exposure for close-in communities. In fact, the 
_ most heavily impacted communities will experience a 
_ decrease in overflights compared to 1998 levels. With the 
_ Preferred Alternative, when Logan Airport reaches : 
_ 29 million passengers, overflights from Runway 4 arrivals and 
_ Runway 22 departures, which affect South Boston, Quincy, 
_ Milton, and Braintree, will decrease from 107,861 in 1998 to 
_ 58,305 operations. Similarly, overflights affecting Winthrop 
_ (Runway 27 arrivals and Runway 9 departures) will decline 
_ from 88,224 in 1998 to 55,805. As a result of the relief for 
_ these communities, flights over the water and flights over less 
_ impacted communities will increase. 
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Letter 62: Town of Winthrop, Noise Air Pollution & Airport Hazard Committee - Jerome E. Falbo 


/ Ground _ Access to 
: Transportation _ Logan 


_ Runway 14/32[,] construction of center field taxi way and 

| reducing the approaching minimums of runway 15R, 22L, 27 
' and 33L,) flight delays will increase from 168,000 to 236,000 
! per year by 2010. In 1999, Massport projects flight delays of 
» only 126,500. So things are not going to get better at Logan 
» even with the new runway. 


_ The increase of passengers at Logan in the year 2010 will 

| increase by approximately 42%. ... Visualize the increase in 

| the amount of cars and trucks on the Massachusetts 

_ Tumpike, Southeast Expressway and the tunnels, during rush 
» hour. Massport ...has failed to plan for growth! 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Massport has developed a range of potential future traffic 
levels for planning purposes. For a variety of reasons, 
Massport believes that the forecasts described as 1999 and 
2010 projections in the Logan Airside Improvements 


_ Feasibility Study, Phase | Report and the DEIS/EIR will not 

_ be achieved until after 1999 and 2010, respectively. The 

_ Airport is likely to reach 29 million passengers (formerly the 
_ “1999” forecast) in 2003. Developments at the regional 
airports and Amtrak’s high speed Acela Express rail service 
© to New York are expected to further slow Logan Airport's 

_ passenger traffic growth. As a result, Logan Airport is now 

_ expected to reach 37.5 million passengers in 2015 and 

_ 45 million passengers in 2024. Thus the planning forecasts 

_ that underlie the delays and environmental analyses cover a 


_ Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 


planning period that extends beyond 2020. Refer to Chapters | 
_ and 4 of the Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR for a 


omplete discussion of the planning forecasts. 


_ increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 

_ deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 

_ Massport’s plans to handle the ground access requirements 

_ of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
| 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent 

_ Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 


Massport is constantly striving to make Logan Airporta more 
 éfficient transportation center with less impact on surrounding 


_ communities by improving mass transit access to Logan 

_ Airport. The Airside Project makes Logan Airport more 
efficient and will not affect vehicle traffic, transit systems or 
_ major roadway intersections. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ discusses all the environmental impacts from the 

_ Airside Project. The ESPR/GEIR and its Annual Updates 

_ discuss Massport’s efforts to lessen Logan Airport's total 

_ environmental footprint, especially impacts from ground 
"access. Finally, with regard to caps on airport operations, 

_ federal constitutional provisions (preemption, commerce 


clause, equal protection), federal aviation statutes and 


_ regulations, and contractual provisions related to covenants 


in connection with the federal Airport Improvement Program 
grants which Massport receives, restrict Masspor''s ability to 
contro! the number of aircraft operations at Logan Airport. 
However, Massport has developed an action plan as 
described in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
designed to address overscheduling conditions at Logan 


Airport. : 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code _Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


62.5 | Regional Regional There has been no consideration or studies directed at | The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
| Transportation Airports | expanding Hanscom Airfield in Bedford, which has two ' DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
_ existing lengthy runways. A commitment from Massportto —in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
_ focus its energies and funding to improving the cargo and ——_gerves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
_ terminal facilities at Hanscom would help their cause far already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 
_ greater than the short term of Runway 14/32 at Logan. _ operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 


_ activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 

| operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

_ newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

_ services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, 
_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), . 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
_ operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its : 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that : 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
_ aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 

_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
_ commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move _ 
_ a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

_ passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 

ther Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 

_ passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

_ commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

| (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 

_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

_ Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 

_ of Hanscom Field. 


62.6 _ Regional _ Regional “Ils the] FAA... plying .. [its] e vironmental justice ow income and minority populations were defined in in 

_ Transportation _ Airports - requirements ...[by failing to seriously consider _ accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. 

: _ Hanscom]? _ DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality’s 

_ guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of 

_ low-income populations was expanded to include households 

_ at 150 percent of poverty level. The data presented are based | 

_ onthe most recently available census data (1990) using 
Geographic Information System (GIS) technology to analyze 

_ impacts at the most detailed level possible. Refer to 

_ Sections 6.8.3 and 6.8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for 

_ a discussion of the analytical methodology and results, 

_ respectively. 


Refer to response to comment 62.5. 


Letter 62: Town of Winthrop, Noise Air Pollution & nen Hazard Committee - Jerome E. Falbo 
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Comment Response a _ — _ 
_ Massport has failed to take into consideration the updating ‘Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 
ransportation | Airports _ and modemizing of either Worcester Municipal Airport, or _ City of Worcester to aggressively market the 
: _ New Bedford. _ Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 


_ involvement with Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 

_ operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 

_ Since January 2000 Massport has attracted three new 

_ airlines to Worcester Regional Airport. Delta Connection 

_ began serving Worcester Regional Airport with two daily 

| nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta on 

_ February 1, 2000 and will be increasing its service to three 

_ daily flights in April 2001. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle 

_ began service to New York JFK Airport with three daily 

_ nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. In February 

- 2001, PanAm began daily scheduled service from Worcester 
to Orlando International Airport. Massport is in ongoing 

_ discussions with other carriers regarding potential new 

_ services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition to the 
Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has pursued a variety 
of initiatives to promote the use of other regional airports and 
travel modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth 

_ pressures at Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, 

_ Massport and Governor Cellucci co-sponsored a 

_ Regional Transportation Summit of the New England 

_ Governors and transportation officials. The Summit focused 

_ on joint marketing among the New England commercial 

_ service airports and the joint promotion of rail and road 

_ initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced regional 

_ transportation system. A second summit was held in Rhode 

_ Island in December 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 

_ Masspor'’s regional transportation planning initiatives. 

_ Massport disagrees that its record in diverting traffic to other 

_ airports is unsuccessful. Since 1996 eight out of 

_ ten new passengers in New England were directed to 

_ regional airports, which include T.F. Green/Providence, 

_ Worcester Regional, and Manchester airports. In 1999, : 

_ Massport estimates that regional airports attracted 2.4 million 

_ passengers, that would have otherwise used Logan Airport. 


PRAS was established after community input inthe 1980s. 
_ The goal of PRAS was to distribute noise equitably, based on 
_ demographic considerations. : 


_ During very high demand periods, the controllers have little or 
_ no flexibility for runway selection. Unidirectional Runway 
_ 14/32 would give the controllers considerably more flexibility 

_ and allow them to improve achievement of PRAS goals by 

_ redirecting many flights to overwater routes. The addition of 

_ Runway 14/32 is the single most important mechanism to 

_ achieve equitable geographic distribution of aircraft 

| operations and noise. 


_ Runway 14/32 and all other airside improvements would reduce 
_ current and future delays and enhance safety. The sooner that 
_ these improvements are implemented, the more long-term 
_ delay benefits will be realized. 
Massport has done very little, in actively promoting _ The official estimate of passenger diversion from 


. eer — . ee an 


| Transportation — _ construction of the North/South Station link (except to attend Logan Airport to the North/South Rail Link is 

: : _ Meetings)... A North/South Station link would open up high ‘46,700 passengers in 2010, approximately 0.1 percent of 
_ Speed rail travel to all commuter lines running into North _ Logan Airport's expected passenger traffic in 2010. Refer to 
_ Station, the Wobum Regional Transportation Center and _ Technical Report No. 4 Ridership Methodology and 


_ Northem New England and would divert a substantial number Forecasting Study of the North/South Rail Link Project 
__ of air travelers to rail travelers. : (February 1998). 
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Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
» 62.9 Regional Regional _ Hanscom's airfield is approximately 15 miles] from Boston. Refer to response to comment 62.5. 
oT i | Ai _ With proper link into the Massachusetts Tumpike, Worcester ‘ : : . 
een : sai Wout BS within a reasonable distance from Boston, These Logan Airport is part of a regional system of allperts that 
_ regional airports would maintain and improve the Boston includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
_ economy, as well as, provide the same number of jobs ifnot Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that 
_ more as would the current Massport expansion plan. _ Service development and increased passenger traffic at these 


_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 

_ strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and use of other options, including 

' high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 

_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
_ analysis supports the conclusion that greater use of the 

_ regional airports will provide passengers within the service 

_ area of such airports with a viable alternative to 

_ Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport's primary 
_ Service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 
_ regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 

jects at Logan Airport. 


"Environmental =MEPA 
_ Review / 
: Process 


_ [Massport has failed to comply with assport disagrees with this assertion, as extensively 


“€2.10 
_ Weld’s executive order number 385.... _ described in Chapter 1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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Richard 7 Bangs LETTER 63 Gineterve 
Robert E. Pulsifor ae 
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Robert A. Del.eo Chairman: (617) 846-3433 

Nancy A. Loubice, Secretary Vice-Chairman: (617) 846-6952 

Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02202 


Attention: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA 
Dear Mr. Puglsey: 

Enclosed is the Town of Winthrop Noise, Air Pollution, Airport Hazards 
Committees written commeais to Massachusetts Port Authorities Environmental Impact 


Statement/Report. a 


Very truly yours, 


OME E. FALBO 


JEF:jp 
Enclosure 


Return-path: ArtFlavin@aol.com 

From: ArtFlavin@aol.com 

Full-name: Art Flavin 

Message-ID: <86fa466c.245] 1503@aol.com> 

Date: Thu, 22 Apr 1999 20:12:51 EDT 

Subject: Fwd: Response to Draft EIS/R EOEA #10458 
To: Ardwest7@aol.com 


TOWN OF WINTHROP 
NOISE, AIR POLLUTION AND AIRPORT HAZARDS COMMITTEE 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH FACTS SUBCOMMITTEE 


Robert Durand 

Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental A ffairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 

Boston MA 02202 


April 21, 1999 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project EOEA #10458 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


The following comments are being submitted in response to the above Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Report (EIS/R). It is the opinion of the 
members of this committee that the Draft EIS/R does not adequately address 


the residents of Winthrop are concerned about what they perceive to be a high 
incidence of respiratory disease and cancer, which they attribute to 

exposure to pollutants currently and historically generated by airport 
activities. In the current Draft EIS/R, Massport estimates (Vol IV, Tables 
E14-| Through E14-4) indicate that, in 1999, airport related activity 

releases 50,000 pounds of toxic pollutants into the air daily. 


The relationship between these pollutants and serious respiratory disease is 
well established in the literature. Considerable evidence exists for 

elevated levels of Asthma, and Respiratory Tract Cancer in both East Boston 
and South Boston. Winthrop, primarily a residential community located 
seaward of the airport, in the past has shown lesser health effects than 


63.1 


While we are aware that the changes proposed in the Draft EIS/R indicate 
increased efficiency of Operation of the airport, and Project only slight 
change in the level of pollutants emitted, we strongly feel that the current 
levels are themselves creating a significant negative impact on the health 
and well being of Winthrop residents. We strongly oppose any development 
which will increase the operational capacity of Logan Airport until these 
adverse impacts and their relation to airport pollution generation have been 
thoroughly addressed. 


We note that these issues concerning immediate and local impact were raised 
in public comments, and in the Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Certification statement with regard to the Logan Airport GEIR annual update 
in 1996, EOEA # 3247. Massport was directed at that time to initiate such 
Studies, but we have no knowledge that such activities were ever undertaken. 
Massport has instead relied on its participation in the State Implementation 
Program, and the projection of pollutant concentrations by EPA dispersion 
modeling techniques which indicate levels within the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards. We would like to make the following points: 


1. Accurate analysis of the public health impact of this localized 

pollution source requires that the data be gathered and analyzed for 
differential effects on local neighborhoods within the affected area, and 

this data be compared to meteorological dispersion of pollutants generated by 
airport activity. 


2. Dispersion models which predict essentially no variation in 
concentration of pollutants throughout the Town of Winthrop, which has 
neighborhoods both a few hundred yards, and several miles from the generation 
source must be considered very suspect. The technology exists for the direct 
measurement and monitoring of these pollutants, and should be established 
without delay. ; 


We feel that addressing these issues must be carried out before any actions 
are taken to further the development or operational capacity of this airport. 


J.B. Dumser, PhD, CIH, Chairman of the Subcommittee 
Committee Members: 
Barbara Bishop 
Jack Dowd 
Madeline Burke 
Arthur Flavin, Sr, 
Bob Massa 

John Marcy 

Greg Curci 

Jean McNeish 
Barbara Flavin 
Harvey Maibor 
Judy Silck 

Conal Foley 
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Town of Winthrop, N 


SUPPLEMENTAL Drart EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 63 
oise Air Pollution & 


Airport Hazard Committee 


Comment 


__..the Draft EIS/R does not adequately address very critical 
_ issues regarding the generation of airbome pollutants from 
_ the combustion of petrochemical fuels, and the effects of 

_ these environmental pollutants on the health of Winthrop 

_ residents, A considerable proportion of the residents of 

| Winthrop are concerned about what they perceive to be a 

_ high incidence of respiratory disease and cancer, which 
they attribute to exposure to pollutants currently and 

_ historically generated by airport activities... While we are 


_ aware that the changes proposed in the Draft EIS/R indicate 


_ increased efficiency of operation of the airport and project 
only slight change in the level of pollutants emitted, we 
| strongly feel that the current levels are themselves creating 


Jerome E. Falbo 


Response 


_ Public health issues are discussed in Section 6.8 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


» a significant negative impact on the health and well being of 


_ Winthrop residents. We strongly oppose any development 


"until these adverse impacts and their relation to airport 
pollution generation have been thoroughly addressed. 
Accurate analysis of the public health impact of this localized 
» pollution source requires that the data be gathered and 

_ analyzed for differential effects on local neighborhoods within 
: the affected area, and this data be compared to 

: meteorological dispersion of pollutants generated by airport 

» activity. 


_ concentration of pollutants throughout the Town of 

_ Winthrop, which has neighborhoods both a few hundred 

_ yards, and several miles from the generation source must 

_ be considered very suspect. The technology exists for the 

_ direct measurement and monitoring of these pollutants, and 


| which will increase the operational capacity of Logan Airport 


Dispersion models which predict essentially no variation in 


~ Public health issues are discussed in Section 6.8 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


"The air quality dispersion model used for the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR complies with EPA and FAA standards. 


_ should be established without delay. a 


Letter 63: Town of Winthrop, Noise Air Pollution & Airport Hazard Committee, Jerome E. Falbo 


eas cad 


MN pe 2S>AIKGRAFT OWNERS AND PILOTS ASSOCIATION 


421 Aviation Way « Frederick, MD 21 701-4798 : 
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= LETTER 64 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley —- EOEA No. 10458 
Secretary of Environmental A ffairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

100 Cambridge Street 

20" Floor 

Boston, MA 022025 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


The Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA) represents the general aviation interests of more 
than 340,000 individual pilots and aircraft owners in the United States, more than 30,000 of whom 
reside in New England. AOPA and its members are very interested in any action that will enhance the 
access to and capacity of airports in New England and the efficiency of the air traffic control system. 


For more than ten years, AOPA has been participating in the airside development issues at Boston- 
Logan International Airport. Recently we were provided the opportunity to review the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) entitled “Logan Airside 
Improvement Planning Project.” 


Additionally, Alternative 1A provides solutions for the recognized needs of the users of Boston-Logan 64.1 


On behalf of our New England members, AOPA fully Supports Alternative 1A and urges its timely 
implementation. pee a 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Page 2 
March 30, 1999 


Sincerely, 
Dennis Roberts 


Vice President, Executive Director 
Government and Technical Affairs 
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Letter 64 

Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association 
Dennis Roberts, Vice President, 
Executive Director of 

Government and Tech. Affairs 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


/ 64.1 ~~ Alternatives —Preferred | Itis our assessment that reducing delays through new _ Comment noted. 
: i _ Alternative _ infrastructure, including runways, is the appropriate way to 
_ ensure that the Boston Metropolitan area will be able to 
_ meet the growing demand for air transportation in the 21st 
: century without suffering significant environmental and 
» economic consequences...On behalf of ourNew England 
| members, AOPA fully supports Altemative 1A and urges its 
_ timely implementation. : : 


Letter 64: Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association, Dennis Roberts, Vice President, Executive Director Government & Tech. Affairs 
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LETTER 65 


April 16, 1999 


Mr. John Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
New England Region 

Federal Aviation Administration, 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: _ Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Boston, MA 
EOEA #10458 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


Iam submitting the following comments on behalf of Airport Impact Relief, Inc. “AIR, Inc.”) 
in regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (“EIS/R”) for the above project. 


The Draft EIS/R does not adequately describe the environmental and socio-economic impacts 
of the project and evaluate other reasonable alternatives to the proposal chosen by Massport as its 
preferred alternative. Furthermore, to the extent this document has been circulated to comply with 
the requirements of Federal law, the Draft EIS/R shows that the Federal Aviation Administration has 
not properly carried out its own obligations under relevant provisions of Title 49 of the United States 
Code, the Naticnal Envircamental Policy Act (“NEPA”) and its implementing regulations, and the 
requirements of Executive Order 12898 arid the DOT Order regarding environmental justice. 


i. Federal statutory context. Massport’s proposai to construct a new Runway 14/32 and 
other airfield improvements at Logan Airport will trigger a number of FAA and Secretary of 
Transportation approvals and/or actions with Tespect to a future grant application, changes to the ; 
Logan airport layout plan, airspace determinations, and related actions. Accordingly, this Draft 6 5 1 
EIS/R should reflect the stron Federal presence in the project, discuss the Federal policies and future : 
Federal approvals which will be necessary, and provide a documented record of how the FAA has 
carried or will carry out its obligations under Federal law with regard to this project. The Draft 
EIS/R falls far short in Providing this information to the public. 


McGOWAN, ENGEL, TUCKER & SCHULTZ 


Mr. John Silva 
April 16, 1999 
Page 2 


For example, the brief reference in Table 8.8-1 on pages 8-27 and 8-28 of the need for FAA 
“Federal funding approval” and a “Section 4(F) Determination” from the U.S. Department of 
Transportation, and the actual Section 4(f) discussion on pages 8-18 to 8-21, totally fail to provide 
the reader with a fair understanding of the important requirements of Federal law with respect to the 
approval of airport development projects. In fact, the only provision of Title 49 of the United States 


cryptic reference to the pubic hearing requirement of “49 USC 47106(c)” on page P-3 ofthe Draft 


It is not generally understood by the many citizens who are impacted by the present, and 
proposed future, operations of Logan Airport that it is the policy of the United States that airport 
development projects should minimize, rather than increase, projected noise impacts on nearby 
communities (49 U.S.C. § 47101(a)(2)) and provide for the protection and enhancement of the 
quality of the environment (49 U.S.C. § 47104(a)(6)); that mitigation of existing noise impacts must 
be given a high priority in airport development projects which expand capacity (49 U.S.C. § 
47101(c)); and that airport development proiects should be planned in a cooperation effort with state 
and local officials (49 U.S.C. § 47101(g}(1)}. None of these policies are alluded to in the Draft 
EISA. 


These general policies are then reinforced by the more specific provisions of 49 U.S. C. § 
47106 which ensure that airport development projects do not have significant adverse impacts on the 
surrounding region. For example, a project grant application may be approved by the Secretary of 
Transportation only ifhe is satisfied that “the interests of the community in or near which the project 
may be located have been given fair consideration ....” Second, 49 U.S.C. § 47106(c)(1)(A)(ii) gives 
the City of Boston, where the Massport airfield improvement project will be located, the right to 
petition the Secretary of Transportation about this project since the Massport Board does not have 
any voting representation from Brston, a right which is not discussed in the Draft EIS/R. Third, 
under 49 U.S.C. 8 47106(c iA) the Secretarv of Transportation may not approve the runway 
unless a public hearing is held to consider whether the runway is consistent with the community’s 
planning objectives, as well as the economic, social and environmental effects of the runway. The 
public hearings held last week did not make this fact clear to the public. Finally, 49 U.S.C. § 
47106(c)(C) prohibits approval of the project if it has significant adverse effects on natural resources 
(including recreation assets) unless there is no possible and prudent alternative and every reasonable 
step has been taken to minimize the adverse effects of the project. 


The Draft EIS/R does not show that any cooperative planning efforts were made by Massport 
with the City of Boston and other local communities regarding which of the alternatives should be 


60.2 
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John Silva 
April 16, 1999 
Page 3 


selected by Massport as its preferred alternative. In fact, Massport repeatedly refused over an 18- 
month period to consult with the Community Advisory Committee about its choice of a preferred 
alternative. As you know, in October of 1997 AIR, Inc. specifically requested, in the enclosed letter 
to Massport Executive Director Peter Blute, an opportunity “to start the process of discussion” 
concerning airside improvements at Logan. This letter was never responded to by Mr. Blute or by 
anyoné else at Massport or the FAA, to whom a copy was sent. Neither Massport nor the FAA 
consulted with the affected communities as to whether the selection of Alternative 1A would be 
consistent with the requirements of Federal law, particularly regarding mumuunuzation of noise and 
avoidance of disproportionate impacts to minority and low income communities. 


Accordingly, we believe ihat it would be impossible for the Secretary of Transportation to 
be satisfied that “fair consideration” has been given to the interests of the surrounding communities 
when other alternatives, such as an aggressive peak period pricing program or further development 
of other existing commercial airfields, and Massport’s own Hanscom Field, were not even evaluated. 
Furthermore, as documented in the comments of the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) dated 
March 29, 1999, which comments are endorsed and adopted by AIR, Inc., the project — particularly 
the proposed Runway 14/32 — will have excessive noise and other impacts on surrounding 
communities, in conflict with the national policy established in 49 U.S.C. § 47101(a) and (c). 


One other area of particular concern to AIR. Inc. is the cocument’s failure to make a 
meaningful evaluation, as required by Federal law (including 49 U.S.C. § 47106tc)((1)(C)), of the 
impacts of the project on Section 4{f) resources. The document’s apparent status as a “Draft Section 
4(f) Statement” as well as a Draft EIS/R is not really made clear except on the page following REV- 
32 entitled “List of Preparers” at the end of volume I. The Preface (page P-1) and the discussion of 
the MEPA/NEPA Process and the Massport - FAA Roles on pages P-2 to P-5 do not indicate that 
the document is being circulated for comment as a Draft Section 4(f) Statement. The references at 


the top of each page and the Table of Contents to “Draft 4(f)” are confusing and not explained in the 
text. 


The actual discussion of potential Section 4(f) impacts on pages 8-18 to 8-21 of the Draft 

EIS/R does not present sufficient data which shows the actual effects of the proposed project on the 

two historic sites-identified in Cheisea. The bare determination by the FAA “that there are no feasible 

or prudent alternatives to the Preferred Alternative which wouid achueve the delay reduction, safety, 

“transportation, noise distribution and other objectives of the Preferred Altern:itive” (page 8-21) is so 
conclusory as to be meaningless. 


2. Environmental justice compliance. The draft EIS/EIR reflects significant, and fatal, 
short-comings in the FAA’s ascertainment and evaluation of the impacts of this project on minority 
and low-income populations living adjacent to the preject. The document shows that the FAA did 
not actively obtain the population and impact information required by the Executive Order and the 
DOT Order; the only specific data presented is noise data, which compares the projected noise 
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impacts (which we believe are significantly understated) in particular communities to the study area 
as a whole, rather than showing the discrepancies among and between various communities which 
are impacted by the project; and other impacts, such as the impacts from air pollutants and odor, are 
not addressed. At best, the environmental justice information is presented in a way which suggests 
the FAA was simply “checking off” this requirement rather than attempting, in good faith, to provide 
a meaningful evaluation of the project on minority and low-income communities. 


3. Preferential runway advisory system (PRAS). In Chanter 8 of the Draft EIS/R, 
Massport and the FAA maintain that the preferred alternative selected by Massport will help to obtain 
a better achievement of the goals of PRAS. In our opinion, however, that justification is misplaced. 
PRAS has not been a useful and reliable mechanism for equitable distribution of noise impacts for 
many years, due to increased volumes of air traffic and other historic and operational reasons. 
Achievement of the PRAS goals is not a relevant criterion for this project. If anything, the PRAS 
goals need to be revisited and understood by the public before any decisions should be made based 
upon PRAS. 


4. Conclusion. AIR, Inc. respectfully requests that the Draft EIS/R be found inadequate by 
the Secretary of Environmental Affairs for all of the reasons stated above and in the comments of the 
CAC; that the FAA should reconsider its support for the project in light of the many deficiencies 
noted in the Draft EIS/R: and that the decument should be withdrawn from further pubic 
consideration or processing at this time pending the development of a meaningful participatory 
process for evaluation of alternatives to the Runway 14/32 proposal. 


Sincerely yours, 


(ala 


Peter L. Koff 


cc: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA 
AIR, Inz. members 
Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair, CAC 
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October 16, 1997 


Mr. Peter Blute 

CEO & Executive Director 
Massport 

10 Park Plaza 

Boston, MA 02116 


Re: Peak period pricing and airside improvements 


Dear Peter: 

= Airport Impact Relief, Inc. has asked that I write to you regarding the issues of peak period 
pricing and airside improvemenis, issues which have been:made even more important by yesterday’s 
Wail Street Journal story and your message in this week’s East Boston Sun Transcript. 


We are concerned by the lack of information which is being provided to us regarding the 
nature and timing of Massport’s plans with respect to peak pricing. I gather from the Journal piece 
and other information I have heard that Massport has decided to move forward, together and at the 
same time, with peak period pricing and airside improvements (including Runway 14/32 and a 
centerfield taxiway), and that a Draft EIR will be published next month. I do not know if this 
information is accurate, but it would certainly be helpful to the community if some specific timetable 
was communicated as to when and what Massport proposes to do. Of course, I am surprised if the 
Massport plan would have a runway element going forward at the same time as the initiation of peak 
pricing. It had been our understanding that you were in agreement about “giving ‘peak’ a chance.” 


in another ironic twist to this issue, 1 was today calied by someone in the Hanscom area 
asking whether Massport would be subject to local zoning requirements relative to a possible golf 
course and non-aviation development plans for Hanscom. The possibility that Massport would be 
giving up airport uses at Hanscom -- while it simultaneously moves to expand Logan’s “operational 
flexibility” and ability to accommodate increased numbers of small and commuter aircraft using Logan 
-- is most troubling to us. The people of East Boston and Winthrop have always been sensitive to 
not shifting the problems of Logan Airport to the Hanscom area communities of Lexington, Concord, 
Bedford, and Lincoln. But at the same time, as long as Logan Airport growth is being discussed and 
Massport is considering options which we believe would increase the use of and impacts generated 


McGOWAN, ENGEL, TUCKER, GARRETT & SCHULTZ 


Mr. Peter Blute 
October 16, 1997 
Page 2 


by Logan Airport, it is only fair and necessary for other alternatives to be explored and equally 
considered by your agency. Therefore, I would expect to see in any EIR for airside development at 
Logan a rigorous analysis of options for use of Hanscom, as well as the possibilities of a slot system 
and other demand management techniques for Logan, even if some of these would require FAA 
implementation. 1 am curious whether this kind of information will be available in your EIR and what 
studies have taken piace regarding these various altematives. 


Your message in the Sus Transcript stated that you were committed to proceeding in good 
faith and in a spirit of cooperation to work with the Airport’s neighbors to resolve difficult issues to 
the satisfaction of all concerned. I suggest that the difficult issues of peak period pricing, airside 
improvements, and alternatives to physical construction at Logan Airport should now be at the top 
of your list for discussion with the community. As one group which has a key role to play in these 
issues, we would like to start the process of discussion. If you would call me directly or ask Scott 
Kafker or another member of your staff to de so, we could hopefully agree upon the right way for 
this discussion to proceed. 


T look forward to hearing from you. 


Sincerely yours, 


al 


Peter L. Koff 


CC: Scott Kafker, Esq., Chief Legal Counsel 
Richard Lettieri, Esq., Ropes & Gray 
Betty Desrosiers, Director of Aviation Planning and Development 
Jane Garvey, Administrator, Federal Aviation Administration 
Robert Bartanowicz, Regioual Director, FAA 
AIR, Inc. officers and active members 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 65 
Airport Impact Relief, Inc. 
(McGowan, Engel, Tucker & Schultz) 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


..[T]his Draft EIS/R should ... discuss the Federal 


Chapter 1 of this SDEIS/FEIR describes the Federal process 
: Review | policies and future Federal approvals which will be _ undertaken for this project. Chapter 8 of the Supplemental 

i | necessary... with regard to this project. _ DEIS/FEIR describes the federal permits and approvals 
required for the Preferred Alternative. 


_ Process 


Environmental _ FAA/NEPA 
- Review i 
Process 


General policies enacted in 49 U.S.C. §47101 are not 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ alluded to in the Draft EIS/R. 


_ DEIS/FEIR comply with applicable requirements of federal 
law 


Sastre tenants ks a alr 


_ Environmental 
| Review 
Process 


_ The Public Hearing did not make clear to the public the © FAA statements at the commencemen 


~FAAINEPA 
: | requirements of 49 U.S.C. § 47106. _ addressed pertinent requirements of 49 U.S. C § 47106. 


Letter 65: Airport Impact Relief, Inc. (McGowan, Engel, ¢ etc.) : _ 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
65.4 | Environmental | Public Process | The Draft EIS/R does not show that any cooperative There was an extensive public participation and review 
| Review : _ planning efforts were made by Massport with the City of process during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public i 
_ Process _ Boston and other local communities regarding which of + comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 
i the alternatives should be selected by Massport as its _ the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public 
| preferred alternative...Neither Massport nor the FAA _ scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the : 
_ consulted with the affected communities as to whether the | subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To 
_ selection of Alternative 1A would be consistent with the _ assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with : 
_ requirements of Federal law, particularly regarding _ awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport 
_ minimization of noise and avoidance of disproportionate _ Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), 


_ Impacts to minority and low-income communities. _ which consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 
i _ representatives from 24 communities surrounding 
_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
organizations, Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 
_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 
_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 
| just the CAC, and several meetings with the 
- CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 
_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
_ Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
_ an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 
- comment period on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held 
_ two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft : 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. Atthe 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed — 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and _ 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 

_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

' SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. 

_ Twelve meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

- Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 

_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 

_ and public officials responding to the Airside Project Dratt 

_ EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and written presentations 

_ from the Project's technical consulting team and other 

_ independent industry experts. 


_ Low income and minority populations were defined in 

_ accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. 

_ DOT Final Order r, and the Council on Environmental 

_ Quality’s guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the 
_ analysis of low-income populations was expanded to include 
_ households at 150 percent of poverty level. The data 

_ presented are based on the most recently available census 
_ data (1990) using Geographic Information System (GIS) 

_ technology to analyze impacts at the most detailed level 

_ possible. Refer to Sections 6.8.3 and 6.8.5 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the analytical 

_ methodology and results, respectively. 


65.5 | Alternatives | Peak Period —Otther alternatives ... such as an aggressive peak period The analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 
i _ Pricing _ were not evaluated. - airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 
: _ capacity of the airport and provides an assessment of the 
_ extent of the benefits from PPP under such circumstances. 
_ Analysis of PPP is set out in in Section 4.5 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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Comment 


Code ‘Topic 1 


Topic 2 
65.6 


Regional =——=—-Regionall_ 
_ Transportation Airports 


’ airfields, and Massport’s own Hanscom Field, were not 
» even evaluated. 


_ ... the proposed Runway 14/32 will have excessive noise 
_ and other impacts on surrounding communities, in conflict 
_ with the national policy ... 


Alternatives = Runway 14/32 


Section 4(f) _ The document fails to make a meaningful evaluation ... of 
: _ the impacts of the project on Section 4(f) resources. The 

_ document's apparent status as a “Draft Section 4(f) 

_ Statement” as well as a Draft EIS/R is not really made 

' Clear... 


_ Open Space/ 


“ea 
: _ Parkland 


Response 
.. further development of other existing commercial 


“Section 4(f) requires the identification of r 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field in 
_ the analysis of regional altematives. Hanscom Field, which serves 
_ asa general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, already 
_ accommodates a significant number of aircraft operations 
(183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field activity 

" includes private, business, charter, and air taxi operations that 

_ Might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, 
_ began commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, 

_ Offering limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets 
_ —Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware 
» (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also 
_ conducting operations between Hanscom and New York 

_ LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports commercial service 
_ at Hanscom Field consistent with its established limits (60 seat 
_ regulation), Massport believes that Hanscom Field will maintainits 
role as a major general aviation reliever, and that its geographic 
_ proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional and Manchester airports 
_ will prevent its development as a significant commercial airport. 

_ Additionally, commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely 
| to move a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 
_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of passengers on 
_ Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to other Logan Airport 

__ flights and a significant number of passengers are travelling to 

_ Boston. However, any new commercial service initiatives 

| proposed for Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for consistency 

_ with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and 
"shall be considered by the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen 

_ (HATS). Refer to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for 
_ adiscussion of Hanscom Field. The role of other commercial 

_ airports in New England is discussed in Chapter 2 of the 


Imp y would not result in substantial 

_ Noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would enable the air 

__ traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the PRAS goals and 

_ decrease the population that is most severely affected. For 

_ example, implementation of the Preferred Alternative will reduce 

_ the population affected by Day-Night Sound Level values greater 

_ than 70 dB by four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 

_ 67 percent with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 

_ percent with the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the 

» population exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater 

_ than 65 dB by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for 

_ these three fleet scenarios, respectively. Refer to Section 6.2.5 of 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and population counts presented in 

_ Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of the Su EIR 
oul 

"used by any alternative under consideration. Therefore, the 

__ identification of all park and historic resources currently affected 

~ by Logan Airport is not required for a Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

_ There are no parklands, historic properties or sites, or other 

_ Section 4(f) resources on the airfield in the area of the proposed 

_ funway and taxiway improvements. There are also no parklands 

_ identified in those areas where the 65 dB DNL contour for the 

_ Preferred Altemative extends beyond the 65 dB DNL contour for 

_ the No Action Altemative (Alternative 4). Therefore, the 

_ Preferred Altemative will have no direct or indirect impact on 

_ parklands. Refer to Sections 5.3 and 6.3 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR fora discussion of parklands relative to the 

_ Preferred Alternative. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 


Comment 


65.9 


_ Open Space/ 
» Parkland 


Section A(f) 


| present sufficient data which shows the actual effects of the 


or prudent altematives to the Preferred Altemative which 

_ would achieve the delay reduction, safety, transportation, 

_ noise distribution and other objectives of the 

Preferred Alternative” is so conclusory as to be meaningless, 


__... the environmental justice information is presented in a 

| way which suggests the FAA was simply “checking off” this 
| requirement rather than attempting, in good faith, to provide 
' a meaningful evaluation of the project on minority and low- 

_ income communities. 


_ Environmental — Impacts 
_ Justice 


Achievement of the PRAS goals is not a relevant criterion 
_ for this project. 


Letter 65: Airport Impact Relief, Inc. (McGowan, Engel, etc.) 


Response 


_ ... discussion of potential Section 4() impacts ... does not ‘Refer to response to Comment 65.8. 


proposed project on the two historic sites identified in Chelsea. 
| The bare determination by the FAA “that there are no feasible 


_ The Environmental Justice analysis was sig ly 
_ expanded in Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
_ Low-income and minority populations were defined in 

_ accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. 
_ DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality's 
| guidance on Environmental Justice. In addition, the analysis 
_ of low-income populations was expanded to include 

_ households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 

_ found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate 

_ impact to low-income and minority populations from the 

_ Preferred Alternative. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ Within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ Of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a : 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 

_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an : 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change _ 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. Mitigation of the increased 

_ Noise within the 65 dB DNL noise contour will be provided to 

_ affected communities in the form of residential sound 


insulation. : 
Since the PRAS goals were developed in conjunction with : 


_ Massport, the FAA, and neighboring communities, ithas been _ 
_ Massport's policy to encourage the FAA to operate 
_ Logan Airport in a manner that would attempt to fulfill the 

_ PRAS goals. The use of the PRAS goals in this study is 

_ consistent with this policy. 


. the document should be withdrawn from further public 

| consideration ... pending the development of a meaningful 
: participatory process for evaluation of altematives to the 

» Runway 14/32 proposal. 


"Public Process 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ There was an extensive public participation and review 

_ process during the preparation of the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR. Public comments were received on the ENF 

_ after it was filed during the summer of 1995. In the fall of 

_ 1995, several public scoping sessions were held to provide 

_ community input to the subsequent state and federal scopes 

_ for the project. To assure that the Airside analysis was 

_ conducted with awareness and input from all concerned 

| parties, the Massport Board established the Airside Review 
_ Committee (ARC), which consists of the Community Advisory 
_ Committee (with representatives from 24 communities : 
_ Surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry i 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants : 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to : 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 

_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 

_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 

_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 

- CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 

_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 

» Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 

_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 

_ an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 

- comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the 

_ FAA held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. Atthe 
_ FAA’s direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. : 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. 

_ Twelve meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 

_ answers to key letters written by members of the public, 

_ concerned agencies and public officials responding to the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and 

_ written presentations from the Project’s technical consulting 

_ team and other independent industry experts. 
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“emis eee LETTER 66 
125 HIGH STREET 
HIGH STREET TOWER, SUITE 2601 . 
PAUL A. McGOWAN, I BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02110 OF COUNSEL 
MARK D. ENGEL : : 
THOMAS H. TUCKER ' TELEPHONE (617) 951-9980 PETER L. KOFF 
STEPHEN SCHULTZ. FACSIMILE (617) 951-0048 MICHAEL ROITMAN 


SUSAN GRANDIS BRANDER, P.c. 
CATHY P. BROOKS 


April 24, 1999 


Bob Durand, Secretary : 
Executive Office of Environments! A 
100 Cambridge Street 

Boston; MA 02202 

Attn: Arthur Pugsley 


Re: ~ ‘Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Boston, MA 
‘EOEA #10458 F 


Dear Mr. Durand: 


‘Lam submitting the following supplemental comments on behalfof Airport Impact Relief, Inc. 
(“AIR, Inc.”) in regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (“EIS/R”) for the above 
project, Yam hopeful that you will be able to accept these late comments Which were delayed by my 
being dut-oftown all of this Bast week. 


First, I want to include one general observation about the lack of adequate maps and figures to 


through 1-20; and the noise contours in Volume IV. These graphics minimize the impacts of the 66 | 


McGOWAN, ENGEL, TUCKER & SCHULTZ . 
Secretary Bob Durand 
April 24, 1999: 
Page 2. 


Second, our original comment letter dated April 16, 1999 neglected to comment upon two of 
the specific projects, in addition to the proposed Runway 14/32, which are ofconcem to AIR, Inc. and 
its members. The evaluation in' the Draft EIS/R of the proposed Centerfield Taxiway does not 
adequately discuss the environmental impacts (both noise and odors) of this project, its relationship 
to increased Airport capacity (augmenting gate shortages) and expanded use of the airfield, and 
alternatives to the full Centerfield Taxiway, including constructing a shorter taxiway in the southem 
half of the airfield which would avoid adding more taxiing and queuing of aircraft in close proximity 
to the Bayswater/Constitution Beach area of East Boston and the Court Road neighborhood in 
Winthrop. 


Finaily, ihe Ciscussion in the Draft EIS/K regarding lowering of the landing minimums on 
Runways 15R, 33L, 22L, and 27 is very limited and far from adequate. The Draft EIS/R does not fully 
disclose and properly evaluate the present conditions which limit lowering of the landing minimums 
on, we believe, three of the four runway ends. AIR, Inc. Previously obtained from Massport, by means 
of a public documents request, a copy of the July 31, 1980 Agreement between Massport, the FAA, 
and the City of Boston regarding the installation of various lighting and instrumentation at the end of 
Runway 15R. In this Agreement 'the FAA states that it does not intend to lower landing minimums on 
Runway 15R, and will not do so in the future without a full environmental impact statement and public 
meetings. The Agreement references similar restrictions regarding lowering of the landing minimums 
on Runways 22L and 27. , 


The Draft EIS/R has no specific text discussion about this Agreement or the reasons particularly 
applicable to Runway 15R in the Draft EIS/R main volume (Volume I, pages 3-26 tg 3-3 8} or 
Appendix D (Volume ED. Based on the actual texi of the Agreement for Runway !5R, and assuming 
the agreements for Runway 22L ‘and 27 use similar language, the Draft EIS/R completely misstates the 
purpose of the agreements regarding these three runways when the Draft EIS/R states that when the 
instrument landing system equipment was installed on these runways “several years ago” the FAA 
“agreed to temporarily retain the existing approach minimums...” See Volume I, page 3-38; Volume 
Il, Appendix D, page 1. The EIS/R should provide, but does not, a full discussion of the reasons for 
the agreements, the concems of residents who live close to the approach ends of these runways, the 
perceived and actual potential: impacts of the proposed changes, altematives, and appropriate 
mitigation. 

AIR, Inc. respectfully requests that the Draft EIS/R be found inadequate by the Secretary of 


Environmental Affairs for the ~easons stated above and in our previous comments. 


Sincerely vours, 


Calif 


Peter L. Koff 


cc: John Silva, FAA 
AIR ‘nc, members 


66.2 


66.3 


66.4 
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Letter 66 
Airport Impact Relief, Inc. 
(McGowan, Engel, Tucker & Schultz) 


Topic 2 Comment 
Studies : Requests more extensive use of maps in ide: g efer to the new graphics in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 of the 
/ _ Specific neighborhoods and to show relationship of _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


: Surrounding communities to Logan on maps and figures. 


axiway The evaluation in the Draft EIS/R of the proposed Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that there 
_ Improvements — Centerfield Taxiway does not adequately discuss the _ are small noise benefits from the construction of the 
: | environmental impacts (both noise and odors) of this _ Centerfield Taxiway. The principal effect of the 


| project, ... _ Centerfield Taxiway is to reduce the number of aircraft / 
_ Waiting on the taxiways reducing ground noise and emissions 
_ for close in residents of East Boston and Winthrop. It also ! 
_ should eliminate aircraft landing on Runway 4R from waiting 

_ to cross Runway 4L and aiming their intake noise toward 

_ Constitution Beach. Section 6.4 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR discusses the air quality benefits of the 


: _ Centerfield Taxiway. 
66.3 _ Taxiway Wants discussion of having shorter Centerfield taxiway One of the major benefits of the Centerfield Taxiway is to 
_ Improvements only in southern half of airfield. _ provide an impeded path from the north sector of the airfield 
: _ to the south. This will prevent Runway 4R arrivals from 
» queuing in the northern sector, and will reduce queues for 
_ Runway 22L departures. Refer to Section 3.3.1 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for more discussion of the 
_ Centerfield Taxiway’s operational benefits. 
66.4 Alternatives Reduced _ Requests expansion of discussion on lowering minimums The 1980 agreement between Massport and the FAA 
: i - Approach » and specifics on the July 31, 1980 agreement between _ required an EIS analysis before any change in the minimums 


- Minima _ Massport, the FAA and the City of Boston. _ would be affected. The proposed reductions in minimums are 
: i _ analyzed in the EIS documents for the Airside Project. 


| Reduced landing minimums provide for a safer approach by 

_ providing precision guidance at lower altitudes, and thus a 

_ Safer approach. The reduced landing minimums do not : 
_ change the approach path nor reduce the clearance between 
aircraft and the surface. Rather, they shift the location at 

_ which a missed approach decision is initiated closer to the 

_ airport. For Runways 27 and 22L, the reduced minimums will 

_ make the approach procedures flown by pilots more : 
_ consistent with FAA standards in effect at most other airports. 
_ Reduced landing minimums will increase airfield safety by 

_ allowing operations more directly into the prevailing wind and 

_ will help improve PRAS goal achievement. 
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Statement of Scott Godfrey 
Director, Eastern Region 
Air Transport Association of America 


on the 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project LETTER 67 


08 APR 99 


solution to this problem is the implementation of Massport’s plan which includes 


thé construction of runway 14/32, 


gained. 


67.1 


67.2 


67.3 
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Letter 67 
Air Transport Association of America 
Scott Godfrey, Director Eastern Region 


Topic 2 Comment 


Runway 14/32 | The obvious solution to this problem [delays] is the provement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
: _ implementation of Massport’s plan which includes the _ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan 
' construction of Runway 14/32. _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan : 

_ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 

_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 
"Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 
- Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 
_ numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 
__ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 
_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 
_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 
_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 
"studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 
_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995. Based on 
_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected andthe 
_ most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives _ 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
_ alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 
_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 
_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 
_ that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 
ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Preferred — 
Alternative 


. the implementation of the entire project will lower the 
overall noise impact on the surrounding communities. 


Alternatives 


... a lessening of fuel emissions from delayed aircrafton . Comment noted. 
» the ground will result, ... 
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LETTER 68 


Air Transport Association 


April 21,.1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge ST 

20th floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Subject: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Boston-Logan International Airport 


Reference: Draft EIS/EIR 
Dear Sir: 


Pursuant to my testimony on April 8, 1999, at the second public hearing on this subject, the 
following comments are submited by the Air Transport Association (ATA). 


As Director of the Eastern Region office of the ATA, which represents the 23 major 
passenger and cargo airlines of the U.S., we support the improvements in the Logan Airside 


Improvements Planning Project in their totality as delineated in the preferred Alternative 
1A. 


ATA throughout the years has been an active participant with Massport and the FAA, 
working to enhance the efficiency of Logan air traffic operations which have suffered 
increasingly high levels of delay. The ATA Eastern Region, through its participation in the 
Airside Review Committee, has worked to insure that proposed improvements, specifically, 


this project, were coordinated with all concerned public and private constituencies. It is. 


therefore, our position that Massport has adequately fulfilled all necessary and reasonable 


requirements through the comprehensive processes leading to the submission of the subject 
document. 


Due to the physical limitations of Logan Airport which have not been altered since 1977. 


and the increasing level of delays, Massport is justified in proposing this project to address 


68.1 


2: 


the root problem of airport efficiency and delay reduction. The airline industry 
acknowledges the overwhelming cost to our passengers and shippers which results from the 
current unacceptable level of delay, The ATA cannot stress enough the importance of the 
reduction of these delays and the corresponding change in the level of service we can 
provide. Additionally, if not adequately addressed now, we believe the delay situation will 
only worsen. 


Supporting data for the preceding statements is adequately covered in the subject document. 


Specifically addressing Alternate 1A, we submit the following: 


a. 


All items addressing the taxiway improvements offer an increase to 

the level of safety regarding surface movement of aircraft as well 

as an increase in the efficiency of these operations. Because of 68. 2 
a more efficient ground operation, a corresponding decrease in engine 

noise and fuel emissions will be experienced. This represents a 

significant benefit to the entire airport community and airport 


neighbors. ; 68. 3 


The proposed reduction in ILS landing minimums offers two main 

benefits: it will permit aircraft to Jand during weather conditions 

which currently prohibit such operations resulting in delays; 

and will allow the use of additional runway configurations. This 68 4 
will give controllers greater flexibility in runway assignment and 
present a greater opportunity to attain the legally designated 

PRAS ‘goals. 


The level of safety is increased by reducing controller and pilot 
workload associated with executing unplanned actions including 
holding and diverting. 


The construction of uni-directional Runway 14/32 is the Keystone 
of the project. Due to the overwhelming amount and excessive 68.5 
length of delays caused by northwest wind conditions, the 

Proposed runway offers the single most significant initiative 

to reduce these delays. The operational posture within 

which the airport operates now results in significant delays 

during weather and wind conditions as described in the subject 

document. The efficiency of the airport’s operation is 

compromised during these times duc to the lack of a runway 

configuration compatible with the operational requirements 

otherwise addressed by the available mimways in all other 

wind conditions. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Letter 68 
Air Transport Association of America 
Scott Godfrey, Director Eastern Region 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ Environmental © MEPA _ Itis, therefore, our po: p 
| Review ' fulfilled all necessary and reasonable requirements 
| Process _ through the comprehensive processes leading to the 
; submission of the Subject document. 


Taxiway Specifically addressing Alternate 1A,. .. Because ofr more 

_ Improvements _ efficient ground operations, a corresponding decrease in 
"engine noise and fuel emissions will be experienced. This 

_ Tepresents a significant benefit to the entire airport community 
and airport neighbors. 


Alternatives _ Comment noted, 


Altematives Reduced Specifically addressing Alternate 1A, .. The proposed -Commentnoted. = = SS 
_ Approach _ reduction in ILS land minimums offers two main benefits: it. 


_ Minima _ will permit aircraft to land during weather conditions which 


currently prohibit such operations resulting i in delays; 


: Alternatives 


: Preferred Specifically addressing Alternate 1A, . .. This will give Commentnoted. 
_ Alternative _ controllers greater flexibility in runway assignment and 
: _ present a greater opportunity to attain the legally designated 


» PRAS goals. 


Specifically addressing Alternate 1A. .. Due tothe 

_ overwhelming amount and excessive length of delays 

" caused by northwest wind conditions, the proposed runway 
| offers the single most significant initiative to reduce these 
delays. 


Alternatives 


‘Letter 68: Air Transport Association of America, Scott Godfrey, Director Eastern Region 


aot Nee eaete CURRENT: MEMBER: NEIGHBORHOODS. ag : 
Aberdeen & Reservoir Civic Association e Allston Civic Association 

Bay Village Neighborhood Association, Inc. e Beacon Hill Civic Association 

Chester Square Neighborhood Association @ Claremont Neighborhood Association, inc. 


NVITED TO JOIN THE ALLIANCE. ~ 
Boston, MAO2118 + voice: 617-267-6356 + facsimile: 6 7-357-5916€ 


LETTER 69 


eighborhoods 


Harriet Tubman House - 566 Columbus Avenue - 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge St. 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


April 23, 1999 
The Alliance of Boston Neighborhoods strongly opposes the construction of Runway 14/32. 


We are dismayed that Massport is violating its legal protected commitments to the affected neighborhoods. 69.1 
Public agencies are obligated to protect the public interest as they carry out their specific missions; this 
Proposal fails to honor the public trust, at the continuing expense of the residents of nearby communities. 


This runway will increase noise and pollution in Boston neighborhoods, including East Boston, Charlestown, 69.2 
South Boston, South End, Beacon Hill, Back Bay, Roxbury, Jamaica Plain, and possibly Hyde Park, Roslindale and 

West Roxbury. We urge a more equitable distribution of the burdens of economic growth. This is particularly 

true when the affected neighborhoods have benefited least from such growth. 


The city and regional transportation infrastructure is not capable of supporting the expansion expected with 69.3 
this runway, and indeed, expected regardless of this runway. Neither visitors nor local travelers will benefit if 
they cannot get to and from the airport. 


Massport’s cost-benefit analysis of the proposed project values every minute of passenger time spent in delays, 69.4 
however brief, without adequate concern for city life. The cumulative costs to residents, in productivity lost due 
to interrupted communication and disruption of sleep, loss of outdoor recreational opportunity, respiratory and 
other health problems, decreased property values, and many other flight impacts are not calculated. 


The proposed runway is a short term, local solution for a basic regional problem. The damage to afflicted : 
neighborhoods will be permanent; however, the Capacity controversy will face us again in a few years. 69 6 


A regional plan for all transportation modes must be developed, considering new high-speed rail, and other 

airports and potential transit improvements. Peak-hour pricing, small-aircraft and freight redistribution, and 69 7 
other methods for rationalizing airport utilization must be examined. Massport must join with other public . 
agencies as appropriate to develop a comprehensive, long-range regional transportation plan. 


Sincerely, 


tie e Aa [-1e™ _ 397 oe 
Shirley Kr eee Fran oe) ed Flaherty Max Trager ee cae 


President Vice President Secretary Treasurer 
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Letter 69 
Alliance of Boston Neighborhoods 


Code Topic 1 _ Topic 2 _Comment Response 
694 nvironmental - MEPA v this proposal al fails to honor the public trust, atthe continuing — | The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
Review Process _ expense of the residents of nearby communities. _ DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 


_ Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
"scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 

' Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 

_ programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 

_ associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives are 

_ described in the Logan Airport ESPR (previously the GEIR) and 

' its updates. Massport and FAA have complied with all applicable 
state and federal | requirements. — 


| “This runway will increase noi noise and pollution it in Boston a 
neighborhoods, : 


Access to _ The city and regional transportation infrastructure is not __- Massport has in place an extensive Ground Access Management 
ransportation Logan Airport capable of supporting the expansion expected with this Plan, the primary goals of which are to: increase the overall 


Refer to response to Comment 69.1. 


_ tunway, and indeed, expected regardless of this runway. _ efficiency of the metropolitan transportation system through 
_ Neither visitors nor local travelers will benefit if they _ interagency coordination; increase annual air passenger HOV mode 


- cannot get to and from the airport. _ share to 35.2 percent by the time annual air passengers reach 
: _ 37.5 million; reduce employee reliance on commuting alone by 

private automobile; provide adequate long-term parking within the 

"limits of the Logan Airport Parking Freeze; and improve 
management of ground access and infrastructure through 

_ technology. Key achievements in reaching those goals include: 
Establishment of the Logan Airport Transportation Management : 
Association (TMA). Massport provided subsidies for TMA members 
on Logan Express and MBTA. TMA members ride the Rowe's : 
Wharf Water Shuttle for free; hired professional TMA firm to operate 
the Logan Airport TMA. 

_ Record ridership on the Logan Express bus service (exceeded over 

_ one million passengers in 1998 and 1999) and planning for a fourth 

_ Logan Express location. 

_ Construction of the Wobum Regional Transportation Center which 

_ will include 900 new parking spaces for Logan Express 

- (construction completed in 2000) 

_ Planning for the Airport Intermodal Transit Connector which will 

_ provide a direct link between Logan Airport and 

_ South Station/Red Line. Initiation of the Logan DART bus service 

_ between Logan Airport and South Station. 


_ Participation with the MBTA in planning for the redesigned new i 
_ Airport Station to include wide escalators, flight information monitors, 
_ and other air passenger amenities. 

_ Continued the operation of free shuttle buses between Airport 

_ Station, Water Shuttle dock, and terminals. 

_ To “Provided a dedicated DART bus dock at South Station with 
direct service to the airport. 

_ Implemented Logan Direct service from the South Shore. 

_ Continued marketing and advertising of HOV services through use 
_ of 1-800-23LOGAN telephone service and other media. 

_ Continued implementation of commercial vehicle lane, 
_ Neptune Road exit ramp peak period forced tumaround, local street 
Closures, and traffic volume restrictions at Maverick Street. 
_ Continued traffic monitoring, curbside monitoring, and traffic control 
_ improvements, ; 
_ Referto the Logan Airport 1994/95 GEIR which includes Massport’s 
' Ground Access Management Plan, 


Letter 69: Alliance of Boston Neighborhoods 


Code 
69.4 


H 


69.5 


69.6 


| Regional 
_ Transportation 


/ Runway 14/32 


Topic 2 


Passenger Rail 


_ Construction 
Alternatives 


_ Aregional plan for all transportation modes must be 
| developed, considering new high-speed rail, and other 
: airports and potential transit improvements. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


- cost-benefit analysis ... The cumulative costs to 


__ residents, in productivity lost due to interrupted 

_ communication and disruption of sleep, loss of outdoor 
_ recreational opportunity, respiratory and other health 

_ problems, decreased property values, and many other 
flight impacts are not calculated. 


_ The proposed runway is a short-term, local solution for a 
_ basic regional problem. 


-hour pricing, small-aircraft and freight redistribution, 


eal 


_ and other methods for rationalizing airport utilization must 
_ be examined. 


_ Massport’s analysis of options to Logan Airport is : 
_ comprehensive and reflects all the major recommendations of : 
_ various regional planning studies that have been conducted 
_ over the last decade. These include expansion of the regional 
_ airports and development of high-speed rail in the 
- Boston-New York market. 


_ Chapter 2 of the SDEIS/FEIR provides a description of 
_ regional transportation mode alternatives. 

_ The airside analysis indicates that PPP would produce 

_ minimal delay reduction benefit in the current operating : 
_ environment at Logan Airport while imposing significant costs 
- on regional carriers and the communities that they serve. In 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR documents comply with all applicable NEPA and 
_ MEPA requirements. A cost benefit analysis is not required 

_ by federal or state law and would not provide appropriate 

_ context. Cost information mentioned in the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is intended 


(0 provide analytic context. 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR provide an evaluation of the regional airports at 

_ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester, and 

_ Worcester Regional and their potential impacts on 

_ Logan Airport. Hanscom Field is the region’s premier general 
_ aviation facility and accommodated over 180,000 aircraft 

_ operations in 1998. The regional airports are expected to : 
_ accommodate an increasing share of the overall growth in air 
_ travel demand within the greater Boston area. This will 
_ provide some relief to the growth pressures at Logan Airport. 
_ Nevertheless, the proposed Logan Airport Airside Projectis 
| Necessary and provides clear benefits at current traffic levels. 
_ These benefits will only increase in the future, even as i 
| developments at the regional airports act to reduce the rate of 


future growth at Logan Airport. 


contrast, the proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 would 


_ produce immediate delay reduction benefits that will increase 
_ in the future as forecast activity levels grow. While the 

_ regional airports at Manchester and T.F. Green/Providence 

_ have experienced exceptional traffic growth over the past 
several years, traffic at Logan Airport has continued to grow. 
_ Inthe future, continued development at the regional airports 

_ should relieve some of the traffic growth pressures at 

_ Logan Airport, resulting in a reduced rate of traffic growth. 


Nevertheless, options to Logan Airport do not address 


"Logan Airport's inability to efficiently accommodate current 
_ levels of demand during northwest wind conditions. 


| The potential diversion of cargo operations was not 


specifically analyzed because cargo operations account for 


_ only two percent of aircraft activity at Logan Airport and since 
_ Most all-cargo aircraft operate during off-peak hours, 

_ Cargo operations do not contribute to delays at Logan Airport. 
_ However, all cargo operations were included in the future ; 
_ fleets analyzed in the Airside Project. Additionally, some 

~ Cargo is now being diverted to regional airports as indicated 


by the strong growth in cargo services and air cargo activity 


_ at the regional airports. 


LETTER 70 


MEPA PUBLIC HEARING 
APRIL 8, 1999 


GOOD EVENING. I'MED FRENI, GENERAL MANAGER FOR 
AMERICAN AIRLINES HERE AT LOGAN AIRPORT. I'M HERE TONIGHT TO 
UNDERSCORE AMERICAN'S SUPPORT FOR THE MASSPORT AIRSIDE 
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT. WE BELIEVE THAT A NEW UNI-DIRECTIONAL 
RUNWAY FOR REGIONAL AIRCRAFT WILL BENEFIT ALL CARRIERS AT 
LOGAN. 


A NEW RUNWAY WILL HELP REDUCE DELAYS AT LOGAN AND 
ALLOW THE AIRPORT TO OPERATE MORE EFFICIENTLY WHEN THE 
WINDS ARE NORTH-WESTERLY. THIS ENABLES THE AIRPORT TO 
OPERATE THE THREE-RUNWAY CONFIGURATION THAT IS REQUIRED TO 
HANDLE THE DEMANC., 


A PLANE THAT [3 LATE IN LEAVING LOGAN LIKELY WILL BE LATE IN 
- ARRIVING AT ITS DESTINATION. AND, WHETHER WE TALK ABOUT A 
COMPLEX, INTENSIVE HUB AND SPOKE OPERATION, OR A TIGHTLY- 
SCHEDULED POINT-TO-POINT NETWORK, IT DOESN'T TAKE MUCH TO 
THROW AN ENTIRE DAY'S SCHEDULE OUT OF WHACK. 


701 


AS DELAYS INCREASE, THE COSTS OF PROVIDING RELIABLE 
SCHEDULES TEND TO RISE EVEN FASTER, WHICH CAN RESULT IN 
HIGHER FARES. AND) AS ANYONE WHO HAS EXPERIENCED A CROWDED 
CHAOTIC TERMINAL DURING A SEVERE WEATHER EVENT KNOWS, 
ANYTIME AN AIRLINE'S CAPACITY [§ RESTRICTED, THE QUALITY OF 
SERVICE WE CAN OFFER OUR CUSTOMERS DECLINES DRAMATICALLY. 


IMPROVING THE EFFICIENCY OF AN AIRLINES’ OPERATION AT 
LOGAN WILL ALSO ENABLE THE CARRIER TO CREATE A MUCH LESS 
ENVIRONMENTALLY (OFFENSIVE PRODUCT. WITH LESS WAITING TIME 
ON THE GROUND WE'LL DEFINITELY REDUCE FUEL BURN AND 
EMISSIONS. 


_ AMERICAN HAS A LONG AND RICH HISTORY IN BOSTON. WE 
BEGAN SERVICE HERE BACK IN 1927 WITH A NONSTOP FLIGHT TO NEW 
YORK. THE AIRCRAFT - A SINGLE-ENGINE FOKKER -- CARRIED SIx 
PASSENGERS, A PILOT AND A CO-PILOT. IT TOOK TWO ANDA HALF 
HOURS TO REACH NEW YORK. 


TODAY, AMERICAN OPERATES MORE THAN 70 DAILY FLIGHTS AND 
CARRIES THOUSANDS; OF PEOPLE TO DESTINATIONS THROUGHOUT THE 
UNITED STATES, AND To PUERTO RICO, LONDON, ENGLAND AND PARIS, 
FRANCE. 


10.2 


ON JUNE 1. WE’ LL CELEBRATE Two MAJOR EVENTS AT LOGAN. 
WE’ LL LAUNCH NONSTOP SERVICE TO SEATTLE USING OUR NEW “NEXT 
GENERATION” BOEING 737-800 AND WE'LL MARK THE 40TH 
ANNIVERSARY OF THIE VERY FIRST JET FLIGHT AT LOGAN. 


TODAY, AMERICAN IS A TOP CARRIER AT LOGAN, WITH 4.5 MILLION 
PASSENGERS COMING THROUGH OUR GATES EACH YEAR. AND NEARLY 
2,500 AMERICAN AIRLINE'S EMPLOYEES CALL BOSTON HOME. 


“WE MEAN BUSINESS IN BOSTON” IS NOT ONLY OUR SLOGAN, BUT 
ITS A COMMITMENT TiD PROVIDING QUALITY SERVICE TO OUR 
PASSENGERS AND CUSTOMERS. 


BUILDING A NEW RUNWAY WILL HELP US LIVE UP TO OUR 
COMMITMENT. IT IS GOOD FOR LOGAN AIRPORT AND IT WILL BE GOOD 


FOR THE AIRLINES THAT SERVE LOGAN. 


THANK YOU. 
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Letter 70 
American Airlines 
Ed Freni, General Manager 


Comment Response 


new runway will help reduce delays at Logan and allow — Comment noted. 


he airport to operate more efficiently when the winds are 


ith less waiting time on the ground we'll definitely reduce 
uel burn and emissions. 


Comment noted. 
Reduction : 


Letter 70: American Airlines, Ed Freni, General Manager 


Back Bay Photo Imaging 


800 Boyiston St. 

Boston, MA 02199 
iapgees | | LETTER 71 
Atenton MEBA Sota Aa 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge St. 20th. Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


expanding Logan Airport (see copy enclosed). | am writing to inform you that | do not support 
Logan runway (14/32) expansion. 


What then? | request that you deny environmental Permitting and encourage the Massachusetts 
Port Authority to fulfill their responsibility by making an effort to develop a 
solution. 


The enclosed letter includes several generalized statements that Sound as though the 
Vitality of Massachusetts’ economic future hinges upon the Single event regarding Logan Airport 
expansion. | truly hope this is not the Case, otherwise it is time for all Of us to look outside the 
Commonwealth for a better living environment. 


For other citizens of the Commonwealth and myself | thank you in advance for your time 
and efforts regarding this matter. 


Sincerely, 
‘ay Molinaro 
President 


cc: Paul Guzzi, President and CEO 
Greater Boston Chamber 
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Letter 71 

Back Bay Photo Imaging 

Ray Molinaro, President, 

Greater Boston Chamber Member 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 


nse 


AA © Environmental MEPA request that you deny environmental p g etary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
_ Review ncourage the Massachusetts Port Authority to fulfill their Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
/ Process esponsibility by making an effort to develop a trulylong- —_ project adequately and properly complies with the 


erm solution. ' Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...’. Refer to the 
' Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


‘Letter 71: Back Bay Photo Imaging, Ray Molinaro, President, Greater Boston Chamber Member 
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LETTER 72 - 
Bob Durand, Secretary 


Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Attention MEPA Office 
Arthur Pugsley, IV, EOEA No. 10458 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

100 Cambridge Street, 20" floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Re: Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project: DEJR/DEIR 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


Based upon our review of documentation and our Participation in the 
CAC and ARC, the Beacon Hill Civic Association (BHCA) reiterates 
Opposition to Massport’s Proposal to construct a new runway at Logan 
Airport. While the arguments for and against Massport’s plan are many and 
complex, the following is a brief summary of our opposition: 


1. We need a long-term, encompassing plan now; we need much more 
than a short-term, 20% fix. Massport’s plan affords partial, temporary relief 
which does not effectively address the lon -term, growing problem. 
Massport’s plan is based on obsolete weather data, its delay model is 


delays in bad weather conditions. The new runway will increase actual 
Operations annually, thereby expanding current Capacity. Operations are 
projected to continue to grow without limits; and delays are also projected 
to continue to increase from the temporary, slightly decreased, level right 
after the new runway, eventually exceeding currently levels within a very 
few years. In the future operations will continue to increase without limits. 
Postponing a more encompassing solution will make it more difficult, 
painful, and expensive to achieve, if ever, at a later date. Why are we 
allowing a more massive pile up to develop and ignoring the responsible 
solution? 


12.1 
12.2 


Bob Durand . April 22, 1999 


The Association seeks your assistance in requiring Massport to 
develop an environmentally responsible, long-term plan which facilitates air 
traffic while respecting the health and well-being of all those affected. 


Very truly yours, 


Sandra C. Steele, President 
SCS/kp 


c.c. _ Mayor Thomas Menino, City of Boston 
U.S. Senator Edward Kennedy 
U.S. Senator John Kerry 
U.S. Representative J. Joseph Moakley 
U.S. Representative Barney Frank 
U.S. Representative Michael E. Capuano 
Senator Stephen Lynch 
Senator Robert E. Travaglini 
Representative Paul Demakis 
Representative Salvatore DiMasi 
Governor Paul Cellucci 
City Councilor Thomas M. Keane, Jr. 
Boston City Council 
Community Advisory Committee to Massport 
Vincent A. Scarano, Mgr. Of Airports Division, FAA New England 
Secretary, Office of Environmental Affairs 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Airside Review Committee 
The Beacon Hill Times 
The Beacon Hill Chronicle 
The Boston Tab 
The Boston Herald 
The Boston Globe 
The Boston Business Journal 
The Wall Street Journal 
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Letter 72 


Beacon Hill Civic Association 
Sandra C. Steele, President 


_ We need a long-term, encompassing plan no 
_ much more than a short-term, 20% fix. 


_ its delay model is different from and unreconelled with 
_ the FAA’s calculations, and its plan forecasts only 
_ 11 years, probably only 5-7 years after completion. 


sed on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced : 
_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
_ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high - 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the — 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 

__ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
' levels increase. 


» Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 

_ Chapter 1 and Appendix C include a description of FAA and 
_ U.S. DOT delay measures and their limitations, an 

_ explanation of computer models for estimating flight delays, 
_ and historical data on delays at Logan Airport and other major — 
_ United States airports. The methodology used for the 
_ Airside Project includes the effects of constraints at 

_ Logan Airport, and produces lower delay estimates than FAA 
_ modeling. The FAA approved all the models, which have 

_ been validated in previously published studies of 

_ Logan Airport. 


_ The planning scenarios for 29, 37.5 and 45 million 
_ passengers represent a range of future activity at : 
_ Logan Airport expected in the 1999 to 2020 time frame. 


‘Letter 72: Beacon Hill Civic Association, Sandra C. Steele, President 
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BEACHMONT NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION » INC. 
P.O. Box 204 
Revere, MA 02151 
(781) 289.9424 . LETTER 73 
E-Mail: beachmont@yahoo.com 
Website: www.BNA8.com 


April 22, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (Draft EIS/EIR) 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


Thank you for your consideration of our position, 


Sincerely, 


Ben Fao 


Ben Leone 
President 


enclosure 


ce: Mayor Robert J. Haas, Jr. 
Honorable City Council of Revere 
Honorable State Delegation 
John Silva, Manager of Environmental Programs, Airports Division, 


DIRECTORS | 


OFFICERS 

BEN LEONE, President DAVID DIBARRI 
JAMES PAGE, Vice President DARLENE JONES 
LAURA K. LEONE, Secretary GRACE KRUSE 
KRISTIN MASSUCCO, Treasurer TIMOTHY LESLIE 


BEACHMONT NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION , INC. 
P.O. Box 204 
Revere, MA 02151 
(781) 289-9424 
E-Mail: beachmont@yahoo.com 
Website: www.BNA8.com 


Pursuing A Better Quality of Life Under The Crowded Skies 


The Beachmont Neighborhood Association (hereafter referred to as “BNA’) on April 14, 1999, 
Sponsored an open meeting on the issue of Massport’s Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project 
(hereafter referred to as the “Proposal”). We remain grateful for Massport’s accommodation to our 
request for their Participation at our neighborhood meeting. 


responding in general disagreement. Overall, the program was informative and interesting but, at 
the same time, quite disturbing to most of the audience. 


As for Runway 14/32, we are concerned by the potential posed for increased air traffic and the 
noise and air pollution its establishment would bring. The promise of a brief reprieve from current 
noise levels for Revere and a few other communities is far from a justification for the BNA to 
Support it. As for the reduction in aircraft approach minimums, we are concerned with what 


The BNA favors economic vitality for Greater Boston’s business communities. We favor energized 
focus on moving Boston toward a “world class” city. We are also keenly aware of the vital role air 
traffic plays in such development. 


13.1 


13.2 


BNA Public Comment to 
Draft EIS/EIR 
Page 2 


The BNA favors a more equitable distribution of noise levels among affected areas. 13.3 


more than enough traffic, air and noise pollution. The BNA is convinced the Proposal is destined to 
bring more pollution. We are convinced, too, that the next proposal (which the current Proposal, if 


accepted, will necessitate) will bring even more. We simply do not want any more. 


In order to avoid ending negatively, the BNA offers the following recommendations. We hope that 

Massport can continue to work with affected communities in order to: 23 4 

1) Devise a regional plan for aircraft operations in eastern Massachusetts, both for immediate and . 
long-term future needs; , 

2) Embark upon a fair, impartial and complete evaluation of Hanscom Air Field and Worcester 13.5 
Airport as to what roles they each are capable of assuming in the short term to alleviate Logan’s 
congestion, and in the long-term as alternative airports; 13 6 

3) Study what further can be done to create and then mandate quieter aircraft; and, . 

4) Agree with sincerity to select locations as sites for three (3) additional airports to be developed 13 7 
within eastern Massachusetts. . 


*The BNA is an organization founded to serve as a focal point for community action dedicated to 
improving the quality of life in Beachmont and to joining in common effort with other groups for 
such purpose. 
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Letter 73 
Beachmont Neighborhood Association 


Response 


s for Runway 14/32, we are concerned by the potential The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

| posed for increased air traffic and the noise and air _ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
_ pollution its establishment would bring. _ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 

: _ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
_ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
| on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 

_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating : 
_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft - 
_ operations. 


Altematives Reduced _ As for the reduction in aircraft approach minimums, we _ Reducing the current landing minimums for Runways 15R, 

_ Approach _ are concerned with what we perceive to be the serious _ 22L, and 27 at Logan Airport will not increase noise levels. 
- Minima _ safety factor in lowering the ceiling for planes landing in —_Aiircraft will follow the same arrival paths, at the same 
_ conditions of low visibility. _ altitudes as today, but the location at which a missed 


_ approach decision must be made will be moved closer to the 

_ airport. Since missed approaches rarely occur, they have 

_ no discernible effect on the cumulative noise. For example, 

_ reducing the Runway 22L decision height to 200 feet moves 

_ the maximum noise point to approximately 3,000 feet from 

_ touchdown which is further from populated areas in 

_ East Boston than the current maximum noise point. Although 

_ categorically excluded from NEPA review, modeling of the 

_ changes in runway availability from reductions in the 

_ approach minimums and an analysis of the potential impacts 

- on community noise exposure that may result were included : 

_ inthe Airside Project in compliance with an earlier agreement 
among Massport, the FAA and the City of Boston. : 


... favors a more equitable distribution of noise levels _ Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 

- among affected areas. _ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 

_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 

_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

_ Most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 

_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 

three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


Refer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter 73: Beachmont Neighborhood Association 
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code. Tene | Joniee pommel o_ at OO att et TS 
(73.4 Regional Regional Devise a regional plan for aircraft operations ineastern Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
_ Alternatives Airports _ Massachusetts, both for immediate and long-term future _ discussion of the specific role played by the regional 


| needs; _ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
_ to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long : 
© recognized and has been a proponent of options to 

| Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 

_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 

_ options to Logan Airport. In the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport 

_ identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that could be 

_ absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 

__T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 

_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 

" these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 

_ traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 

_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 

_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be 
_ achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play 
_ an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 
_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 

_ Northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 

_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 

' necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 

" benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 

_ Logan Airport. 


‘Letter 73: Beachmont Neighborhood Association 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


_ mandate quieter aircraft; 


- Agree wi ty 
_ (3) additional airports to be developed within eastern 
_ Massachusetts. 


: eer 
_ Airports 


| cea 


i _ Alternatives 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


"The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 


_ inthe analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
_ serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 


already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 
operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 
operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 
newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 


_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

_ Services to short-haul regional markets ~ Trenton, Buffalo, 
_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
_ Operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that — 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
"aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 

_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 

_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 

- commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 


a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 


_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 


passengers on Logan Airport’s commuter flights connect to 
other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 
passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 
commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 
shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 
(HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 


_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 
_ Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
_ of Hanscom Field. . 


_ Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 

_ City of Worcester to aggressively market the i 
_ Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 
_ involvement with the Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 
_ Operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 

_ By its agreement with the City of Worcester, Massport could 

_ assume ownership of the Worcester Regional Airport by 

~ 2005. On February 1, 2000, Delta Connection began serving 

_ Worcester Regional Airport with two daily nonstop roundtrip 

_ flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta. On July 6, 2000, 

_ American Eagle began service to New York JFK Airport with 
three daily nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. 

_ Massport is in ongoing discussions with other carriers 

_ regarding potential new services at Worcester Regional 

_ Airport. In addition, MassHighway is analyzing alternative 

_ highway routes that would improve surface access from I-90 

_ and I-290 to the Worcester Regional Airport and filed an ENF 
_ in December 1999. They have begun the preparation of a 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR for these improvements, which 

_ is expected to be filed in October 2001. 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
Regional ' Regional _ Embark upon a fair, impartial and complete evaluation of 
Alternatives Airports : Hanscom Airfield and Worcester Airport as to what roles 
: _ they each are capable of assuming in the short term to 
: alleviate Logan’s congestion, and in the long-term as 
_ alternative airports; 
736 "Impacts —-—=s‘Study what further can be done to create andthen 


_ NASA\is conducting a major research project, funded in part 


_ by the FAA, to determine what can be done to develop 
_ quieter aircraft. This project should provide the technical 


feasibility for developing quieter aircraft in the future. 


ect locations as sites for three | Comment noted. 
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LETTER 74 


April 23. 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOQEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


As a financial securities industry executive who uses Logan Airport quite frequently, | 
am writing to strongly support the Massachusetts Port Authority's proposal regarding the 
construction of runway 14/32. In addition, as the Vice Chairman of the Greater Boston 
Chamber of Commerce's Economic Development and Transportation Committee, I am 


120,000 hours and cost approximately $319 million. As just one recent example. I was 


when one flight was cancelled and another delayed on the ground, as well as enroute, 
because windy conditions required Logan to operate with only one Tunway. As a result, | 
missed a business appointment in Boston, --a circumstance which could jeopardize my 


As the major airport in New England, Logan is a key driving force in the regional 
economy, with an impact of $5 billion annually. It employs more than 15,000 people and 
supports over 100 aicport-related businesses. Continuing our regional economic growth 
and insuring the future fiscal health of the Commonwealth and Surrounding states are 


141 


highly dependent on the success of the runway 14/32 Project. As New England faces 
greater Competition both nationally and abroad, having an airport that Operates efficiently 


will U-come increasingly critical to our future. 


Unfortunately, regional transportation measures will not provide sufficient relief for the 
problem of Logan delays. While Amtrak high-speed rail and growth at other regional 
airports are also necessary, they cannot begin to deal with the projected demand for air 
travel to Boston during the next decade. The Tunway 14/32 initiative, together with the 
entire Logan modemization Project, thus strongly deserves your approval. 


Sincerely, 


John W. Gillespie 
Managing Director 
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Letter 74 
Bear, Stearns & Co., Inc. 
John W. Gillespie, Managing Director 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


..l am extremely concemed that the regional economy 
will suffer greatly if the proposal is not approved. 


Section 1.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the 
/ importance | of Logan Airport to the e regional | economy. : 


BOSTON 


CONVENTION 
& VISITORS 
BUREAU 


LETTER 75 


America's Walking City i 
April 12, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs - MEPA 
100 Cambridge Street — 20" Fioor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Re: EOEA 10458 


| am writing on behalf of the 1,200 businesses and companies that are 
members of the Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau, Inc. 


We wish to be recorded in favor of the Proposed unidirectional runway project 
14-32 at Boston Logan International Airport. 


This proposed runway will significantly reduce delays at Logan Airport and 
allow it to operate much more efficiently. 


In the short term, the Proposed runway project is the most realistic way in which 
to address Logan’s delay problem. Even with the dramatic growth of regional 15 1 


convention delegates. 


If Logan’s well-documented delay problems are not addressed, the ability of the 15 y) 
region's visitor industry to compete for business will be compromised; and the . 
economic benefits it generates will be threatened. 


Two Coprtey PLACE tel 617.536.4100 


SUITE 105 ; fax 617.424.7664 
*OSTON, MA 02116-6501 www.bostonusa.com 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley — MEPA Office 
Page 2 
April 12, 1999 


groundside and airside. Without the Proposed runway, our convention and 
meetings business will be threatened; and we could lose out on much of the 
business that the new convention center in the Seaport District is expected to 


generate. 


If there is any additional information you need, please let us know. 


j CS tente 


Patrick B. Moscaritolo 
President and CEO 


mg 
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Letter 75 
Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau 
Patrick B. Moscaritolo, President & CEO 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


_ Regional _ Regional __...the proposed runway project is the most realistic way 
_ Transportation Airports, _ which to address Logan's delay problem. Even with the 
_ Passenger Rail | dramatic growth of regional airports in Providence and 

_ Manchester and the potential of Worcester and Portland 
_ Airports, as well as high-speed rail between Boston and 
» New York, Logan will continue to be the airport of choice 
» for business travelers and convention delegates. 


Logan's well-documented delay problems are not The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
_ addressed, the ability of the region's visitor industry to _ the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 

' compete for business will be compromised; and the _ environmentally responsible manner. Section 1.32 of the 

' economic benefits it generates will be threatened. _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the importance of 
irport to tourism and the regional economy. 


Letter 75: Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau, Patrick B. Moscaritolo, President & CEO 


THE BOSTON HARBOR ISLANDS ADVISORY COUNCIL 
BOSTON HARBOR ISLANDS NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 
408 Atlantic Avenue 


Suite 228 LETTER 76 


Boston, MA 02110-3350 
April 22, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20" Floor 

Boston, MA 022025 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs ) 
Airport Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Motion 1: The Advisory Council cannot support the Draft Environmental! Impact Report (EIR)/ 16 1 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) filed by Massport and the Federal Aviation 
Administration if the addition of a new runway and associated taxiway leads to more 
overflights of the Boston Harbor Islands. 


* Motion 2: The Advisory Council requests that Massport and the Federal Aviation Administration 16 2 
withdraw the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/ Draft Environmental Impact 3 
Statement (EIS) until a more comprehensive analysis of the benefits and impacts the 16 3 
Proposed runway and associated taxiway can be presented. Additionally, there should be . 


greater involvement by a Spectrum of interested parties to seek a long-term solution to the 
Tegions transportation needs. 


If you have any questions please do not hesitate to call. Thank you. 


On Zi - Boston Harbor Island Advisory Council 


Philip E. Lemnios 
Member 


cc: All Members of the Boston Harbor Advisory Council 
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Letter 76 


The Boston Harbor Islands Advisory Council 
Philip E. Lemnios, Member 


Code  Topici 


Topic 2 Comment 


76.1 = Alternatives Preferred __..Cannot support the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
: _ Alternative _ (EIR)...if the addition of a new runway and associated 
_ taxiway leads to more overflights of the Boston Harbor 


Islands. 


ae ssh Vo F ediess thea waswporandine Fated kat 
: » Review : _ Administration withdraw the Draft Environmental Impact 


_ Process : _ Report (EIR)/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
: until a more comprehensive analysis of the benefits and 
_ impacts the proposed runway and associated taxiway can 
_ be presented. 


Letter 76: The Boston Harbor Islands Advisory Council, Philip E. Lemnios, Member 


ile within the 


' No Action Alternative (Alternative 4) / 
_ 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level (dB DNL) contour, will have no 
_ noise increase with the Preferred Alternative. Refer to 
: Section 6.3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional 


e to the Preferred Alternative. 
esponse to he FAA's review of the Draft 


Vy 

_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the : 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed _ 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and | 
" three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. : 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. 

_ Twelve meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 

_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 
series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 

_ industry experts. 


The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 


project adequately and properly complies with the 


_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


_ Review _ interested parties to seek a long-term solution to the 
| Process _ regions transportation needs. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Massport has a history of engaging in cooperative 

regional transportation planning and continues its efforts to 
promote an efficient and balanced regional transportation 
system. 


There was an extensive public participation and review 
process during the preparation of the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR. Public comments were received on the ENF 


after it was filed during the summer of 1995. In the fall of 

_ 1995, several public scoping sessions were held to provide 

- community input to the subsequent state and federal scopes 
"for the project. To assure that the Airside analysis was 

_ conducted with awareness and input from all concerned 
parties, the Massport Board established the Airside Review 
- Committee (ARC), which consists of the Community Advisory 
_ Committee (with representatives from 24 communities 

_ surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants — 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 

_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 
_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 
16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 
_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 


_ CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 

_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
_ Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
- an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 

_ comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the 

_ FAA held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
' input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the : 
_ FAA’s direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed — 
- by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 

_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

- SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. 

_ Twelve meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 

_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
- and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 

_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 


_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
_ industry experts. : 


Letter 76: The Boston Harbor Islands Advisory Council, Philip E. Lemnios, Member 


BRITISH AIRWAYS > 


Apmil 8, 1999 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs LETTER a 
ATTN: MEPA 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
EOEA #10458 


100 Cambridge St. - 20" Floor 
Boston, MA 02205. 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


British Airways wishes to express its support for the series of airside improvements currently 
Proposed by Massport. In an effort to reduce delay and improve efficiency on Logan’s 
airfield, we support the following projects: 


= Construction of an uni-directional reliever Tunway 14/32 for local over the water 
operations. 


=> Construction of a centerfield taxiway to reduce taxiway congestion. TA 
=> Realignment and extension of existing taxiways to enhance airfield safety. 


=> Reduction of approach minimums on Tunways to upgrade Logan Airport to industry 
standards. 


On behalf of our Customers, 553,943 passengers who traveled through Logan on British 
Airways in 1998 and who annually ship over 22 million tons of Cargo and mail in and out of 


Ga Visentin 
Director Passenger & Cargo Operations 
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Letter 77 

British Airways 

Gail Visentin, Director Passenger & 
Cargo Operations 


Comment 


Topic 2 


_ Preferred 
Alternative 


British Airways]...support(s).... Construction of an 
uni-directional reliever runway 14/32.... Construction of a 
centerfield taxiway... Realignment and extension of 

existing taxiways.... Reduction of approach minimums.. 


Letter 77: British Airways, Gail Visentin, Director Passenger & Cargo Operations 


Maw d thymmeniis 4 & mt tides 


Building and Construction Trades Council of the Metropolitan District 


AFFILIATED TO THE 


BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES DEPARTMENT 
AF.LC.LO. 


TERRITORIAL JURISDICTION 


Arlington, Belmont, Boston, Burlington, Cambridge, Canton, Chelsea, Dedham, Everett, Malden, 
Medford, Melrose, Milton, Norwood, Reading, Revere, Somerville, Stoneham, Wakefield, 
Walpole, Westwood, Winthrop, Winchester, Wobum, and the Islands of Boston Harbor. 


Joseph W. Nigro Jr. 
Secretary-Treasurer 
General Agent 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20th Floor 

Boston,MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: April 22,1999 


Delays at Logan are consistently among the worsts in the U.S. 


LETTER 78 


8.1 


These delays are not only inconvenient, they are costly. In 1998 


delays at Logan cost airline and their passengers nearly $310 
million. These losses ultimately affect the livelihood of many 


A major component of the Airside Improvement Project, Runway 
14/32, provides Significant noise relief for our members living 
in the highest impacted noise areas of East Boston's Bayswater, 


18.2 


18.3 


than over communities. It also allows noise impacts to be spread 


more equitably across communities. The proposed centerfield 


taxiway and other improvements would further enhance air quality 78.4 


With an annual economic impact of $5 billion, Logan International 


Airport is directly responsible for creating more than 15,000 
jobs in this area, many of which are the hard working men and 
women of the Trade Unions. 


Page 2 
Logan Airport 
April 22,1999 


It is therefore, without reservation, the Boston Building Trades 
Council, AFL-CIO wholeheartedly support's Airside Improvements at 
Logan Airport and looks forward to the projects approval. 


Thank you for your attention to this matter. 


osepn W. Nigro,Jr 
Secretary Treasurer/General Agent 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 
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Letter 78 


Building and Construction Trades Council 
of the Metropolitan District 
Joseph W. Nigro, Jr. 


Secretary Treasurer/General Agent 


Response 
Delays at Logan are consistently among the worst inthe Comment noted. 

_ U,S...In 1998 delays at Logan cost airline and their : 

assengers nearly $310 million. 


major component of the Airside Improvement project, 
Runway 14/32, provides significant noise relief for our 
mbers living in the highest i i 


.. The new unidirectional Runway A 

ver water rather than over communities. It also allows 
joise impacts to be spread more equitably across 
‘communities. 

he proposed centerfield taxiway and other improvements — The emissions inventory and dispersion modeling indicate 
‘ould further enhance air quality... _ better air quality conditions with Runway 14/32 and the 

_ Centerfield Taxiway than with the No Action Alternative. 


Comment 


Topic 1 
Purpose and 


| Need 


Topic 2 
Delay 


_ Alternatives 


~ Runway 14/32 


“783 Altematives “Runway Use 


Taxiway 


“784 
_ Improvements 


Letter 78:Building and Construction Trades Council of the Metropolitan District 
Joseph W. Nigro, Jr., Secretary Treasurer/General Agent 
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LETTER 79 


| Testimony for the Federal Aviation Administration with comments submitted 
Pursuant to MEPA by Daniel A. Wolf, President of Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines 
Apnil 7, 1999 


John Silva, Federal] Aviation Administration 


Arthur Pugsley, Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 


top airports in the country in terms of aircraft delays 19.1 


major delays, lost business time, missed connections and higher travel costs for both the 
industry and the passengers. 

Although the proposed runway would increase efficiency and safety it would not 
increase the number of overall operations. | understand that is a major concern from a 
number of the communities in the area. 

Another issue of course is noise. Once again aviation sense must come into play 
here. The proposed Tunway would re-direct the noise impact over the water thus away 
from some communities that are currently experiencing a disproportionate noise impact. 

Alternatives to Logan Airport as a:departure point have also been discussed. 

As someone whose business relies heavily on'connecting passengers from Logan I need 
to point out that passengers arriving to Massachusetts from other parts of the world need 
Logan to make their connections to Cape Cod and the Islands. Air transportation markets 
are not automatically transferable. The use of alternative regional air transportation 
facilities should be encouraged but developing new air transportation markets with 
adequate ground transportation and other support infrastructure takes time. 

We do encourage and support a regional approach to alternative regional air 
transportation issues. In fact, in an ongoing effort to pull some of our traffic out of Logan 
Airport, Cape Air Provides service to New Bedford and Providence and invests 

considerable time and money in supporting the operation of the New Bedford Airport. 

Such efforts should not be at the expense of the ongoing safety and effectiveness 
of the operations at Logan. 

We believe that Massport has done a thorough job of evaluating the range of 
delay reduction tools outlined in Alternative 1A of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement filed with the MEPA Unit of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs. 
Implementing the outlined improvements will allow the airport to operate at maximum 


efficiency regardless of wind direction. 


19.2 


79.3 


19.4 


19.5 


19.6 
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Letter 79 


Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines 
Daniel A. Wolf, President, Cape Air, Testimony 


Topic 1 


_ Purpose and 
_ Need 


Topic 2 


Comment 


__...That construction of proposed runway 
' perfect aviation sense. Currently Logan Airport has the 
' dubious distinction of being one of the top airports in the 


| country in terms of aircraft delays. The primary reason for 


this is very simple. Under certain wind conditions the 
! capacity at Logan Airport drops from 120 operations per 
| hour to as few as 60. 


Alternatives 


Although the proposed runway would increase efficiency 
_ and safety it would not increase the number of overall 
_ operations. 


unway Use The proposed runway would re-direct the noise impact — 


_ over the water, thus away from some communities that 
_ are currently experiencing a disproportionate noise 
impact. 


| err cad 
_ Airports 


Re a — 


_ Alternatives to Logan Airport as a departure point have 
_ Transportation 


_ also been discussed...passengers arriving to 

' Massachusetts from other parts of the world need 

_ Logan to make their connections to Cape Cod and the 
Islands. Air transportation markets are not automatically 
transferable. 


| ual 
_ Airports 


| Soe 
_ Transportation 


_ alternative regional air transportation issues. 
79.6 Alternatives 


We believe that Massport has done a thorough job of 
_ evaluating the range of delay reduction tools outlined in 
_ Alternative 1A of the Draft Environmental Impact 


_ Preferred 
_ Alternative 


allow the airport to operate at maximum efficiency 
_ regardless of wind direction. 


_ Statement... Implementing the outlined improvements will 


The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 


_ the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 

_ environmentally responsible manner. The construction of 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 would prevent the significant 
_ drop in airfield capacity that now occurs during 

_ northwest wind conditions. The runway would not increase 
_ Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of 

_ approximately 120 operations per hour which is available 

_ nearly 80 percent of the year, but rather would allow this 

_ Capacity to be maintained more consistently. 


Comment noted. 


Letter 79: Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines, Daniel A. Wolf, President, Cape Air, Testimony 
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LETTER 80 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Unit 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA #10458 
100 Cambridge St. 20" floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project 


Dear Mr. Secretary: 


For ten years Cape Air has been the critical air link between Logan International 

Airport and several Massachusetts communities. Currently we provide year round 

scheduled air service from Logan, New Bedford Airport, and T.F. Green Airport in 

Rhode Island to Cape Cod and the Islands of Nantucket and Martha’s Vineyard. Access 

to Logan is critical to the communities we serve. This year Cape Air will transport more 

then 150,000 passengers between Logan Airport and Cape Cod and the Islands. 80 i 
Cape Air actively supports Massport’s efforts to improve the safety and efficiency ; 

of Logan operations. For the past three years I have participated in the environmental 

review of this project. I attended nearly all of the Airside Review Committee meetings 

and provided economic and operational data on our company for use in technical analysis 

of delay conditions, the assessment of alternatives and the development of case studies. 

Prior to my participation in this project I was a member of the Second Airport 

Commission charged with assessing the Commonwealth’s needs and opportunities for 

creating a second major airport. As an airline president as well as a pilot, I have hands on, 

practical knowledge of the delay conditions at Logan and am familiar with Massport’s 


_ efforts to address the Commonwealth’s long-term air transportation needs. Based on 80 y) 


these experiences I believe that Massport has undertaken a thorough and credible 
assessment of alternatives to reduce delays at Logan and at the same time is working to 
develop increased use of regional transportation facilities to help relieve pressure at 
Logan. 
Logan’s location on the waterfront and within city limits poses landside and 
airside challenges, but also offers the potential environmental benefits of moving air 80 4 
traffic over water. Logan experiences wind conditions that severely reduce Logan’s : 
capacity from 120 operations an hour to 90 or as low as 60 per hour. I agree with 
Massport’s analysis which indicates the proposed airside improvements would both 


equitably redistribute noise and 
from affected communities. 


at the same time shift existing zoise over water and away 


In Alternative 1A, Massport proposes 14/32 as a unidirectional runway for this 
purpose. This plan also includes taxiway improvements and reduced approach . 
minimums. Massport’s analysis demonstrates that these actions will have meaningful 
delay reduction results without causing negative environmental impacts on the 


surrounding communities. 


The DEIR/S documents the negative impact peak period Pricing would have on 
Cape Air and the remote destinations we serve. Peak period pricing would increase our 


In addition, Cape Air strongly supports the communities we Serve in a variety of 
ways including low cost medical flight service to Boston from our remote destinations, 
With peak hour Pricing not only would the communities lose that benefit but since we are 
the only airline providing air service to the town of Provincetown that community would 


be severely impacted. 


Compounding the economic and public welfare issues are the resulting 
environmental impacts from adding 450,000 passengers we carry to already congested 
roadways including the Southeast Expressway, Route 3, and Route 6. 

The often cited claim that cammiers such as Cape Air are the major cause of delays 


to delay reduction. 


will improve the safety and efficiency of operations at Logan and thereby serve the best 
interests of the Commonwealth. It would be unfortunate if we squandered this 


80.4 


80.5 


80.6 


opportunity which would not only improve the efficiency and safety of Logan - 
Airport, but also produce beneficial environmental results. 


Thank-you for the opportunity to comment. 


Daniel A. Wolf 
President, Cape Air 
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Letter 80 
Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines 
Daniel A. Wolf, President 


Topic 1 Comment Response 


Cape Air actively supports Massport's efforts to i improve 
the safety and efficiency of ‘Logan operations. 


Saal believe that Massport has undertaken a thorough and 
_ credible assessment of alternatives to reduce delays at 
Logan.... 


.... agree with Masspor's analysis which indicates the 


“803 
: _ proposed airside improvements would both equitably 


Impacts 


over water and | away | from affected communities. 


Pre : : a ite 
_ have meaningful delay reduction results without causing 
_ negative environmental impacts on the surrounding 


» communities. 


Peak Period 
_ Pricing 


_ would not be effective in reducing current or projected 


_ due to adverse wind conditions and not a result of airline 
over: “scheduling. 


Peak Period. 


806 
Pricing 


_ pricing would have on Cape Air and the remote 

_ destinations we serve...the elimination of Cape Air's 

_ operations by the use of peak hour pricing brings with it 
_ many negative consequences without any significant 

_ commensurate benefit to delay reduction. 


..he analysis contained in the DEIR can lead to actions 
_ that will improve the safety and efficiency of operations at 
_ Logan and thereby serve the best interests of the 


Preferred — 


- Alternative 


_ Alternatives 


_ redistribute noise and at the same time shift existing noise 


: ieeate am ese el ae aa ar ~ SENT eee I a a Sa aap he ln re 


Massport's analysis demonstrates that peak hour pricing e 


_ delays at Logan... This is particularly true since delays are 


The DEIR/S documents the negative impact peak period | aE 


Commonwealth. 


Comment noted. 


~ aan nie oe ee eee 


_ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

_ analysis of a PPP exemption program designed to protect : 
_ services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
_ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
"system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 

_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
_ air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak — 
_ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 

_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 

_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
- well as other small communities i in New England. 


4 Comment noted, 


‘Letter 80: Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines, Daniel A. Wolf, President - 


MUIPYELUL UV 


CHAMBER of COMMERCE 


LETTER 81 


John D. O'Brien 
Chief Executive Officer 


April 15, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
Cambridge Street 

20' Street 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


I have represented Cape Cod business interests on the Airside Review Committee (A.R.C.) for 
the past three years. 


The business community on Cape Cod strongly supports the Logan improvement Program as 
outlined in MassPort’s plan submitted to you for MEPA review. 


As you know.we here on the Cape and Islands have developed an economic development 
strategic plan that has as its fundamental Purpose a balance between environmental concerns 
and the development of more stable year round jobs. 


As part of our effort we have endeavored to stretch out our tourism season by using more 
sophisticated marketing techniques aimed at a target market. We also are augmenting this 


In order to be successful we need reliable on time air service. 


Economic Development Division Convention & Visitors Bureau 
307 Main Street ~ Suite 2 307 Main Street ~ PO. Box 790 
Hyannis, MA 02601~4043 Hyannis, MA 0260! ~0790 
Tel: Sos~ 790~4980 Tel: 508~862~0700 
Fax: 508~ 790~ 1889 Fax: S08~862~0727 

‘s Www. Capecodchamber. org URL: wuw. Capecodchamber.org 


ils €cdeu@capecodchamber org i Email: info@capecodchamber. org 


Our international visitor market is growing and this market alone requires efficient reliable 
connections to our Cape and Islands Airports. , - 


As a member of the A.R.C. Committee I Participated in the numerous working sessions and 81 a| 
Came away with the belief that the MassPort plan including runway 14/32 is essential to our 
economic well being. 


Additionally, as I suggested and pressed for early on, the use of peak period pricing is not a 
workable solution at Logan and it would absolutely devastate our small carriers based on 81 2 
Cape Cod. 


The MassPort staff and the community activists basically agree that Cape Air would 
essentially be put out of business by the use of peak period pricing. 


81.3 


The business community on Cape Cod urges approval of MassPort's overall] plan to reduce 
delay at Logan with the taxiway improvements and the construction of runway 14/32, 


Sincerely, 


on Pan, 


John O’Brien 
Chief Executive Officer 


cc Mr. John Silva 
Manager, Environmental Program 
Airports Division F.A.A. 
New England Division 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


JDO:sb 
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Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce 
John O’Brien, Chief Executive Officer 


Code Topic 1 


Topic 2 Comment 
_ Runway 14/32 


_ Alternatives __...[ participated in the numerous working sessions and 
d _ came away with the belief that the Massport plan 
_ including runway 14/32 is essential to our economic well 


- being. 


Comment noted. 


Peak Period .the use of peak period pricing is not a workable solution — The analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 
_ Pricing : at Logan and it would absolutely devastate our small _ airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 
i | cartiers based on Cape Cod. The Massport staff andthe capacity of the airport and provides an assessment of the 
_ community activists basically agree that Cape Air would —_ extent of the benefits from PPP under such circumstances. 
_ essentially be put out of business by the use of peak _ Analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
period pricing. DEIS/FEIR. 


Alternatives 


The business community on Cape Cod urges approval of 
_ Massport's overall plan to reduce delay at Logan with the 
_ taxiway improvements and the construction of runway 
14/32. 


Letter 81: Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce, John O'Brien, Chief Executive Officer 
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Var Ee VUU ECUNUMIL VEVELUPMEN! COUNCIL 


3225 MAIN STREET 
PO. BOX 226 
BARNSTABLE, MA 02630 ; 
(508) 362-3828 7 
FAX: (508) 362-3136 * : 


LETTER 82 


April 15, 1999 


Secretary Robert Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02202 

Attention: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Unit 


John C. Silva, Manager 

Environmental Programs 

Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 EOEA #10458 


Dear Sirs: 


On behalf of the Cape Cod Economic Development Council (CCEDC) I would like to 
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (DEIR/ S) for the Logan 


The Council believes that Alternative 1A as presented in the DEIR/S provides the most direct 
and effectiv i i ici 


Regarding peak Pricing, the Council recognizes that Massport has conducted a thorough 
assessment of delay reduction benefits of Peak period pricing, as well as the impacts on air 
carriers to the region and the tegional economy. Through this assessment Massport has 


ur 


82.1 


force more cars onto local roadways, which are already stressed beyond capacity during the 
summer season. 


Thank you for the Opportunity to comment on the Logan DEIR. 


Sincerely, 


Daniel Dray os ae 


Administrator 
Cape Cod Economic Development Council 


ce: Honorable A. Paul Cellucci, Governor 
Mr. Peter Blute, Massachusetts Port Authority 
Mr. Mark Robinson, Chairman, Massport Board of Directors 


Cape Cod Delegation to the Massachusetts General Court 

Cape Cod Board of Selectman 

Barnstable Town Council 

Cape Ports 

Cape Cod Commission 

Mary Pat Flynn, Cape Cod Economic Development Council, Chairman 
David Willard, Cape Cod Economic Development Council, Vice-Chairman 
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Letter 82 
Cape Cod Economic Development Council 
Daniel Dray, Administrator 


Comment 


..believes that Alternative 1A as presented in the DEIR/S 
_ Alternative : 


provides the most direct and effective actions for 
' controlling delays and increasing operating efficiency. 


..Strongly opposes the imposition of peak period pricing The analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 

- at Logan Airport at any time. _ airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 

: _ capacity of the airport and provides an assessment of the 
_ extent of the benefits from PPP under such circumstances. 
_ Analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. 


“Refer to response to comment82.2.02 


_ Pricing 


eak Period The Council notes Massport's finding of the "real 
_ Pricing | possibility" that peak period pricing could put carriers 
_ serving this region out of business. ...the loss of air 
_ service would fundamentally threaten the health and 
__ safety of residents.... Cape Air currently provides a 
_ medical care flight service that many residents rely on. 
_...peak period pricing would also generate harmful 
' environmental impacts. The resulting loss of air : 
_ transportation would force more cars onto local roadways, _ 
| which are already stressed beyond capacity during the : 
: summer season. 


Letter 82: Cape Cod Economic Development Council, Daniel Dray, Administrator 
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CHARLESTOWN 


| Business 


| ASSOCIATION . LETTER 83 


April 23, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs Robert Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street, 20th floor, Room 2000 
Boston, MA 02202 


Attention: MEPA Unit, Arthur Pugsley 


RE: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project - EOEA #10458 DEIS/R 
By Facsimile: (617) 727-1598 
Dear Secretary Durand: 


On behalf of the Charlestown Business Association, | wish to xpress our concern over the 
application made by the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) and the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) to develop a new runway, 14/32, at Boston-Logan International Airport 
(Logan) in Boston, Massachusetts and over the information contained in the DEIS/R which 


It is for these reasons that the Board of Directors of the Charlestown Business Association voted 
recently to oppose development of the new runway, 14/32, at Logan. The Charlestown Business 
Association (CBA), founded in 1986, is an organization of approximately 180 members, including 
Office, industrial, retail, restaurant, and recreational businesses and non-profit institutions, most 
located withi1 Charlestown itself. The CBA gives businesses a voice in the Charlestown 
community, and its mission is to better the community through commerce. 


Our reading of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report Volume 1 did not alleviate our 
concems about impacts of the Proposed runway on our community and on the impacted 
communities. The following are particular areas of concem. 


1. Need for a Regional Network. A basic premise of the DEIS/R is that “ The transportation 
services provided at Logan -- both Passenger and air cargo- are essential to the economic 83 { 
success of the entire New England Region.” (ES-6). By using the word “essential”, the . 
proponents ignore the fact that Logan is but one element in the regional transportation 
network. By using the word “essential”, they focus only on increasing capacity at Logan 
rather than on Seriously analyzing the regional capacity and growth potential of the network 
of airports at Worcester, Hanscom Field, T.F. Green Airport, RI, Manchester, NH, and 
Bradley International Airport, Hartford, CT. 


Page 2 


2. Need for Runway by Runway Numbers: The DEIS/R did not appear to list the increases 
in numbers of arrivals and departures runway by runway, that is by direction, under the 
various alternatives. It is not possible to determine the increases or decreases in activity 
level with construction of R14 4/32. However, earlier reports presented to Massport’s 


available in Volume 1 of the DEIS/R? From a Charlestown point of view, the 1997 
document certainly makes the case for our not supporting construction of R14/32. 


3. Delays: The information on delays does not indicate the number of delays caused by 
weather-related problems at other airports For example, many of us have experienced 
winter delays when connecting flights are delayed by snow at other distant airports. What 
Part of the total delay is caused by such weather problems elsewhere? 


4. Soundproofing Mitigation: Massport's willingness to soundproof buildings should not be 
used to support arguments for expansion of Logan runways. For businesses that operate 


you soundproof the out-of-doors? There is a loss in property value attributable to the 
increase in noise and air traffic that cannot be mitigated by soundproofing. Where is this 
loss in property value given attention in the DEIS/R? 


5. Is Runway 14/32 always going to be uni-directional. While the uni-directional R14/32 
as proposed has negative impacts on the Charlestown community and its business 
community, we wonder how many years it will be before Massport makes the argument for 
a two-directional runway 14/32. A two-directional runway would have a far more 
devastating environmental impact on Charlestown than the uni-directional runway, which 
we oppose as it is proposed. 


We recognize the importance of the airport to the regional economy, but we side with the quality 
of life and economic viability issues which are “essential” to us. We believe that Massport and the 
FAA must take a regional approach to solving the airport growth and usage problems, among 
other issues cited above. Until that happens, we can find little, if anything, in the proposed R14/32 
plan that we support. 


Sincerely, 


Carer Bretle 
Carol Bratley, Chair 
Charlestown Business Association 


cc: Senator Thomas F. Birmingham, State House 
Representative Eugene L. O'Flaherty, State House 
City Councilor Paul Scapicchio, District One, Boston City Hall 


83.2 


83.3 


83.4 


83.5 


83.6 
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Letter 83 
Charlestown Business Association 
Carol Bratley, Chair 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
83.1 | Regional _ Regional __...[the proponents] focus only ig cap: @ Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
: ' Transportation | Airports » Logan rather than on seriously analyzing the regional _ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
: : capacity and growth potential of the network of airports at _ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
| Worcester, Hanscom Field, T.F. Green Airport, RI, _ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
_ Manchester, NH, and Bradley International Airport, - 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 


| Hartford, CT. Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
: _ Strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
on only one or two runways, compared to the typical i 

three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 
_ runway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating : 
_ Capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
operations. 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR provide an evaluation of the regional airports at 

_ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester, and 

_ Worcester Regional and their potential impacts on 

_ Logan Airport. Hanscom Field is the region’s premier general 
_ aviation facility and accommodated over 180,000 aircraft 

_ operations in 1998. The regional airports are expected to 

_ accommodate an increasing share of the overall growth in air 
_ travel demand within the greater Boston area. This will : 
_ provide some relief to the growth pressures at Logan Airport. 
_ Nevertheless, the proposed Logan Airport Airside Projectis 
_ necessary and provides clear benefits at current traffic levels. 
_ These benefits will only increase in the future, even as i 
_ developments at the regional airports act to reduce the rate of 
_ future growth at Logan Airport. : 


earlier reports presented to Massport's Airside Review Arrivals and departures by runway end for all future fleets and 
: Committee on April 2, 1997, for the Environmental Impact Project alternatives were included in Appendix H of the 
Study on Logan Airport Improvements show the changes Dratt EIS/EIR. The same information for the 2015 37.5M High : 
| in arrivals and departures runway by runway under the ©. Ru fleetis included in Appendix C of the 
_ 14/32 build and no-build scenario. Why was this same Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ information not readily available in Volume 1 of the : 


DEIS/R? 
: The information on delays does not indicate the number of | The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
_ delays caused by weather-related problems at other _ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ airports...What part of the total delay is caused by such _ project adequately and properly complies with the 
_ weather problems elsewhere? _ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 


_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ The Airside Project addresses delays from constraints at 

_ Logan Airport. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a detailed discussion 
_ of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and historical data, _ 
_ along with comparisons of Logan Airport delays within the : 
_ context of delays at other United States airports. 
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eree: 


Topic 2 Comment Response 
83.4 


Sound 
_ Insulation 


Masspott's willingness to soundproof buildings should not ~—-- Massport's FAA-approved sound insulation progfam is only one 
e used to support arguments for expansion of _ element of the noise abatement program. Fora discussion of 
ogan runways...how can you soundproof the out-of-doors? _ the noise abatement program, refer to the discussion in the 

_ Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 

_ Annual Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives 

_ underway that reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, 

_ including: 

Noise abatement and runway use restrictions; 

' Exploring means of extending the Logan Airport sound 

_ insulation program through innovative investigation of hill 

_ effects on sound propagation; 

_ Encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 
_ alternative airports; and 
lonitoring and improving achievem: 


_ The Runway 14/32 concept under revi 
DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all 

_ aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 

_ Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 

_ the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 

_ approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 

_ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
» such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
_ to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional 

_ requirements of that improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel 

_ and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is within 

_ 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the Hyatt Hotel 

_ and Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach 

_ surface glide slope requirements, thereby precluding arrivals 
_ from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor limiting 

_ westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available 
- facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 

_ maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 

_ Operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 
reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 
has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 
Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. Refer to Section 8.7 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR Draft Section 61 Findings, 
and the discussion in Section 8.5 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR regarding enforcement of unidirectionality of 


835 Altematives 


_ Runway 14/32 


s Runway 14/32 always going to be uni-directional. 


: _ Runway 14/32. 
83.6 Regional Regi We believe that Massport and the FAA must take a _ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
ransportation Airports 


_ regional approach to solving the airport growth.... includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 

_ Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that : 

_ service development and increased passenger traffic at these 

_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term : 

_ strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. 

_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 

_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 

_ analysis supports the conclusion that greater use of the : 
regional airports will provide passengers within the service 

_ area of such airports with a viable alternative to 

_ Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport’s primary 

_ service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 

_ regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 

_ improvements to be implemented under the Preferred 

_ Alternative at Logan Airport. 


‘Letter 83: Charlestown Business Association, Carol Bratley, Chair 


Chelsea ; 


Jeff Buck Marie lacono Richard Smigielski 
zi. Waterfront President Vice President Secretary / Treasurer 
Association : 


' Telephone 
884-3763 
~g LETTER 84 


To: Robert Durand 
Secretary of Executive Office of Enviromental Affairs 
April 22, 1999 


Dear Robert, 


The Chelsea Waterfront Association is a non-profit, non-partisan, neighborhood 
improvement association dedicated to giving its members a voice in the policies that 
affect the Chelsea waterfront area. The purpose of the association is to maintain and 
enhance the quality of life in our neighborhood and our City through information, 
education, advocacy, self-help, and activism as well as through cooperation with other 
civic organizations. The organization represents hundreds of residents in the Chelsea 
Historic Waterfront District who are vehemently opposed to the runway proposal. 


The Draft EIR/S contains many discrepancies and inadequacies and fails to address our 
concems regarding the health impacts of a new runway on our neighborhood. For the 
reasons detailed below, and we are sure many more, we encourage you to find this 
document inadequate and respectfully request the FAA withdraw support for the project. 


It has come to our attention that the new Tunway will allow for a tripling of flights over 84 1 
our neighborhood. Enough is enough! Our health is currently jeopardized by hundreds 

of thousands of vehicles travelling over the Tobin Bridge on one side, airplanes arriving 

and departing over heads, a salt pile on another side, an oil tank farm 45 feet from our 

boundary, and an onslaught of heavy truck traffic associated with all of them. We can 

not accept another assault on the quality of life in our neighborhood. 


First and foremost, the method used to measure the noise impact is inaccurate. We have 

learned through numerous conversations with Massport and the FAA that the yearly 84.2 
average noise level “predicted” by the integrated noise model has consistently 

underestimated the actual noise levels affecting the Waterfront area. The use of the same 

model to predict the impact of the dramatic increase in flights over our heads will surely 

underestimate it as well. We also feel that soundproofing would do little to mitigate the 

noise impact. Sound insulation does not protect our children when they are playing in the 

park and does not help us as we try to enjoy a sea breeze through open windows in the 


summertime. 8 43 


We are also disturbed about the DEIR/S lack of consideration of the Environmental 
Justice issue. Chelsea is a City of immigrants - always has been and always will be. We 
believe it is not coincidence that we have been targeted with the brunt of the noise impact 


of the proposal. But what about the other impacts on the low income, minority residents 
of Chelsea? Nothing was done in this report to address the Environmental Justice issue 
regarding the negative health impacts on us. In this sense the document also seems 
woefully inadequate. 


Naturally we were upset to learn that other alternatives such as a thorough regionalization 
plan including ALL other options was not included. Additionally, we believe a peak-hour 
pricing plan analyzing the delay effects of 80, 90, and 100 operations per hour should 
have been considered because 115 operations per hour understates the true benefit of this 
alternative. Why wasn’t a second airport examined? 


While Massport refuses to admit the Airside Improvement Planning Project will expand 
capacity at Logan, Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be 
considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft operations. Nothing has been 
done to determine the traffic impacts associated with expected increases in operations 
associated with this proposal. Chelsea can expect nothing but a dramatic increase in 


Chelsea is undergoing a modern day renaissance. We have had to fight harder than most 
to turn the City around. As this Proposal is being examined we are watching the value of 
our homes rise. We have a new school system and a local government committed to 
undoing the past. We were recently honored as an “All America City,” in recognition for 
our ability to address the problems confronting us. Our budget is balanced for the first 
time, and we are investing millions in our infrastructure in order to move forward into the 
next century. The proposed expansion of Logan Airport is the single largest threat we 
face. If this runway is built, years of hard work could be undone in an instant. 


Sincerly, 
Jeffrey Buck 


President Chelsea Waterfront Association 


84.4 


64.5 
84.6 


84.7 


84.8 
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Letter 84 
Chelsea Waterfront Association 
Jeffrey Buck, President 


Comment Response 


.. New runway will allow for a tripling of flights over our PRAS noise goals are based on the fact that DNL levels 
eighborhood. _ above 75 dB are considered unacceptable for residential land 
_ use and that DNL levels above 70 dB are also excessively 
_ high and should be reduced if feasible. PRAS 
_ recommendations are thus designed to shift operations off of 
_ funways where these high levels still exist — primarily in : 
_ Winthrop and to the north of Logan Airport in East Boston and 
Revere. No one in Chelsea or Charlestown currently : 
experiences noise that is this high. 


__...the method used to measure the noise imp _ We are not aware of any data that show an underestimation 
_ inaccurate. ...the integrated noise model has consistently of the noise in the Chelsea waterfront area by the model used 
" underestimated the actual noise levels affecting the in this study. : 
| Waterfront area. 


‘Letter 84: Chelsea Waterfront Association, Jeffrey Buck, President 


AIRSID 


LOGAN 


Code Topic 1 ___ Topic 2 
843 Noise - Sound 


| Insulation 


E IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 
..also feel that soundproofing would do little to mitigate 


_ the noise impact. Sound insulation does not protect our 
_ children when they are playing in the park and does not 


| help us as we try to enjoy a sea breeze through open 

_ windows in the summertime. We are also disturbed about 
' the DEIR/S' lack of consideration of the 

_ Environmental Justice issue. 


‘Letter 84: Chelsea Waterfront Association, J 


effrey Buck, President 


Response 


_ Massport's FAA-approved sound insulation program is only one 
_ element of the noise abatement program. Fora discussion of 
_ the noise abatement program, refer to the discussion in the 
"Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 

» Annual Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives 

_ underway that reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, 

- including: 

_ Noise abatement and runway use restrictions; 

_ Exploring means of extending the Logan Airport sound 

_ insulation program through innovative investigation of hill 
"effects on sound propagation; 

_ Encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 
alternative airports; and 

_ Monitoring and improving achievement of PRAS goals. 


_ The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 

_ populations were defined in accordance with Federal 

_ Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the 

~ Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 

_ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 
_ populations was expanded to include households at 

_ 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 
_ ho high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 
- and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a : 
household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 

_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 

- associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 

_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 

_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and 

_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

_ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 
contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 

_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

_ sound insulation. A discussion of the Environmental Justice 

"analysis is presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental 


DEIS/FEIR. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA s scoping 
_ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 
| addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 
_ levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 


and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 
discussion of regional alternatives. 


Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 
and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 
Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 
efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 


_ analysis in Chapter 2 indicates, these off-airport alternatives 

_ are expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at 

_ Logan Airport, but they will not eliminate airside delays at 

_ Logan Airport that occur because of a third operating runway 
_ during periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, 
_ which specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and 
_ provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 
_ benefits will only increase in the future, even as 

_ developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail to 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment cand 
84.4 - Regional | Regional ..we were ‘upset to learn that other alternatives such ; asa 
_ Transportation Airports horough regionalization plan including ALL other options 
: : was not included. 
84.5 Alternatives Peak Period ~—_...we believe a peak-hour pricing plan analyzing the delay _ 
_ Pricing _ effects of 80, 90, and 100 operations per hour should 


| have been considered... 


ial Why Seer Rae ser exarined? ee ree 


Airports 


eur 2, 
Transportation 


84.7 Alternatives Demand _ .athis project must be considered and evaluated as 
i stimulating growth in aircraft operations. 
84.8 round Access to ..the Draft EIR/S does not address the negative impacts 
ransportation _ of more truck traffic and congestion on Chelsea. 


_ Logan Airport 


_ revise Logan Airport’ Si 


_ New York act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 


~The Airside Project analysis ofPPPexaminedan 
_ operations threshold of 110 operations per hour, which is 
_ already below Logan Airport’s normal operating capacity of 


120 operations per hour. There is no legitimate operational 
justification for imposing a peak period surcharge at an : 
operation level significantly lower than Logan Airport’s normal 
operating capacity which is achieved 80 percent of the year 
without any delays. Even at 75 operations per hour, : 
Logan Airport would be subject to delays from northwest wind 
conditions. The Airside Project analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR 
and in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR indicates that, with the 
Preferred Alternative, Logan Airport can accommodate 
existing and foreseeable future levels of demand without 
imposing a drastic administrative restriction to artificially 


ng capac 


: Comment noted. 


speci ically unidirectional 


- Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of : 
__ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 

_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating 
_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. 


The Airside Project does not result in additional demand for 
| ground access services. 


Cargo activity at Logan Airport changes from year to year. 
_ Despite strong economic growth over the last few years, 


cargo operations at Logan Airport increased by less than 


_ two percent in 1999 and actually declined by 1.2 percent in 

_ 1998. Since cargo operations account for only two percent of 
_ aircraft activity at Logan Airport and no additional truck traffic 
_ is expected to be generated. 
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LETTER 85 


"We're Stronger Together." 


April 7, 1999 


Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Unit 

Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 

1000 Cambridge Street - 20th floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


As Co-Chair of the Community Advisory Committee to Massport (CAC), I am 


J 


The CAC concurs with the consultants’ conclusion that the DEIS/DEIR should . 
be found inadequate. , 


Sincerely, 


Zn 


astasia Lyman, Co-Chair CAC 
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Executive Summary 


A. Introduction 


“> Logan was constructed into a residential setting. Massport for too long has been 
allowed to take a segmented approach to Logan's development, arguing that landside 
projects are designed to accommodate ground passenger handling; airside 85.1 
improvement projects are designed to accommodate aircraft handling; that neither 
generates traffic; and that Massport has no control over passenger and cargo growth. 


% The Airside Improvement Planning Program is a short-range and limited response to 
a major concern about long-term trends, future growth, and increasing impact. The 85 2 
prospect is for more and more passengers, more and more aircraft operations, and a 
greater impact on the surrounding communities, 


B. Addressing the Scope & Regulatory Requirements 
Bl Notice of Project Change 


The Secretary and FAA should require Massport to change the base year to 
calendar year 1998, to revise all presentations in the DEIS/DEIR to reflect that 
change, and to extend the planning period to 2020 from 2010 with concomitant 
revisions in projected levels of activity and impact, and to republish the 
DEIS/DEIR. 


~ The passage of over five years from the "base year," and the changes in activity levels 85.3 
at Logan since that date, should require that 1998 constitute the "base year" for this 
Planning Project. 


“ The minimal 15-year planning horizon for the project should be extended to a 20-year 


planning horizon, to 2020, in order to examin potential impacts and benefits of the 
project proposals over a reasonable period. 


< The FAA data on delays shows that the delay situation at Logan has improved since 85.4 
1993 and is essentially in equilibrium, as assessed by the FAA. 


~ The Airside delay model (DELAYSIM) used hourly weather observations from 1981- 
1990. Weather patterns have changed significantly within the last five years due to 85.5 
effects from El Nino and La Nina. A new 10-year average should be constructed and 
used. 
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B.2 Requirements of ENF Certificate ; 


< The items listed below were Not specifically addressed in the DEIS/DERR: 


1. Discussion of diversion of cargo to off-airport alternatives 85.6 
Considering the off-airport alternatives as a Separate scenario evaluated during 85.7 
the DEIS/DEIR 

3. Failure to consider Hanscom Field in Bedford as a reliever airport for general 85.8 
aviation operations, origin/destination regional non-jet traffic, and short-haul 
origin/destination jet traffic. 8 5 9 

4, Considering the development cf a second major airport, in discussion of . 
environmental justice 

5. Detailing of the existing delay at Logan including delay derived directly from 85.1 0 
wind/weather and indirectly from delay at other airports 

6. Documentation of history of PRAS and problems implementing it 85 | 1 


Cc. Growth & Long-Range Planning Issues 


“ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs should determine that Significant 
planning deficiencies exist in the DEIS/DEIR that must be addressed. The 85.12 
DEIS/DEIR should be found inadequate, and a new Draft document should be 
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The proposed Projects provide only limited and interim relief to whatever aircraft 85 13 


WOTSe. 


, 


instituted to effectively address transportation in eastern New England, but there is 8 5 14 


current, and most growth in, air traffic end Passengers away from Logan. Major 
expansion of service at and capacity of other airports must be undertaken. 


~ Massport projects air traffic operations to increase substantially over the project 


planning period. A conservative Projection is a 20% increase in total Operations over 
the next decade. A more important assessment is the Projected increase in "equivalent 85.1 5 
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< Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be considered and evaluated 
as stimulating growth in aircraft operations at Logan directly, because of delay 


reduction. 


<< This project and landside projects at Logan are interdependent, and both will increase 


capacity and stimulate demand. 


“ Massport's proposal to increase the percentage of passengers accessing Logan Airport 


who do so in high-occupancy vehicles falls far short of absorbing the full projected 
increase in passenger ground access requirements, even over the limited planning 


period. 


D. Environmental Issues 


D.1 Noise 


~ There can be no guarantee of "unidirectional use" of Runway 14/32. 


~ We believe airfield operations are unlikely to attain, and even less likely to sustain, the 


progress toward attainment of PRAS goals that Massport projects. The increasing 
impact of Logan on the communities in the coming decade stresses the need to reduce 


dependence on and preference for gir travel and Logan in particular. 


. 


~ PRAS goals were established many years ago, under considerably different 
circumstances, and may well no longer Tepresent community consensus. The 


Community Advisory Committee (CAC), however, declined to move for a review and 


possible modification of the PRAS goals. 


“e Most of the projected increases in passenger demand will be met by increased 


operations of the "passenger jet" fleet. This of course is the fleet that creates the 


noise impacts at Logan and elsewhere. 


~ There will be significant increases in overflights of East Boston, Chelsea, Everett and 
other "15/23" communities, and of South Boston, South End, Roxbury end other 


Runway 27 communities. 


noise levels around Logan Airport. 
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“ Massport overstates the benefit of further conversion to Stage 3 aircraft on future 
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D.2 Night-time Operations . 


Se The number of nighttime jet operations can be expected to double within the 
foreseeable future under conservative forecasts. The noise impacts of this increase 85.25 


~ An alternative that should be considered is the creation of a cap on nighttime 85, 26 
operations pursuant to FAR Part 161. 


D.3 Flight Tracks 


~ A significant number of flights did not conform to the published departure tracks, and 8 5 27 
re-crossed the shoreline over Hull and were also below 6,000 feet. z 


“ The FAA and the airlines have not adhered to the flight paths established for Runway 


27 departures. 
D.4 Soundproofing 
~ "Soundproofing" 1s not the answer. Acoustical treatment of selected residences 
cannot fully mitigate for the impacts of increased overflights and increased ambient 85. 28 


benefits." « 


% Concems about Massport’s residential "soundproofing" program include the pace of 
the program, the failure to Provide air conditioning in conjunction with the 85.2 g 
"soundproofing" Program, and the small number of dwelling units that are eligible for 
the program. 
< FAA Order 5100.38A makes ineligible for AIP funding any non-related code-required 
building improvements necessary to accommodate acoustic treatment improvements. 85.30 
This may impose significant burdens on some property owners. 


DS Air Quality 


~ The proposed Airside Improvement Project provides minimal long-term air quality 
benefits. Changes in air quality associated with the proposed project are likely to be 85.31 
undetectable, with the exception of adverse odor impacts. 
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There is potential for adverse odor impacts in certain areas proximate to the airport, 
as a result of this project. Changes in odor impacts are most likely to occur in the 
Jefferies Point neighborhood from takeoffs on Runway 14. 


The odor modeling and odor impact assessment procedure is inadequate. 


Dispersion Modeling Results 


For all modeled contaminants other than VOCs, the difference (if any) among Airside 
Improvement Project aiematives is much jess significant than the projected growth 
of emissions over time. 


Massport should have used the ten-year hourly average meteorological input for the 
air quality dispersion model, and should be required to rerun the dispersion model for 
all of the conditions modeled for the DEIS/DEIRR. 


Endangered Species - Upland Sandpiper 


A program is required to compensate for impacts to the nesting habitat on Logan 
Airport of the state-listed endangered upland sandpiper. The suggested program 


Construction Impacts 


Massport has failed to demonstrate how fugitive dust emissions from construction 
operations on the airfield will be controlled during winter months. 


Shortcomings of the Massport construction noise analysis include its failure to address 
the matter of pure tones and of impact noise (i.e., paving breakers and hoe rams), and 
the failure to separate out and separately analyze nighttime construction noise levels 
against nighttime ambient levels. The noise criteria applied by Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection are applicable to this project. 


Cumulative Impacts 


We disagree with the statement "After sound-proofing to mitigate impacts within the 
65 YDNL Contour, the full-build alternatives provide net long-term benefits." 


Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be considered and evaluated 


as stimulating growth in aircraft operations at Logan. 
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85.32 


85,33 


85.34 


85.35 


85.36 


85.37 


85.38 
85.39 


% The planning period is inadequate, and should be extended to 2020. There is no plan 85 A() 
Or program to deal with long-term growth at Logan, which will Soon overwhelm any . 
interim benefits of this project. 


< Delay does not appear to bea major problem at Logan, based on Massport's two-year 85.41 
The Secretary of Environmental Affairs should determine that Significant 


Planning deficiencies exist in the DEIS/DEIR that must be addressed. The 85, 4) 
DEIS/DEIR should be found inadequate, and a new Draft document should be 


required. 
D.11 Relationship to Other Logan Projects 
% This airside Project and the landside Projects at Logan are interdependent, and both 85.43 


will increase Capacity and stimulate demand. 


E. Delay 


< There is no discussion in the DEIS/DERR on the selection of the model for estimating 
delay. The models used including FLAPS and DELAYSIM appear to have been 85 44 


developed exclusively for analysis of Logan. Background _ information on the 
development of these models is not presented, as required by FAA. 


Massport did not use the FAA-approved SIMMOD model for the airport simulations, 85.45 
but chose to develop its own model for estimating delay. 


Overstate the actual Situation, and do not comport with the FAA’s Procedure for 85 46 


~ The DELAYSIM model should use as the leading criteria the highest Capacity 


This approach would be a more conservative approach and reflect historical 85.47 \ 
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The report compares Massport's calculation of delay with FAA's calculation of delay. 
This comparison throughout the DEIS/DEIR is incorrect and misleading. 


36%. FAA reported delay for 1998 was 18% lower than 1993 levels. The 
DEIS/DEIR does not reflect this information. This reduction in delay has occurred 
without the implementation of any of the airside improvements proposed in this 
DEIS/DEIR. 


Modeled delay under the most optimistic Massport scenario will return to present 
levels within a very few years and increase after that. The stimulation of demand is 
not reflected in the annual hours of delay calculations. 


While peak hour capacity does not increase with construction of the runway, the 
additional runway will provide the controllers the option to use higher-capacity 
configuration more of the time. This ability is providing additional "throughput" of 
aircraft operations, 


The guise of constructing the new runway to reduce weather-related delays actually 
has the effect of increasing the all-weather capacity of the airport; thus allowing for 
additional throughput of aircraft Operations. 


Alternatives 


Massport has not met the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 
CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact Statements) that requires the DEIS/DEIR to 
"Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for 
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for 
their having been eliminated." No discussion of “alternatives not considered in this 
DEIS/DEIR" was included. A reasonable person could expect the DEIS/DEIR 
alternatives to include the following: 


a. Development of a new airport 

b. Consideration of Implementing a High-Density Rule (Slots) 

c. Consider Implementation of FAR Part 161 regulations to provide aircraft noise 
and access restrictions for Stage 2 and Stage 3 operations at Logan to provide 
noise relief to affected communities, A specific measure that could be considered 
is a cap on night-time operations. 


Prepay Ce 
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85.55 


oston Area communities in devising and 85 56 


a Massport argues that the growth in passenger traffic experienced at the Manchester, 
New Hampshire Airport and the T. F. Green Airport in Warwick, Rhode Island 85. Al 
represents shifts of demand from Logan Airport. It is equally likely that the 
introduction to those two airports of iow-cost carriers has stimulated overall regional 
air travel growth, the bulk of which has been absorbed at those two airports, 


., 
“~ 


If market forces are left to drive growth in traffic at those airports, growth at Logan 85 58 
will not be significantly constrained. Specific goals would have to be established, and . 

a series of measures implemented to stimulate a substantial shift of traffic demand 

from Logan. 


, 
“ 


The ENF Certificate dated November 22, 1995 cited that "the alternatives analysis 
must be broadened to include off-airport alternatives," Although Massport includes 85.59 
some off-airport options, the development of other obvious alternatives has not been 
reasonably discussed nor have the reasons for their elimination as options. 


considérations to meet increasing demand require that a second airport (either a 85.60 


to the improvements recommended. 


F,2 Peak Hour Pricin 
PP son tur Fricing 


“~ Congestion Pricing, peak-period Pricing and techniques that base landing fees on 
functional categories relating to operations (landing or take-offs, weight (or size) of 
aircraft, and Capacity to meet peak period demand could be Particularly useful in 85.61 


The basic assumption was made that peak period pricing needed to be revenue 
neutral, pertaining only to airfield revenue and airfield costs at Logan. This 85.62 
assumption resulted in impacts to airlines that operate small aircraft only. 


Commun 


Prepared by: Consultants to ity Advisory Commitice to Massport March 29, 1999 


Review Comments on Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project ES-9 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DE. R) 
ns Consideration should be given to a quite different approach to addressing the 85.63 


efficiency of Logan Airport during peak operating periods and in carrying out its 
primary mission. 


~e Massport's model for peak hour pricing has chosen too narrow a definition of the 85.64 
regulatory criteria it must meet to establish a peak hour pricing structure. 


“ Massport chose a higher operational threshold (115 operations per hour) which 8 5 6 
underestimates the delay reduction capabilities of peak hour pricing. The range of . 9 
options considered for Peak Period Pricing is insufficient. It is essential to introduce 
other economic factors into the decision process of the airlines, iarge and small. 


~ The option of utilizing "costing" (including peak period pricing) approaches for the 8 5 6 6 
purpose of delay reduction should be retained. It should be the first option selected . 
for implementation, as a non-capital intensive, adjustable measure to move toward a 
goal. 


F.3 Other Alternatives 


< A shift away from air travel through reliance on other means of travel or 
communication is essential. Vigorous measures to foster and encourage this shift 85.67 
should be undertaken by State government in cooperation with Amtrak and 
telecommunications providers, 


G. Benefit-Cost Analysis 


~ FAA legislation requires that airport sponsors conduct a benefit-cost analysis for 
capacity-related airport projects, particularly when the sponsor anticipates the need 85. 68 
for $5 million or more in Airport Improvement Program grants. The DEIS/DEIR 

does not indicate the requirement of a benefit-cost analysis. 


~ There are no economic analyses of the noise impacts regarding the various 8 5 69 
alternatives. The noise-related costs and benefits should be addressed in economic UU - 
analyses of activities that result in increases or decreases in aircraft noise. 


“ The development of the preferred alternative is anticipated to cost over $60 million. 

No indication of how the Project is to be financed is provided in the DEIS/DEIR 85.70 
document. This information should be discussed as it may be relevant to the selection 

of alternatives. 
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H. Airfield Layout & Utilization 


H.1 Runway 14/32 


rovements Planning Project 
Draft Environmental Imm act Statemeni/Drg Environmental Im 


** Layout Option C for Runway 14/32 Tequires the FAA to issue a 


Standards." 


2 


ES-10 


"Modification of 


runway cannot be so shifted, Option A or reducing the Tunway length would be the only 
viable options. Option A has a significant impact on Hyatt parking, as it would require 
a substantial reduction in that parking for which there appears to be no alternative. These 
eventualities are not thoroughly explored in the DEIS/DERR. 


“* The commitment to maintain Runway 14/32 as a unidirectional runway is clearly 


reversible, 


F-28s, and MDC DC-9s. Therefor, 


H.2 Centerfield Taxiwa 
=< =<fitertield Taxiway 


L Preferred Alternative 
oo acne LY C 
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Layout Option C for Runway 14/32 requires the FAA to issue a "Modification of 
Standards."” Should the FAA decline to do that, the possibility of constructing the 
runway, and/or the environmental impacts of constructing the runway, may change. 
These eventualities are not thoroughly explored in the DEIS/DEIR. 


% There are adverse air quality impacts associated with construction of Runway 14/32 
and the Centerfield Taxiway that are not sufficiently explored in the DEIS/DEIR. 85.77 


~ A major element of the proposal to mitigate impacts on the state-listed upland 85 78 
sandpiper, that of creation of a replacement habitat on Cape Cod, appears to ignore : 
geography and is of questionable benefit. 


“ The commitment to maintain Runway 14/32 as a unidirectional Tunway is clearly 85.79 
reversible. That, and the signal this project sends that Massport continues to be 8 
committed to expansion of Logan Airport, are the two greatest concerns of the 9.80 


surrounding communities. 


Provides significant delay reduction by allowing maximization of existing airfield 85 81 
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Review Comments 


on Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project 


A. Introduction 


going for over four decades. While the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR) identifies the economic necessity of operations 
at Logan, it minimizes the fact that neighboring communities were well established prior to 
the development of Logan international Airport. The timeline of Logan's development, if 


documented, would place a responsibility on Massport to more closely consider how 8 5 8 y 
development of its Property affects its neighbors. If Massport is taking responsibility for UL 
Providing adequate air service to meet the region's growing needs and economy; then the 

DEIS/DEIR document should indicate a) what the long term (20 year) needs are, and b) how 85.83 


Logan Airport was developed in 1923, significantly after most development of residential 

communities surrounding the Airport property. Unlike many airports that are initially 

developed without encroachment of residential uses, Logan was constructed into a residential 85.84 
setting. The history of the airfield at Logan is noted in Appendix B but does not point out 

the residential development existing during the phases of development. 


Massport for too long has been allowed to take a segmented approach, arguing that landside 

projects are designed to accommodate ground passenger handling: airside improvement 85.85 
projects are designed to accommodate aircraft handling: that neither generates traffic; and that 

Massport has no control over passenger and cargo growth. 


There needs to be a reallocation of roles and responsibilities, a primary objective of which 85 86 
should be to significantly temper the adverse impacts of air and ground vehicle operations to : 
and from Logan Airport. 


Addressing the Scope & Regulatory Requirements 

Notice of Project Change (Massport letter dated February 16, 1999 to the 
_ Secretary of Environmental Affairs on transmission of DEIS/DEIR document 

It is now unlikely that the notice of availability of the Final EIS/EIR for the project 

will be published prior to the summer of 1999, nearly four years after the publication 


of the ENF. This Project, initiated in 1995 with the filing of an ENF, uses 1993 as its 85 87 
"base year" for planning purposes and for comparison of impacts and benefits from . 
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the proposed Project. The passage of over five years from the "base year," and the - 
changes in activity levels at Logan since that date, warrants and should require that 
1998 and data therefrom constitute the "base year" for this Planning Project. A full 
year of records of activity levels, including flight activity, passenger levels, fleet mix, 
and delays, is now available from that year and should be used instead of the 1993 


The planning process to date has used a 15-year planning horizon, to 2010 from the 
1995 date of fili ini 


year planning horizon for the Project should be extended to 4 20-year planning 85.88 
horizon, to 2020, in order to examine potential impacts and benefits of the project 
Proposals over a reasonable Period. 


the DEIS/DEIR including the appendices thereto to reflect that change, and to extend 
the planning period to 2020 from 2010 with concomitant revisions in Projected levels 
of activity and impact, and to republish the DEIS/DEIR. 


According to 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact Statements! (PP 1050. 1) "An 
agency shall commence Preparation of an environmental impact statement as close as 
Possible to the time the agency is developing or is Presented with a proposal 
(PP 1508.23) so that Preparation can be completed in time for the final statement to 
be included in any recommendation or Feport on the propesal, The statement shali be 
Prepared early enough so that it cal Serve practically as an important contribution to 85, 89 


goal, is actively Preparing to make a decision on one or more alternative means of 
accomplishing that goal, and the effect can be meaningfully evaluated." The ENF 
Certificate was issued November 22, 1995, Massport and the FAA have not complied 


* Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 15025 
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with the required timing of the DEIS/DEIR document. Furthermore, the analysis uses 85. 90 
baseline data of 1993 fora document submitted in 1999. 


The FAA data on delays cited elsewhere in this report shows that the delay situation 85.91 
at Logan has improved since 1993 and is essentially in equilibrium, as assessed by the 
FAA. Massport has clearly demonstrated, by its action placing this project on hold 85 9) 


for nearly two years, that the problem is not "a matter of Priority.” It now proposes 
to stretch out construction over a five-year period. Once planning, environmental 
review, and design were completed, one could build a new airport in five years! 


B.2 Requirements of the ENF Certificate lissued November 22, 1995) 


The ENF Certificate required consideration of several additional issues that were not 
specifically addressed in the DEIS/DEIR document, including: 


1. Page 3 of ENF Certificate - Discussion of diversion of cargo to off-airport 85. 93 
alternatives 

2. Page 3 of ENF Certificate - Considering the off-airport alternatives as a 85 94 
Separate scenario evaluated during the ; 
DEIS/DEIR 

3. Page 4 of ENF Certificate - Considering the development of a second 85. 95 
major airport in discussion of environmental 

: justice 
4. Page 5 of ENF Certificate - Detailing of the existing delay at Logan 85 06 
ie including delay derived directly from . 

wind/weather and indirectly from delay at 
other airports 

5. Page 6 of ENF Certificate - Documentation of history of PRAS and 85 97 
problems implementing it . 


B.3 Cumulative Impacts 


Massport argues that Federal policy limits the need to address cumulative impacts of 

the current proposals, This DEIR is submitted subject tc Massachusetts, laws, policies 8 i) 98 
and regulations, in addition to federal regulations and guidance (page 7-3). As such, : 

it is subject to the determination of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs as to 

whether cumulative impacts have been adequately addressed. 
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C.l_ Stimulation of Growth 
= Sliuiation of Growth 


Massport argues the Airside Improvement Project is independent of the landside 
projects in every way. We disagree. Both landside and airside Projects clearly 


modes, and recapture travel from other airports. 


delay, as Massport has argued. Therefore, it should be expected that the near-term 
Tesult would be to reduce the rate of "capture" of Logan passengers by other airports 
and by other transportation modes. This, in turn, wil! place greater burdens on al} 


elements of all systems at or serving Logan. This is expansion of capacity. Such an 


increase must be translated into a projected increase in demand, as the FAA has stated 
in its regulations. 


ee 


? FAA-APO-98-4 "Economic Analysis of Investment and Regulatory Decisions Revised Guide", Chapter 3, 
"Benefit Estimation", B "Capacity Increases which Reduce Congestion Related Delay” 
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Forecast Planning Period 


This DEIS/DEIR, like the GEIR and Annual Updates, does not cover a sufficient 
planning period. Massport continues the fiction that 1999 is the near future and 2010 
the far future (DEIS/DEIR page 7-5). For a $60 million Project, and for Logan 
Airport, 2010 is the near future, beyond 2020 is the far future. 


_ This section labels 1999 as “near term" and 2010 “long term." In terms of 


forecasting, Massport has Provided an inadequate length of forecast years for 
evaluation of the long term impacts on the airside improvements proposed. Prudent 
planning would dictate that Massport Jook further than 10 years in the future in thie 
document. Implementation of the Proposed airside improvements is planned over a 
5-year construction period beginning in 2000 (assuming permitting is completed). 
Thus, by the time all of the projects would be constructed (September 2004), the 
forecasts are only applicable for six years under the current timeperiods. The 
forecasts presented in the DEIS/DEIR are not appropriate for: a) determining the long 
term evaluation of the impacts planned, b) selection of base year data, c) timeframe 
for implementation of the project. 


As a standard, FAA typically reviews and evaluates 20 year forecasts. Per FAA 
Advisory Circular 150/5070-6A entitled "Airport Master Plans," the following is 
noted: "The length of the short, intermediate and long-term activity forecasts shouid 
be decided, while 5-10-26 year times are typical, there may be justification for using 
different time frames." Massport has provided forecasts for current year (1999) and 
ten year (2010) periods. No justification for using these shorter time frames was 
given. 


Base Year Assumptions 


The Base Year and 29M High-Range Fieet data used for development was based on 
conditions through 1993, a full five years prior to the submittal of the DEIS/DEIR 
document. Massport cites significant changes since 1993 in the aircraft fleet mix; thus 
the validity of the base year and high-range fleet forecasts are not appropriate for 
consideration in this analysis because of: a) age of background material and b) 
changes in fleet mix occurring during short term period (1993-1998). In fact, 
Massport prepared alternate fleet forecast called the 29M Low-Range Fleet data. 


85.102 


85.103 


85.104 


Additionally, although the methodologies for the 29M, 37.5M and 45M were 
explained in Appendix E, the forecasting methodologies are not consistent with each 
other. The Base Year an 29M High Forecast were developed under one method, the 
29M Low Forecast made specific adjustments based on changes in the fleet activity 
at Logan and the 37.5M and 45M scenarios were developed using a different 


methodology (and were performed in 1995). 


development at Logan, Massport should Provide recent and relevant passenger 85 105 


is the backbone of the environmental impact report and affects all of the analysis of 
the alternatives, 


The DEIS/DEIR does Not indicate the detailed methodology used to develop the 
levels of Passenger forecasts presented. Per 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental 


Massport is now saying that the potential diversion to regional airports is "accounted 85.1 06 


37.5 to 45 million annual Passengers and originally projected for the year 2010, were 
derived from standard demographic Projections based on a number of factors not 


including the potential diversion to regional airports. (See, i.e.., the 1994/5 GEIR) 


ae 


> Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.24 
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It should follow that as passenger levels rise and congestion increases, the 
attractiveness of regional airports, and therefore the extent of diversion of passenger 


Massport also suggests that the past parallel between passenger growth and increase 
in flight operations will change. In the past, the growth curve of flight operations has 


load factors will elso increase, thereby Teducing the rate of growth of operations 
compared to the rate of growth of Passengers. Recent experience, throuch 1998 
does not bear out this rojection. The 1998 data indicates the distribution of jet 
passenger operations by aircraft size category has changed little since 1993. 


Massport must clearly identify the basis for the passenger demand projections, and 
Must state the confidence level in those Projections. Similarly, it must state the 
confidence level in the Projections of diversion at each Projected passenger level, and 
show the resultant Tange of passenger level projections. 


Massport argues that the Srowth in passenger traffic experienced at the Manchester, 
New Hampshire Airport and the - F. Green Airport in Warwick, Rhode Island 
represents shifts of demand from Logan Airport. It is equally likely that the 
introduction to those two airporis of low-cost carriers has stimulated overal! regional 
air travel growth, the bulk of which has been absorbed at those two airports. 


The distinction between the "low operations fleet" and the “high operations fleet" is 
confused in the DEIS/DEIR. Table 4.2-6, 1999 Aircraft Operations Forecasts, is 
consistent with the text description under Section 4.2.2. In this table, under the “high 
fleet" forecast, the distribution of passengers shifts slightly to the regional carrier fleet. 
The passenger jet Operations decrease slightly, the regional carrier Operations and 
total operations increase significantly. However, in the 2010 Aircraft Operations 
Forecasts (Table 4.2-7) the passenger jet operations increased markedly over the 1999 
forecasts, with the increase ranging from a low of 11% comparing the "low fleet" 
forecasts, te 22% t> 260% #- the “high fleet” forecasts. But the regional carrier 
operations remain within the generai range projected for 1999, 200,000 to 250,000 
operations per year. In the "2010" “high fleet" forecasts, the regional carrier 
operations are shown as 42% of the carrier fleet operations, rather than the 50% 
Stated as an assumption in Section 3.1.2, page 1-11. 


This and the percentage distribution of passengers between "passenger jets" and 
"regional carriers" Presented in those tables indicate that most of the projected 
increases in passenger demand will be met by increased operations of the "passenger 
jet" fleet. This is the fleet that creates the noise impacts at Logan and elsewhere. 
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Table 1 as follows shows historic activity levels at Logan. Table 2 (based on Table 
1] in 


in Appendix E of the DEIS/DEIR) presents Massport's projected changes is the 


jet passenger fleet mixes for the forecast years, 


It should also be noted that cargo fleet operations in 1999 (Table 4.2-6) were held 
constant in both the "low fleet" and the "high fleet" Projections, at 13,000 Operations. 


forecast would use 18,000 cargo operations and & iotal of 325,000 jet Operations per 
year. Furthermore, the increased €conomic growth projection that results in the 45 
million passenger forecast in 2010 should also include a concomitant increase in the 


of 382,000 per year. These corrections will affect the noise and noise impact 


forecasts of Chapter 5 and Appendix L. 


In our opinion, Massport should be carrying its projections a minimum of 20 
years from a base year of 1998, for a draft environmental impact statement and 
report published in 1999, We Strongly recommend the year 2020 as the 
Planning period for this project, consistent with Federal planning 


recommendations. 
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C5 Regional Context of Logan Airport and the Regional Transportation Policy 


Logan Airport is recognized as a major facility, and its operations a major activity of 
the regional transportation complex. An issue that we believe is precipitated by the 
Airside Improvement Planning Process is the future role of Logan Airport in regional 
transportation. The affected communities universally believe that the impacts of air 
and ground traffic associated with Logan Airport have for many years created 
intolerable and unacceptable noise and traffic impacts, and make significant 
contributions to unacceptable air quality levels. Massport argues that airlines serving 
Logan and airline passengers currently encounter excessive and unacceptable levels 


of deiay. So, what is to be done? 


Massport projects air traffic operations to increase substantially over the project 
planning period. A conservative Projection is a 20% increase in total operations over 
the next decade. A more important assessment is the projected increase in "equivalent 


jet operations," which takes into account the substantial increase in nois 
a nighttime operation compared to a daytime operation. The projecte 


"equivalent jet operations" approaches 50% over the next decade. 


e impact of 
d growth in 


Massport proposes to increase the percentage of passengers accessing Logan Airport 
who do so in high-occupancy Vehicles, but its proposal falls far short of absorbing the 
full projected increase in passenger ground access requirements, even over the limited 


planning period. 


C.6 New Large Aircraft 


A new class of much larger aircraft is under active development by several 
manufacturers. These aircraft are referred to as "New Large Aircraft" (NLAs)*, and 
are projected to have passenger capacities ranging upwards to nearly 1,000 (!), to 
weigh in excess of one million pounds (Maximum Take Off Weight), to utilize engines 
with total aircraft thrust ranging upward to around 350,000 pounds of thrust, to have 
wingspans of as much as 260 feet and to be as long as 300 feet, and to have main 
wheel assemblies as wide as 50 feet. Representatives of this class include the Airbus 


A3XX, and the Boeing 747-500 and -600. 


The FAA will categorize them as a completely new "group" of aircraft, Group VI. 
(The B 747-400 is in Group V.) Another type of aircraft, the High-Speed Civil 
Transport (HCST) would also be included in this Group VI. These are supersonic 
aircraft, with a significantly longer development horizon. The range of these planes 
is expected to exceed 7500-8000 miles, and their projected utilization is for 


* FAA Report DOT/FAA/AR-97/26, "Impact of New Large Aircraft on Airport Design,” March 1998. This 


report is available on the Internet at www .tc.faa.gov/its/worldpac/techrpt/ar97-26 pdf.) 
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international heavily traveled routes. The manufacturers are currently projecting 
introduction of these planes into the international fleets in the period 2003-2006. 


Current information indicates a host of Serious issues associated with the introduction 
of this class of aircraft. Their size, weight, turing radii during taxiing, wingspans and 


restrictions even for very limited numbers of NLA cperations. Others will require 
very large investments, substantially over $100 million in the case of Kennedy Airport, 


We doubt that Logan can accomplish the modifications necessary to accommodate 


these planes. This therefore becomes another argument for the development of a 
major international airport serving New England that will have the capacity and 
capability to handle this generation of planes. 


as a result of the airfield configuration. The delay problem as modeled and 


: Ce eee 
represented by Massport wil! get worse. 


How much worse, and how soon, will be cetermined by decisions of passengers and 
airlines. What will Massport do then? Work with the FAA to find ways of cramming 
more operations into daytime hours? That would certainly increase communi 

impacts. Propose some further reconfiguration or expansion of the airfield? That is 
not possible without enormous environmental and community impacts, and huge 
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and further suggests that Logan will always be the more attractive option. This 
attitude, and those facts, if they are facts, must be changed. Or, does the resolution 
lie in the establishment of a new, major regional airport? 


Massport argues that the Project "will not result in the division or disruption of 
established communities." This must refer solely to physical division or disruption, 
since Massport’s promotional and political strategy has clearly been to effect division 85.1 | 5 
among the communities around Logan Airport. Some of these communities will be 
further disrupted by the short-term shifts in runway usage which are the basis for 
Massport’s claims of "net eneSts", all will be Gsrupted by further growth in Logan 
air operations over the near and far futures. Furthermore, this is the last possible 
physical project to increase Logan airfield capacity that could be undertaken without 
"division or disruption of established communities," or of the waters of and lands 
- under Boston Harbor. 


Aircraft operations and the impact of those operations at Logan and to Logan 


neighbors will continue to increase as long as Massport and the FAA, or other state 
and federal agencies, do not exercise control over airline practices and policies. It will 85 1 i 6 


aircraft. The noise impact per operation is unlikely to diminish significantly in the next 


Both economic growth and the highly competitive nature of the air travel business 
increase passenger demand for both business and pleasure travel. As long as this 
demand is not channeled to other means of transportation and communication, and 
to other airports, passenger demand at Logan will grow. This growth will in turn spur 
growth in aircraft operations, 


It seems inevitable that Logan Airport will experience growing congestion, and with 85.1 17 
that congestion, will come increasing pressure for additional measures to reduce it. 
The Secretary of Environmental Affairs should determine that significant 

lanning deficiencies exist in the DEIS/DEIR that must be addressed. The 85.118 
DEIS/DEIR shouid be found inadequate, and a new Draft document should be 
required. : 
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Dv. =2Vironmental Issues 


The boundaries of the Airfield Study Area, Figure 5, 1-2, should be extended to include the 
Hyatt Hotel and the waters to the east of Governors Island, in order to include the runway 


safety areas and other Protective envelopes, 


D.1. Noise 


Airport. The FAA and Massport have chosen to represent noise impacts through use 


” (lines of 


equal intensity) of "yeariy day-night average sound level" (YDNL) in 5 decibel (dB) 
increments. FAA sets 65 dB(A) as the YDNL below which all land uses (including 
residential and "sensitive receptors") are compatible. Note especially that this metric 


isa yearly average number. 


overflights occur. 


The most salient observation is that “equivalent Operations" will increase substantially 
over almost all areas over time. The causes are increases in total jet operations and 
in nighttime jet operations ("Equivalent operations" is the sum of (nighttime 


compared. 
The Tables 3, 4 and 5 as follows, derived from the DEIS/DEIR Tables 6.2-3 and 6.2- 
4, display these comparisons. (It would have been preferable to compare against 


1998, but adequate data is not available in the DEIS/DEIR.) Attention should be paid 


and the INM); departures on Runways 4, 9, 27 and 33, arrivals on Runways 4, 15, 22, 
and 27; and to the multipliers comparing "future fleet" equivalent operations to the 


base year. 
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Table 3 
Equivalent Operations 
Departures 
Runway 1993 37.5M_Low Fleet 
% % 
"Base Year" Alt1A___change Alt 2/3 change 
4 % 10% TY 6.6% 
# 27,000 28,000 nil 26,000 nil 
15 % 13% 14% 9.9% 
# 35.000 56,000 60% 29000 10% 
22 % 28% 23% 31% 
# 76,000 92,000 20% 123,000 60% 
27 % 12% 17% 8.6% 
# 33,000 68,000 106% 34,000 __ nil 
33 % 12% 11% 9.5% 
# 33,000 44,000 30% 38,000 20% 
9° % 25% 29% 34% 
# 68,000 115,000 70% 135,000 100% 


The % change reflects increase from 1993 Base Year Operations based on Alternative Scenario. 
Percentages (%) rounded to two significant figures throughout table. Totals may vary slightly due to rounding. 


Table 4 
Equivalent Operations 
Arrivals 
Runway 1993 37.5M_Low Fleet 
% % 
“Base Year" Alt 1A Change Alt 2/3 Chan e 
4 % 36% 34% 41% 


# 98,000 140,000 40% 160,000 60% 
15 % 3.7% 6% 1.8% 

# 10,000 ___24.000 140% 7,000 (-30% ) 
22 % 2%, | 14% 16% 


# 23,006 56,000 70% 64,000 90% 
27 % 17% 13% 16% 

# 46,000 52,000 10% 64,000 40% 
33 % 32% 33% 26% 

# 87,000 130,000 50% 100,000 15% 


The % change reflects increase from 1993 Base Year Operations based on Alternative Scenario, 
Percentages (%) rounded to two significant figures throughout table. Totals may vary slightly due to rounding. 
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Of the 16 comparisons Presented in Tables 3 and 4 (4 runways, arrival and departure, 
2 alternatives), three comparisons show essentially no change in number of 
operations, one comparison shows a significant decrease, and twelve comparisons 
show increases ranging from 110% to 240%. 


Table 5 


Increases in Equivalent Operations 


Future Scenarios to Base Year 
—etuncenarios to Base Year 
(Percent) 


Departure Operations Arrival Operations 
Runway ANIA Alt 2/3 Runway Alt iA Alt 2/3 
4 nil nil 4 ; 40% 60% 

9 70% 100% 15 140% (-30%) 
27 119% nil 22 70% 90% 
33 30% 20% 27 10% 40% 


The conclusion drawn from Table 5 is that while the different alternatives slightly shift 
overflight impacts among communities, most residential areas will experience 
significant increases in impacts over time. 


The plan to add another runway on the southern boundary of the airport will definitely 
alter the noise patterns for those south and southwest of the proposed runway. 


appreciable differences. The South Boston and Jefferies Point areas will definitely 85 | 22 
have an increase in noise above 60 dB and possible above 65 dB. Although the . 
planned runway is to have all departures to the southeast, certain atmospheric 

conditions will affect the intensity of the additional noise in these areas. There is 

forecast to be an increase of five or more dB in approximately a three square mile area 

on the south shore of the Inner Harbor. - 


Only four monitor locations were used on the south shore of the Inner Harbor for the 
airside analysis of sound level contours (Vol.!, Figure $.2-1), while the remainder 
were northeast, north and east of and in close Proximity to the airport.‘ 


Two sensor sites to the west-northwest of the airport are those at the Jefferies Point 
Yacht Club and at Summer near Lawsom in East Boston. These two sites would 85.12 3 
receive ground noise from the jet engines as they taxi to Runway 14 and as takeoff 
power was applied. This noise is quite directional when the aircraft reaches full 
power. According to the day-night contours in the analysis, the noise level would 
never reach 60 YDNL. The Times Above Noise Levels (TANL) tables contradict 
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Enhanced Preferential Runway Advisory System - PRAS Implementation 


Noise abatement procedures, it is understood, are a significant concern of the 
Logan Airport Air Traffic Control Tower. However, the PRAS goals are 
advisory and may be declined by the Air Traffic Supervisor on duty after analysis 
of the recommended PRAS Tunways and weather conditions. 


but also at adjacent facilities. These concerns suggest that attainment of the 
PRAS goals will remain elusive. 


Past experience with the PRAS system has demonstrated the difficulty of 
attainment of the PRAS goals. it is clear that capacity considerations and 
controller workload have taken Precedence. We expect this situation to continue, 
and to’ be exacerbated by growth in operations over time. 


We believe airfield operations are unlikely to attain, and even less likely to sustain, 
the progress toward attainment of PRAS goals that Massport Projects. Therefore, 
the projected noise reduction "benefits" of the Proposed project for the 


The number of jet operations at night (Appendix H) is projected to increase 
significantly over time. The increase is from about 3 1,0CO operations per year and 
12% of all jet operations in 1993, to about 40,000 and about 14% of jet 
operations in the 29 million Passengers scenario in 1999. A further increase to 
about 52,000 operations per year and about 16% of jet operations is projected in 
the 37.5 million/low fleet Scenario, and to about 65,000 Operations and 18% of 
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jet operations in the 37.5 million Passenger/high fleet scenario. In the 45 million 
passenger/high fleet scenario the Projected increase is to about 89,000 annual 
operations, representing 23% of all Jet operations. This shows projected major 

increases in nighttime jet operations from the 1993 level. 


The trend is clear. The number of nighttime jet operations can be expected to 
double within the foreseeable future under conservative forecasts. The noise 85 12 5 


Table 6 
Growth in Jet Operations 
SCENARIO Total Jet Daytime Jet Nighttime Jet Equivalent Jet 
Operations Operations Operations Operations 


Number —_ Percent Number _ Percent Number Increase 


1993 262,200 231,000 88% 31,200 12% 543,400 sooo 
29M Low Fleet 297,900 257,500 86% 40,400 14% 661,200 22% 
High Fleet 294,100 253,500 86% 40,600 14% 659,300 21% 
37.5 M Low Fleet 331,400 279,800 84% 51,600 16% 796,200 47% 
High Fleet 363,000 297,700 82% 65,300 18% 951,000 735% 
45M _ High Fleet 332,800 303,900 77% 88,904 22% 1,190,000 120% 


This table is constructed from data and Projections presented in the Logan DEIS/DEIR, Appendix H. 


The last columns of the table above, also taken from Appendix H, apply the 
“nighttime noise equivalent" factor of 10 to the (forecast) nighttime jet operations 
to predict the "noise equivalent" number of jet operations during the year. This 
of course is not a forecast of actual operations. It is rather a statement that the 
predicted mix of operations in a particular scenario (year, passenger traffic, fleet, 
and resulting non-jet, jet, day, and night operations) would result in a noise impact 
equivalent to the impact of that number of operations if they all occurred in the 
daytime. 


should be a major factor in the debate about the long-term management of travel 9 5 1 ) 6 
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D.1.c Noise Monitoring by Massport - Late Night Preferential Runway Use 


There has been a program at Logan for preferential use of over water approaches 
and departures, in effect from midnight to 6:00 a.m. The objective is to maximize 
the use of runway 15R for departures and runway 33L for landings during that 
period. The effectiveness of this program for the years 1995, 1996, and 1997 is 
reported on in the GEIRs. The program would appear to have some benefit, as 85.1 27 
reported, but is not discussed in the DEIS/DEIR. The data presented in the 
GEIRs suggest a higher potential benefit in the initial year of operation than in the 
last reported vear, comparing the percentage of time that those twe runways were 
designated as the active runways during that midnight to 6:00 a.m. period. The 
DEIS/DEIR should report on the current status of the program, and 
discuss/explain the apparent diminution in its application. The construction of 
Runway 14/32 would not enhance the opportunity to utilize this program 
nor increase its benefit. 


D.1.d Flight Tracks 


The 1997 GEIR Update contains an analysis of flight tracks on departures from 
various runways. The principal observations from this report are that a significant 
number of flights re-crossed the shoreline over Hull and were also below 6,000 
feet. This is true for departures from 15R (although the numbers are relatively 
small) and from 22R/22L, where only 42% of the crossings through Hull No. 2 
gate were above 6,000 feet. This may explain the level of concern of aircraft 
noise in Hull. 


Comparison of the report of the flight track monitoring program in the 1994/1995 
GEIR Update with that reported in the 1997 GEIR Annual Update shows the 85 1 28 
following. While the number of aircraft departing Runways 22 that subsequently 
cross the Hull peninsula on their westbound leg did not increase appreciably, the 
percentage of aircraft crossing that peninsula below 6,000 feet increased from 
about 8% to about 42%! (The noise abatement procedure for runway 22 
departures is to pass north of the Hull peninsula on the eastbound departure and 
to pass across the shoreline south of the Hull neninsula at an altitude of over 
6,000 feet on the westbound retum leg.} 1 appears from the data that a significant 
percentage of operations failed to conform to the procedure in two ways--the Hull 
peninsula was crossed, and it was crossed at less than 6000 feet altitude. 


The 1997 GEIR Study does not report on compliance with the flight tracks for 8 5 1 99 
Runway 27 departures as established by the FAA in 1996. The CAC . 
representatives from the Runway 27 coalition are vociferous in their complaints 

about failure to comply with the agreed-on departure procedures, which were 

developed as part of the Runway 27 DEIS/DEIR. Massport reports that in 1997 
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the FAA initiated an action plan to improve compliance with the Runway 27 fli ght 
corridor. 


Benefits of Further Conversion to Stage 3 aircraft from Stage 2 aircraft 


The Logan Low-Frequency Noise Study reported in 1996 by Harris, Miller, Miller 
& Hanson, Inc. indicates that Massport overstates the benefit of further 


The impact of flight operations on Persons living under or near flight tracks has 
been assessed and evaluated using a number of approaches and metrics, as 
reported in the DEIS/DER. These include the YDNL contours, dwell, 
Persistence, and "time above" a selected noise level. The interference and 


Soundproofing" 


oe : < : 
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"soundproofing" program is to reduce or eliminate noise pathways through the 
structure, this also reduces air exchange between the structure and the ambient 
air, trapping within the structure air contaminants that are generated therein. 
Thus, a byproduct of "soundproofing" is an increase in the potential for interior 
air contamination in the absence of mechanical ventilation. 


This is not an argument that "soundproofing" is a bad idea or should not be 

continued and intensified as a Mitigation measure for otherwise unavoidable 85 { 39 
aircraft noise impacts. It is, however, a statement that acoustic treatment should : 

not be regarded as a full substitute for reduction in ambient ieveis of aircraft noise. 


Concerns about Massport’s residential "soundproofing" program include the pace 

of the program, as Massport has had a target of completing the program in 15 

years, or the year 2000. Massport depends on FAA grants for the funding of this 85 i 3 3 
program and is therefore limited by FAA eligibility rules as to the location with 2 
respect to noise contours of units for which "soundproofing" may be provided. 

FAA Order 5100.38A makes ineligible for AIP funding any non-related code- 

required building improvements necessary to accommodate acoustic treatment 


improvements. This may impose significant burdens on some property owners. 


Another concem is the failure to provide air-conditioning in conjunction with the | 85. 1 34 
"soundproofing" program. Note that according to the DEIS/DEIR, the FAA 
grants provide for 80% of the cost of the Program, with Massport providing 20%. 


A further concem is the eligibility of dwelling units for the program. At present, 

eligibility is determined by the location of the unit within the 65 YDNL noise 

contour, as determined by the application of the Integrated Noise Model (INM). 

Massport should consider whether other factors should be included in the 85.135 
determination of eligibility that might not be adequately captured by the use of the 

65 YDNL noise contours. Consideration should also be given to establishment 

of an interior noise level goal for the program regardless of location of the 

dwelling unit. Any restructuring of the program should be undertaken with full 

communication with the interested and affected communities. 


The shortcomings of the INM should be recognized and accommodated in the 

further development of the acoustic treatment program and with respect to 85 | 36 
eligibility for the program. The disparity between YDNL levels projected using 7 

the INM and dB levels measured in the field is well demonstrated around Logan 

Airport. Credence should be given to the measured values in determining 

eligibility and design of corrective measures. 
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D.1.g School Sound Insulation Pro ram 
D.1.g ee nobnd ‘nsulation Program 


Massport reports that all schools eligible for the "soundproofing" program have 
been treated. That is certainly positive. However, the statement does not address 
the question of whether the treatments have been adequate or sufficient in every 
school to which they have been applied, or the question of whether all schools 
that would benefit from some form of acoustic treatment have received that 
benefit. 


Air Quality/Odors 


The issues with Tespect to air quality impacts of the Logan Airside Improvement 
PI i 


anning Project are (1) shifting of existing emissions to other locations on and 


Shifting or relocation of aircraft engine emissions and impacts will follow and relate 
to changes in runway and taxiway utilization that are Projected to occur under any of 
the "build" alternatives. Generally, these changes in impact locations will mirror the 
shifts in noise impact. The change in air quality impact most likely to be detected is 
that of odors, 


D.2.a Odor Assessment 


Prepared by: Consultants fo Community 


(Please refer to the Appendix B - “Analysis of Odor Complaints at Logan 
Airport" memorandum of March 27, 1996 to the Community Advisory 
Committee). 


Changes in odor impacts are most likely to occur in the Jefferies Point 
neighborhood from takeoffs on Runway 14 (taxiing aircraft approaching the 


new source of odors ir: the Jefferies Point area and would also affect the Hyatt 
Hotel. 4 


Increased use of Runway 15 for takeoffs can be expected to have an influence on 
odor impacts downwind of Runway 15 in the Bremen Street/Eagle Hill area of 
East Boston, due to increased emissions from taxiing, holding and start of takeoff 
roll. In this case, as contrasted to Runway 14, this would not be a new source of 
odors, but rather, an increase in the frequency during which the source was active. 
An odor receptor location in East Boston representing the most proximate 
residential receptor located along or near the extended centerline of Runway 


is) 
f 
ia 
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15R/33L should have been selected for odor modeling rather than Location 10 at 
the intersection of Condor and Glendon Streets. 


The construction and use at the Centerfield Taxiway would change odor impacts 
in the Bayswater Street area of East Boston. Increased Stacking of taxiing aircraft 85 | AQ) 
in the northern portion of the airport would increase odor source strength, a . 


Taxiway November). The use of the Centerfield Taxiway would place taxiing 
aircraft closer to the Court Road section of Winthrop, where the odor impact 


would depend on the crosswind Component during operations on Runways 4 and 
22. 


Responses to changes in odor Strength are logarithmic in nature, as pointed out 
in the K. M. Chng Environmental Report of 1996 and in the attached memo of 


Winthrop will not be sufficient to be noted by residents. However, the QF { A 


Improvements in efficiency of ground taxi operations, while potentially yielding 85.1 4) 
OF resulting in reduction in odorous emissions generally on the airfield, are not 
likely to be detected in the neighborhoods as reductions in odor intensity. 


D.2.b Dispersion Modeling Results 


These results show that growth of operations at Logan Airport will increase 
contaminant concentrations over time at most modeled locations, although the 


class of compounds is used as a Surrogate for odorous compounds. The projected 85 1 43 
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alternatives and Tunway configurations, Massport should have used the same ten- 


Should be reavir 
for the DEIS/DEIR (Section 3.1.2 


year hourly average meteorological input for the air quality dispersi 
h the dispersi fel fe e cond 


The use of the EPA Industrial Source Complex Dispersion Model utilizes too long 
an averaging time to adequately model peak odor concentrations, which is the 
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stimulus of concern for odor response. Furthermore, averaging over a one-hour 
period essentially washes out the peak concentration profile. The modeling that 
was performed should be supplemented by the application of a “puff model 


ogee 


8 reasonable worst-case dispersion and dilution conditions and short-term 
peak emission rates, in addition to the factors set forth in the Chng Report. For 
all of the above reasons, the odor modeling and odor impact assessment 
Procedure is inadequate. 


No references are given for the assertion that newer engines associated with Stage 
3 aircraft produce lower hydrocarbon emissions The DEIS/DEIR. demonstrates 
that complete conversion to Stage 3 aircraft in the fleet at Logan must (a) be 


The presentation for minimizing water quality imnacts during construction is 


completely inadequate and is substantively limited to the cne paragraph on page 6-94. 
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D5 Soils Management 


Massport has performed no soil sampling and analysis in the principal areas of 
Proposed excavation for the planned construction projects. Of particular interest 8 5 15 ? 
would be the cargo and general aviation ramp areas in the vicinity of the proposed : 
Runway 1432. The soil sample data presented in Section 6.6.4.1 cannot be 

considered potentially representative of any of the proposed construction areas. 


} 


Massport has indicated that the principal means of disposal of excavated material will 
be as landfill cover and contouring material. Experience with other projects 
demonstrates that the Central Artery Project has substantially saturated the demand 85.1 53 
for materials for those purposes within reasonable hts! distances. While the shortage 
of capacity will principally be a cost factor, it could also affect proposed construction 


Without information on the source of the hydraulic fill in the eastern portion of the 85 | A 4 
airfield (Taxiway Delta Extension Section 6.6.4.3), no assumption should be made ; 
about the chemical characteristics of the underlying material. 


The total volume of soil to be disposed of, from the DEIS/DEIR, appears to be a 

minimum of approximately 800,000 cubic yards, and depending on the results of field 

sampling prior to construction, could be considerably greater. Generation of the bulk 8 a 5 5 
of this material would occur in the first two years of the project. While this volume 

is less than 10% of the total volume of material that is being managed as part of the 

Central Artery Project, its management and disposal is a significant program. The 

DEIS/DEIR treats this matter far too casually. 


D.6 Construction Impacts 


D.6.a Construction Activities 


The statement that construction work with limited exception would only occur 

during the months of January, February and March, weather permitting, is 

puzzling. It is not consistent with Table 6.7-3; it is not clear why Massport would 8 we A6 
select two of the months that are normally the most problematic because of 

weather, and years 2, 3, 4 and 5 in Table 6.7-3 specifically show no construction 

activity in the first quarter. This matter needs to be clarified. 


It is apparent from the construction schedule that Massport intends to first 
implement its capacity enhancement projects, Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield 
Taxiway. 
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D.6.b Ground Transportation 


Massport should explain how construction workers would access the site, based 
on experience with other recent Massport construction projects. Will contractors 
be required to provide off-airport worker parking with shuttle buses to the airfield 
Construction site? How will the potential for parking, legal or otherwise, in East 
Boston be minimized? (Page 6-129) 


D.6.c Air Quality - Fugitive Dust during Construction 


The most likely sources of fugitive dust during construction are wind erosion of 
exposed souis and dust re-entrainment during vehicle passage. The areas most 
likely to be affected by fugitive dust are those within a few thousand feet of soil 
movement and transport activities, such as Court Park in Winthrop, Bayswater 
Street and Jefferies Point, and the South Boston Waterfront, including Fort 
Independence. Massport Proposes street sweeping and wheel-well washing, and 
use of water sprays, to minimize dust generation. These are reasonably effective 
measures if implemented in a proper manner and at a proper place. However, it 
is assumed that Massport will not construct and operate wheelwash facilities on 
the airfield, but rather, will establish them at the southerly end of Harborside 
Drive and perhaps at the North Gate (although locations are not mentioned in the 
DEIS/DEIR). To minimize dust generation on the airfield, Massport must use 
Spray trucks oi "water wagons." However, such systems, and wheelwash 
Operations, are not feasible during sub-freezing weather without the (costly) 
addition of chemical freezing point depressants to the water. Massport has failed 


to.demonstrate how fugitive dust emissions from construction operations on the 
airfield during winter months will be controlled. 


Wheelwash facilities Senerate considerable quantities of silt and sediment-laden 
water. Massport has not discussed how discharge of these contaminants will be 
controlled. Settling methods or "sedimentation boxes" are ineffective with respect 
to fine particles in the water stream. 


D.6.d Construction Noise Impact 
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Massport proposes to use the Federal FHWA Criteria for construction noise 
impact. Massport fails to recognize the criteria applied by Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection, which limit construction noise increases 
to 10 dB(A) above background and prohibit pure tones as defined by DEP (DEP 


Policy 90-001). These criteria are applicable to this project. 


Other shortcomings of the Massport construction noise analysis are its failure to 
address the matter of pure tones and of impact noise (i.e., paving breakers and 
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hoe rams), and the failure to Separate out and separately analyze nighttime 


construction noise levels against nighttime ambient levels, in addition to the 
information on Projected day DNL levels in Table 6.7-6, 


Should this project be finally approved, the Record of Decision and the Section 6] 
Findings should clearly incorporate the construction impact Mitigation measures 
set forth in Section 6.7 of Volume I of the DEIS/DEIR, as amended by any 
additional measures incorporated as a result of these or other comments. 


How will construction vehicles accessing or exiting via the North Gate be 
Precluded from use of local Streets? 


The Soils Use Policy and the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(Section 6.7.5.4) should be available for and Subject to public review and 
comment. 


Cumulative Impacts 


The statement is made, “After sound-proofing to Mitigate impacts within the 65 
YDNL Contour, the full-build alternatives provide net long-term benefits." We 
disagree with this sta €ment. As discussed elsewhere in these comments, the 
soundproofing Program has significant limitations in terms of the benefits provided. 


minimal long-term air quality benefits. With the exception of odor impacts, changes 
in air quality associated with the proposed Project are likely to be undetectable. 


This Draft Environmental Impact Report is submitted subject to Massachusetts laws, 
policies and regulations, in addition to federal reguiations and guidance (page 7-3). 
As such, it is subject to the determination of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
as to whether cumulative impacts have been adequately addressed. 
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Federal planning policy’ establishes that this project must be considered and evaluated 


as stimulating growth in aircraft operations at Logan. The DEIS/DEIR makes a 


clearly contrary statement (page 7-3): "The Airside Project has independent utility, 


. 


and will not stimulate, preclude, or otherwise ..." In our opinion, this statement is 


incorrect. 


D.7.a Relationship to the GEIR 


The planning period is inadequate, and should be extended to 2020. There is no 
plan or program to deal with long-term growth at Logan, which will soon 
overwhelm any interim benefits of this project. There are measures that could be 
instituted to effectively address transportation in easter New Engiand, but there 


is no discussion in this document. 


As stated above, the Secretary of Environmental Affairs should determine 
that these significant planning deficiencies exist in the DEIS/DEIR that must 
be addressed. The DEIS/DEIR should be found inadequate, and a new Draft 


document should be required. 


Delay does not appear to be a major problem at Logan, based on FAA reports and 


Massport's 5-year history of inaction. 


D.7.b Relationship to Other Logan Projects 


This project and landside projects at Logan are interdependent, and both will 


increase capacity and stimulate demand. 


D.7.c Long-Term Cumulative Effects 


The Airside Improvements Project is already "divisive and disruptive of 
established communities," and Prospects for the long term are significantly worse. 


With respect to Section 7.3.1 - Noise - it is necessary to iterate that the "sound- 
proofing" does not fully mitigate for the impacts of increased overflights and 
increased ambient noise. With Tespect te odor impacts that maybe associated 
with the proposed project, we believe the modeling approach used by Massport 


to be flawed and to require substantial enhancement. 


—___——— 


° FAA-APO-98-4, "Economic Analysis of Investment and Regulatory Decisions -- Revist 1 Guide", Chapter 3, 


"Benefit Estimation", e-4 "Regulatory Changes in Capacity at Access Capped Airports" 
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E.1 Approach to Delay Modeling 


There are a number of different models available® for determination of capacity and 
delay analysis including: LMI Runway Capacity Model, FAA Airfield Capacity 


assumed that Massport used the Commercial software model "The Airport Machine" 
developed by Airport Simulation; International (ASI) for the evaluation Of the taxiway 
demand, capacity and delay- however, no Specifics were given on the development of 
the model. It is curious why Massport did not use the FAA-approved SIMMOD 
model for the airport simulations. "The Airport Machine, which costs about $20,000 
for a site license, offers less flexibility and options than SIMMOD and is a largely 
deterministic model." 


There is no discussion on the Selection of the model for estimating delay. Section 
1.4.1 describes two measures of delay, ATOMS and ASQP data. In 1997, according 


FAA's Office of Aviation Policy and Plans (APO) has created the "Consolidated 
Opera i i 


rn 


* Modeling Research Under NAS/ATT, “Existing and Required Modeling Capabilities for Evaluating ATM 
Systems and Concepts”, International Center for Air Transportation, MIT, March, 1997 


i Modeling Research Under NAS/ATT, “Existing and Required Modeling Capabilities for Evaluating ATM 
Systems and Concepts", International Center for Air Transportation, MIT, March, 1997, page 17. 


* FAA, Office of Aviation Policy and Plans, “Documentation for the Consolidated Operations and Delay Analysis 
System", September 1997, page 1. 


” FAA. Office of Aviation Policy and Plans, “Documentation for the Consolidated Operations and Delay Analysis 


System", September 1997, page 3 
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The CODAS information should be incorporated into the models developed (FLAPS 
and DELAYSIM) for the evaluation of the airside improvements at Logan. CODAS 
also calculates taxi in and out time and delay and should be considered in lieu of The 
Airport Machine. 


It is unclear why Massport chose to develop its own model for estimating delay when 
FAA has developed a model to do the very same. Massport chose to use the FAA 
INM model for reviewing the effects of noise on the community. However, they 
choose to use non-standard models like the Airport Machine, DELAYSIM, and 
FLAPS instead of SIMMOD and CODAS. 


The models used including FLAPS and DELAYSIM appear to have been developed 
exclusively for analysis of Logan. Background information on the development of 
these models is not presented. The models have not been verified or compared with 
historical information nor has it been shown that the development has been 


coordinated with FAA or the airlines. Based on 40 CFR Part 1502 requirements of 


Preparing Environmental Impact Statements!? " __ . Material based on proprietary 
data which is itself not available for review and comment shall not be incorporated by 
reference," this usage is inappropriate. 


Airside Delay Modeling 


The Airside delay mode! (DELAYSIM) used hourly weather observations from i98i- 
1990. Not only does this not correlate either to Massport's base year or to the 
recommended 1998 base year, it uses data that is over 17 years old. Weather patterns 
have changed significantly within the last five years due to effects from El Nino and 
La Nina. The selection of the weather data does not provide current information as 
background for the selection of the runway configurations. 


One of the assumptions of the DELAYSIM model is that an air traffic controller first 
chooses 1) highest capacity configuration, then 2) the configuration that most closely 
meets the PRAS goals. We believe this assumption is not supported by historical data 
on the actual percentages of Tunway use configuration. No data is presented to show 
recent improvement due to the availability of Enhanced PRAS (EPRAS). 


The DELAYSIM modei should withdraw the PRAS goal decision-point as a runway 
configuration selection criteria and provide the model results using, as the leading 
criteria, the highest capacity configuration and air traffic controller workload 
weightings approved by FAA ATC. This approach would be a more conservative 
approach reflecting historical operational selections by the FAA ATC personnel. 
FAA's primary responsibility is to provide safe and efficient aircraft operations into 


~?° Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.2] 


Pr 
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and out of Logan. To try to model the ability of FAA to adhere to a volunteer noise 
Program (PRAS) is not appropriate in simulating the "worse-case" or “highest 
Capacity" operations. Moreover, Logan has indicated that continued growth is 
expected: thus, FAA will focus on its primary Tesponsibility of efficient aircraft 


document: 


"Capacity Increases which Reduce Congestion Related Delay - Two definitions of 
capacity are relevant in defining the relationship (between delay, capacity and system 
demand). One is the "through put" measure. It defines the absolute number of system 
users that can be served in a Sven period of time. provided that a user is always 


demand and increases as demand approaches capacity, as defined under either 
definition. As demand exceeds "practical" capacity, delay exceeds the acceptable 
level. And as demand Pushes up against "throughput" capacity, delays begin to 
become infinite. This occurs because the mumber of users demanding Service, per time 
period, begins to become Sreater than the ability of the system to serve them, resulting 
in an ever growing line of users waiting for service, 


Prepared by: Consultants to Community Advisory Committee to Massport March 29, 1999 


85.185 


85.186 


Review Comments on Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 33 
Draft Environmental impact Statement/Draft Environmental im act Rep 


actually exceeded. In actuality, system users do not arrive consistently at evenly 
spaced intervals. Sometimes several users arrive at one time and sometimes no one 
arrives. As a consequence, some of those who arrive at the same time as do others 
must be delayed. 


Measurement of capacity and delay benefits requires that the relationship depicted in 85.1 87 
Figure 3-2 be determined for both the existing system and the proposed new one. The 

general form of such relationships is shown in Figure 3-3. Each has the same general 

form as that of Figure 3-2, but with the Proposed new system having greater capacity 

and lower average delays that the old one at each level of demand. 


The average deiay reduction per System user at the current levei of demand, Do, is 
Mo-M1 minutes. This is not the delay reduction that will occur if the indicated 
Capacity increase is provided at demand level D1 after system users have adjusted to 
the increase, however. Capacity improvements will reduce the costs of using the 
system both in terms of passenger time and aircraft operating expense. 


As indicated in Figure 3-1, cost reductions will generally lead to an increase in the 
quantity of any good or service demanded. In this Case, assume system demand 
increases from Do to D1 resulting in delay of M2 per user. This level of delay is 
above M1 and represents that level which will result from the indicated increase in 
capacity once demand has adjusted to the lower costs brought about by the capacity 
increase.""! 


The DELAYSIM model does not take into account the Capacity increase because of 

stimulated demand. This model also provides a higher value of delay savings because 8 ) 1 88 
it is measuring the savings from Mo-M1 and not Mo-M2. Since FAA includes : 
recognition of the stimulation effect in determining delay reduction, the model 

Massport uses should do the same. ; 


The FAA Technical Center at Atlantic City, New Jersey, should assist in simulating 85 189 
operations of the proposed new runway to verify the validity of the sole-source — 
models used by Massport. 


—_—_——— 


4 FAA-APO-98-4, "Economic Analysis of Investment and Regulatory Decisions -- Revised Guide", Chapter 3, 
"Benefit Estimation", B “Capacity Increases which Reduce Congestion Related Delay", page 3-11. 
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FIGURE 3-1 
TYPICAL DEMAND CURVE 


—_—_ 


B FAA-APO-98-4, “Economic Analysis of Investment and Regulatory Decisions -. 
“Benefit Estimation", B "Capacity Increases which Reduce Congestion Related Delay" 


Consultants to Community 


Revised Guide", Chapter 3, 
> Page 3-3, 
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EIGURE 3-2 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CAPACITY 
AND AVERAGE DELAY 
AVERAGE 
DELAY 
(Minutes) 


practical ; through put 
capacity Capacity 
SYSTEM DEMAND 


. » FAA-APO-98-4, "Economic Analysis of Investment and Regulatory Decisions -- Revised Guide", Chapter 3, 
“Benefit Estimation", B “Capacity Lacreases which Reduce Congestion Related Delay", page 3-12. 
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Delay 


Introduction 


Massport proposes addressing the delay problem in a limited way through the Airside 
Improvements Project, and to address impacts of ground traffic through increasing 
the usage of high-occupancy vehicles and through regional transportation 
improvements by others. However, Massport’s Airside Improvement Project 
Proposals will not preclude increases in the delay experienced by airlines and their 
Passengers. By its own calculations, that delay under the most optimistic scenario will 
return to present levels within a very few years and increase after that. 


each of the airlines. If these were true delays, many of the airlines involved in this 
area would already have found alternatives to operating from Boston. 


The analysis of delay shows a 10 percent reduction in modeled delay for 1999 with 
implementation of Option 1A unless the air traffic increases to a projected higher 


is likely to approximate that estimated for 1998. By 2010 projections, with all 
improvements completed and a low air traffic projection, runway delays are estimated 
to be approximately 171,900 hours, or 40 per cent more hours of delay than those 
estimated to have occurred in 1998. In view of these projections, it is apparent that 
building and Operating an unidirectional Runway 14/32 is but a band-aid. 


March 29, 1999 


85.190 


85.191 


Intercontinental and Houston Hobby, with Dallas Love Field and Dallas/Fort Worth 
airport, with the New York City airports, with Chicago, etc. The Cities and airports 
have continued to flourish with both the old and new airports. It has been proven that 


F.2— Calculation of Delay 


The DEIS/DEIR indicates that the FAA's congestion threshold of 20,000 annual 
hours is used to identify severely congested (i.e., delay prone) airports. In 1997 and 
1998, FAA” renorted total operations delayed more than 15 minutes were 12,500 
and 16,400; respectively. 


The DEIS/DEIR indicates that "in 1998, it is estimated that Logan experienced 


In fact, the 121,000 hours of delay was generated by Massport's model and not by 
FAA. Presentation of this data, without reference, is misleading. 


Information is provided on the delay as tracked by FAA, and Table 1.4-1 presents 
Logan's delay rank among U.S. Airports. It is useful to review this information, and 


in Tables 7 and 8. 


a summary of the OPSNET information for the top ten delayed airports is presented 


_ es 


© FAA Air Traffic Operations Managements System - OPSNET for the 55 Select Airports Calendar Year 


Comparison 


6 1994 Airport System Capacity Improvement Report, Section 1.4.2 Delay by Cause. 
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Table7 


FAA Statistics on Airports 
with Delays of 15 Minutes or More Per 1,000 Operations 


Delays Per 1,000 Operation 


Airport Name CY90 CY91 CyY92 cy93 CY94 CY95 CY96 Cy97 CY98" 
Newark Int'l Arpt. 84.94 67.26 83.48 87.88 74.29 33.8] 65.25 57.89 69.08 
N.Y. LaGuardia Arpt. 86.79 61.63 55.23 38.32 47.37 33.65 46.22 49.03 68.40 
San Francisco Int'l Arpt 45.79 58.13 301 22.79 9846 £4.79 56.57 43.02 €5.89 
Hartsfield Al. Int'l Arpt. 44.08 22.09 23.9 23.28 19.98 44.36 23.88 31.80 33.06 
LambertSt.Louis Int'l Arpt 25.24 23.50 14.96 15.54 22.72 33.87 34.04 3048 31.70 
Boston Logan Int'l Arpt. 32.36 32.84 34.61 39.23 29.79 22.15 26.37 25.19 31.84 
Chi. O'Hare Intl Arpt. 64.61 47.94 45.40 47.49 26.83 30.93 34.36 23.52 32.07 
N.Y. JFK Int'l Arpt. 68.33 41.67 4123 35.68 35.79 17.38 29.53 18.32 36.28 
Los Anglese Intl Arpt. 7.11 14.80 19.75 9115 10.96 27.03 24.13 1769 9.73 
Philadelphia Int'l Arpt. 35.44 16.87 18.47 18.75 20.85 6.89 17.95 16.23 24.58 
Table 8 
FAA Statistics!2 
Operations with Delays of 15 Minutes or More 
Percent Percent 
Boston Logan Int'l Airport of Totai of Total 
. CY98 Operations CY97 Qperations 

Equipment 388 = 23% 382 3.1% 

Volume 273 17% 310 2.5% 

Weather 14,657 89.4% 10,849 868% 

Runway 127 0.8 % 280 2.2% 

Other _955 5.8% 679 5.4% 

Total 16,400 100.0% 12,500 100.0% 

Total Activity 515,119 497,097 

Delays per : 

100,000 operations 3,183.7 2,514.5 
ee 


” FAA, ASC-1, 1998 Aviation Capacity Enhancement Plan, Information from CY93-CY97. 


** FAA Air Traffic 
Comparison. 


© FAA Air Traffic 


Operations Managements System - OPSNET for the 


Operations Managements System - OPSNET for the 55 Select Aports Calendar Year 


55 Select Airports Calendar Year 


Comparison. 
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FAA calculated and reported delay at Logan has decreased almost 19% between 1993 
and 1998. This information is not in DEIS/DEIR. This reduction in delay has 


Also the DEIS/DEIR indicates that FAA identifies a 20,000 annual hour threshold for 
identifying delay problems at airports. In 1997, delay hours measured by FAA were 
25,190 hours. The DEIS/DEIR indicates that Logan's delay is six times the FAA's 


Cost of Delay 


Cost of Delay is a subjective term, Massport exaggerates the Cost of delay to airport 
users (airlines) and airport passengers. First, the DELAYSIM model Overestimates 
delay hours by counting cancelled flights (where costs would Not be minimized from 


other delays). 


For airline passengers, the DELAYSIM model calculates ail delay. Airline schedules 
take into account typical delay times when Publishing departure and arrival 


Crane 


Cowmitice ta Masspori March 29, 1999 
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Environmentai impact R ort (DEIS/DEIR 


The document quotes a value of $ 27 per hour of time from the 1997 APO Bulletin; 
however this document further details categories for personal and business travel as 
well as a low and high sensitivity range or each category. The generalized use of $27 
Per passenger overestimates the value of delay for airline passengers at Logan. 


Massport did not present the cost of delay information in any Meetings with the CAC 
or its consultants. In fact, they indicated cost information would not be provided 
except the initial construction cost of the project. 


Massport overestimates the costs ta airlines and passengers. Information should not 
be reflected unless a more detailed cost-benefit analysis is conducted. Massport 
presents only costs to airlines and their passengers. If cost information is to be 
presented as part of the analysis process for the DEIS/DEIR, a full cost-benefit 
analysis should be provided. Providing only part of the Story is misleading. 


As stated in 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact Statements regarding cost- 
benefit analysis”: "If a cost-benefit analysis relevant to the choice among 
environmentally different alternatives is being considered for the proposed actions, it 
shall be incorporated by reference or appended to the statement as an aid in evaluating 
the environmental consequences. To assess the adequacy of compliance with sec. 
102(2)(B) of the Act the statement shall, when a cost-benefit analysis is prepared, 
discuss the relationship between that analysis and any analysis of unquantified 
environmental impacts, values, and amenities. For purposes of complying with the 
Act, the weighing of the merits and drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be 
displayed in a monetary cost-benefit analysis and should not be when there are 
important qualitative considerations In any event, an environmental impact statement 
should at least indicate those considerations, including factors not related to 
environmental quality, which are likely to be relevant and important to a decision." 


Aircraft Delay and Runway Use Results 


for the development of an DEIS/DEIR report (dated F ebruary 1999) is inappropriate 
based on a) existing conditions and b) results of prior studies. It is inconceivable that 


required to provide analyses that are appropriate to forecasting techniques based on 
recent (not five year old data), Massport is presenting information based on five year 


SN “ee 


?° Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.23 
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old data and analyzing the results for only a ten year period in the future. This is not 
an acceptable approach to the delay analysis. . 


F.4.a Total Delavs 


Again, in this section the DEIS/DEIR puts a value on the delay savings that is 
inappropriate and inaccurate. An interesting comparison should be noted: 


1993 Base Year 159,000 modeled delay hours 
1999 29M Low . 157,500 modeled delay hours 
Delay Reduction: almost 1 % 
No Action: almost 1% 


F.4.b Runway Related Delays 


The DEIS/DEIR ‘states that implementation of Alternative 1 or 1A will 
Sub . aca 


“principal cause of delay at Logan is the substantial drop in airfield Capacity that 
Occurs when wind and weather conditions force controllers to utilize 
configurations with fewer than three runways or when poor weather requires 
increased separation distances between aircraft." These conditions occur during 
IFR conditions, thus the implementation of Alternative 1 or 1A is not just 
Providing reduction in weather related delay but is Providing additional capacity 
during VFR conditions. While the peak hour capacity does not increase with 
construction of the Tunway, the additional Tunway will provide the controllers the 
option to use higher-capacity configuration more of the time. This ability is 
Providing additional "through-put" of aircraft operations. 


85.205 
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Tunway. If as the DEIS/DEIR States, there are delay savings realized by this delay 8 5 208 


hours of delay calculations. 


F.4.¢ Taxiway-Related Delay 


The DEIS/DEIR puts a value on the delay savings that is inappropriate and 
inaccurate. Piease see comments under "Cost of Delay." 


F.4.d Runway Use 


Figure 4.5-3 Distribution of Jet Aircraft Operations by Operating Direction 85.209 
illustrates 1997 actual data. 1997 is not the base year. 


The discussion of runway use fails to highlight that it is FAA controllers who 
make isi 


the decisions regarding the Tunway configuration that is selected. The 85 710 


configuration b) meeting of PRAS goals. This assumption has not been 
historically proved to be true. 


required spacings between aircraft for following and crossing traffic. The 85.211 


and revisions. A prudent pilot, when operating in VFR conditions behind a larger 


or heavy aircraft, will adiust his path behind the aircraft to ensure a safe flight. 
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F.5 Delay Conclusion . : 


The use of 1998 data rather than 1993 data strengthens the argument that the "base 85.213 
Year" must be revised. 


According to the FAA, operations delayed over 15 minutes in 1998 totalled 16,4002! 
At a minimum this would be 16,400 Operations @ 15 minutes / 60 minutes per hour 


ee 


1 FAA Air Traffic Operations Managements System - OPSNET for the 55 Select Airports Calendar Year 


Comparison. 
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G. Alternatives 


Massport has not met the requirements of the 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact 
Statements regarding “alternatives including the proposed action" for this DEIS/DEIR which 
require”: "Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for 
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their 
having been eliminated" and "Include reasonable not within the jurisdiction of the lead 
agency." 


No discussion of alternatives not considered in this DEIS/DEIR was included. A reasonable 
person could expect alternatives to include the following: 


a. Development of a new airport to accommodate demand and reduce delays at Logan 85.21 9 
b. Consideration of Implementing a High-Density Rule (Slots) to control congestion at 
Logan. " In order to avoid excessive congestion at several of the nation's airports, 85.2 16 


access is capped through regulations which establish a fixed number of landing and 
takeoff rights ("slots")."2 

c. Consider Implementation of FAR Part 161 regulations to provide aircraft noise and 85 1 7 
access restrictions for Stage 2 and Stage 3 operations at Logan to provide noise relief : 
to affected communities. A specific measure that could be considered is a cap on 
night-time operations. 

d. Diversion of general aviation traffic and origin/destination traffic of both regional non- 85.21 8 
jet and short-hau! jet traffic to Massport's Hanscom Field. ; 


At the present time, Massport presents only a limited suite of measures that could be effective 
in addressing this issue. The general approaches that could be implemented that have not 
been forestalled by other actions, and are not mutually exclusive are discussed below. 
However, the political will has not been demonstrated for the required combination of a level 
of commitment and of supporting measures sufficient to prevent the growth of aircraft impact 
at and around Logan Airport. 


G.1__ Regional Airports 


Diversion of passengers to other airports has major potential to absorb current and 
future growth in air travel demand of the Boston Metropolitan and eastem New 
England areas. Hanscom Field, T. F. Green, Manchester, Worcester and potentially 
Pease, are the candidate facilities. Massport has made an effort to evaluate the 
potential for such diversion, and some of the recent growth in travel through those 
airports has certainly been from passengers who could and would otherwise have 


ee 
= Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.14 


sd FAA-APO-98-4, "Economic Analysis of Investment and Regulatory Decisions -- Revised Guide", Chapter 3, 
"Benefit Estimation", e-4 "Regulatory Changes in Capacity at Access Capped Airports", page 3-22. 
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the capacity to handle an additional 40-50,000 operations annually, 
Operations including ‘touch and go' are not modified. 


second airport (either a greenfield airport and/or significant expansion of an existing 


airport) be an alternative to the improvements recommended? 


** Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.14 


> ENF Certificate dated November 22, 1995, page 3, last line of alternatives section. 
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option the Aeeisoite of a second airport highlights the short-sightedness of the 
long term development. 


Per 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact Statements regarding purpose requires 
that :".. . It shall provide full and fair discussion of significant environmental 
impacts and shall inform decisionmakers and the public of the reasonable alternatives 
which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human 
environment." In the case of many of the close-in neighborhoods, the option for a 
second airport is reasonable to minimize adverse impacts on their quality of life. 


The presentation of the potential diversion of Logan passengers due the alternatives 
of regional airport use, rail use and video and online conference use are indicated to 85 223 
be the same at a 45M forecast level and a 37.5M forecast level. It is unclear why if 

almost 20% of passengers would use these alternate modes at 37.5M demand level. 

why at a higher passenger demand level, more passengers would be diverted to these 

alternate modes at a 45M forecast level. 


One of the assumptions regarding the recapture rate from the analysis described in 85 2) 4 
Table 2.4-4 is that the estimated service area of the alternate airports remains the : 
same in 2010 as it is in 1994. This is not an accurate assumption since the service 

areas for each of these airports will grow significantly as they improve air service 

routes and frequencies. Massport fails tc list Hanscom Airport as a potential 85.225 
diversion airport. 


Massport projects a relatively small potential for shifts of transportation and 
communication demand away from Logan Airport as a result of use of high-speed rail, 
other regional airports, and telecommunications. These shifts do not, according to 
Massport, come anywhere near absorbing the projected growth in passenger demand. 


The Massport Logan Community Advisory Committee (CAC) argues that the 

incursions of Massport and Logan upon the communities must be rolled back. This 

can only be accomplished by deterring air traffic growth at Logan Airport. This is a 

regional problem demanding of regional solutions. While Massport has taken 85 226 
preliminary steps in this direction, the overall effort and the present potential are , 
Seriously inadequate. The New England governors, the FAA, and the Federal 

Highway Administration must assist state government and the Boston Area 
communities in devising and implementing programs to ensure that Massport’s 

numbers grow no larger, while not inhibiting normal beneficial economic growth of 

Eastern New England. The Airside Improvement Project must be viewed in this 

larger regional context. It is not just a set of projects designed to reduce airside 

delays and improve safety. 


*6 Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.1 
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Peak Hour Pricing 


Congestion Pricing, peak-period Pricing and techniques that base landing fees on 


A Properly-designed and implemented form of congestion pricing, among the 
alternatives under consideration, will afford a great degree of delay reduction at 
Logan, for a given investment. Massport's previous experience with regulatory 
challenges in implementing a demand management technique has affected the 
assumptions of the model developed. 


additional discussion of alternative approaches to peak hour Pricing. 
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Operators providing service to the greatest number of passengers. Massport would 
apply this approach through lease terms and operating agreements with its lessees and 
aircraft operators. ; 


Massport's model for peak hour pricing has chosen too narrow a definition of the 

regulatory criteria it must meet to establish a peak hour pricing structure. It also has 8 5 y 31 
chosen a higher operational threshold (115 operations) which underestimates the ; 
delay reduction capabilities of peak hour pricing. 


Massport chose varying data information, both 1993 and 1995 flight schedules, for 85.2 32 
modeling the peak hour pricing simulations. Massport has again, chosen the input of 
information which wii Provide the output it expects. 


The option of utilizing "costing" (including peak period pricing) approaches for the 85.233 
purpose of delay reduction should be retained. It should be the first option selected 

for implementation, as a non-capital intensive, adjustable measure to move toward a 

goal. 


G.3 Other Alternatives 
A shift away from air travel through reliance on other means of travel or 
communication is essential. Vigorous measures to foster and encourage this shift 85.2 34 
should be underteken by State government in cooperation with Amtrak and 
telecommunications providers. 


High-speed rail in the Northeast Corridor and telecommunications as a substitute for 
business travel is briefly explored in the DEIS/DEIR. Should energy cost and 
availability become a much more significant factor in the cost of air travel, these 
measures would become increasingly attractive and effective to divert Logan 
Passenger load. Neither is effective in absorbing vacation travel demand. which 
particularly contributes to peak-period loading. 


Massport has worked to reduce automobile travel to and from Logan Airport by 
Providing and encouraging use of short-range mass transport. Rail and bus 
transportation could also replace some of the shori-haut feeder/distributor traffic at 
Logan. Much of this traffic in smaller aircraft is the most likely to be squeezed out 
as economic measures are applied to address future congestion at the airport. 
Furthermore, these smaller aircraft do not create significant community impacts. 
Their presence and operations are primarily a concern to Massport and the airlines as 
a significant factor in airfield and air Space congestion and as a factor in creating 
equity of access among passengers. 
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Benefit-Cost Analysis 


f the preferred alternative is anticipated to cost over $60 million 


The development o 
(presumably in 1998 dollars although this information is not Provided in Table 6.7-2) 


. 


capacity-related airport projects, particularly when the Sponsor anticipates the need 


regarding the various alternatives, Massport should be required to identify the 


specific dis-benefits for the Various aliernatives }roposed as Stated in the following 
FAA-APO document”: "Noise Reduction - The Provision of air transportation 


? 


—_ 


” FAA, Office of Aviation Policy and Plans "FAA Airport Benefit-Cost Analysis Guidance", June, 1997, page 


mi FAA-APO-98-4, "Economic Analysis of Investment and Regulatory Decisions -- Revised Guide", Chapter 3, 


"Benefit Estimation", e-1 "Noise Reduction”, page 3-20. 
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IL Airfield Layout & Utilization 
Il = R/W 14/32 Layout Options 


The selected preferred layout option for “unidirectional” Runway 14/32 is Option C. 
(See page 3-28.) Option C is a 5,000-foot Tunway shifted slightly to the southeast 
along the centerline so that a small portion of the approach runway safety area is over 
water (rather than filling or creating a deck (Option B)). This will require a 
“Modification of Conditions" bythe FAA. The discussion of this as a feasible option 85.238 


reduced safety cverrun would be approvable under that scenario. If the runway 
cannot be so shifted, Gption A or a shorter Tunway would be the only viable option. 
Option A has a significant impact on Hyatt Parking, as it would require a substantial 


The DEIS/DEIR refers to a Crosswind being a determining factor in runway 

availability. A statement is made (on Page 3-7) that"... Tunways at Logan are only 

available if there is a tailwind of less than seven knots and a crosswind of less than 20 85 ? 39 
knots."” This statement is inaccurate since the criteria is "a crosswind component of : 

20 knots" as the determining factor. A wind at a 45 degree angle acress a runway at 

approximately 20 knots can quate to approximately an 18 knot crosswind. Other 

contributing causes to a crosswind being a factor for Tunway selection are airline 

regulations, pilot Proficiency and preferences, and aircraft types and capabilities. 


12 Taxiway Improvements 


The summary of advantages cited for the Centerfield Taxiway (page 3-29) supports 

the community concem that the presence of the Centerfield Taxiway will make the use 85.2 Af) 
of the 4/22 runway combinations more attractive and therefore will tend to strengthen 

the bias of the tower toward use of those runways. Not only would this operate 

contrary to the goal of shifting operations from those Tunways, it would increase the 

tendency to stack aircraft in the northern section of the airfield. 


1.3 Modifications to Standards 
+3 Modifications to Standards 


The preferred alternative recommendation does not state which runway option is 85 24] 
being recommended. If as page 3-28 indicates, Option C is the preferred layout a 
option for the Tunway, then it is critical to note that this option would require a 

modification to standard from the FAA regarding the runway safety area. 
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Penetration of FAR Part 77 for Harborside Drive 
Penetration of FAR Part 77 Transition Surface for Hyatt and Buildings 56&57 
* Part of the Runway Safety Area is Over the water 


Aircraft Type Proposed to Use Runway 14-32 


In Section 3.3.2.4 (page 3-24), there is a very brief discussion of the type and size of 
aircraft that will typically use the Proposed new runway compared to the aircraft of 


The justification on Page 3-24, that only regional and commuter aircraft will use the 
Tunway is not consistent with the Airport Design Category (ARC) selected for the 
Runway which is C-IT]29 C-II aircraft” include the following: 


= Airbus A-320-1000 
* BAC 111-200, -300, -400 & -475 
* Boeing 727-100 & -200 

s Boeing 737-100, -200. -300, -400 & -500 
* Fokker F-28-3000 & -4000 
* MDC DC-9-10, -15, -20. -30, -40 & -50 
* MDC DC-9-80 & -82 . 


Procedures 
afocedures 


Page 3-12 indicates that the approach procedure is to be a non-precision approach for 
Proposed Runway 14/32. However, page 3-14 indicates that future use of a Global 
Positioning System could require < 1,000 wide primary surface. This 1,000 ft 
Primary surface would be required for ¢ precision instrument approach. Page 3-24 
indicates that NAVAIDS for Runway 32 will consist of a localizer and glide slope for 
Precision guidance. This is in direct conflict with the statement on Page 3-12 
indicating a non-precision approach. It appears that Massport is presenting the 


* DEIS/DEIR, Page 3-11 


" 3 FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13CHG4, Appendix 13 
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° 
proposed runway as a non-precision runway used only by commuter aircraft. 
However, it is obvious that long-range plans include precision instrument capabilities 
and operations by a variety of large jet aircraft. 


The DEIS/DEIR should clarify both the short and long term NAVAIDS being 
considered for the proposed runway. Deviations to standard should be included for 
the long term NAVAIDS with precision instrument capabilities (either ILS or GPS 
equipment) to illustrate the long term implication of the runway. As stated in 40 CFR 
Part 1502 Environmente! Impact Statements regarding unavailable information*?: "If 
the information relevant to adverse impacts is essential to a reasoned choice among 
altematives and is not known and the overall costs of obtaining it are noi exorbitani, 
the agency shall include the information in the environmental impact statement." This 
information should be easily attainable by Massport. 


Uni-directional Runway 


Under the Supreme Court decision in Griggs v. Allegheny County, 369 U.S. 84 
(1962), proprietors of the airport are liable for aircraft noise damages resulting from 
operations from their airport since they planned the location of the airport and the 
direction and length of the runways. Because they are liable for airport noise as 
proprietors, airport owners have limited authority to determine the "permissible level 
of noise” of aircraft operations under their proprietary powers. Airport owners may 
not use this limited authority to interfere with Federal responsibilities for flight safety 
and efficiency. Thus, Massport cannot, as proprietor of the airport, ensure that 
proposed Runway 14-32 will be uni-directional. It is also important to note that they 
can: however, determine the "permissible level of noise" of aircraft operations. 


Future Use 


Although Massport states that Runway 14/32 will be built with a non-precision 
approach, their discussion shows that there may be the possibility of making this a 


precision approach. Massport further states that Runway 14/32 is to be equipped - 


with an ILS localizer and glide’slope for instrument approaches. The approach will 
be considered a non-precision epproach due te higher weather minima for use of this 
runway. 


The proposed approach is to follow the precision guidance until approximately 450 
feet above the airport and then proceed visually to the runway. This altitude would 
be reached approximately one and one half miles from the runway. The approach for 
this runway is proposed to be similar to those for Runway 22L and Runway 27. To 
change this non-precision approach to a precision approach would require three 


>! Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.22 
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events, of which two are physical changes. One would require the modification of the 
runway to medium or high intensity lighting, the second construction of approach 
lights for Runway 32, and the third an EIS by the FAA to lower the minima on this 
runway. 


While precision approaches are not feasible for runways 22L and 27, they might be 
feasible for runway 32 with construction of a light pier similar to that on Runway 33L. 
If that were done, the runway combinations of arrivals on Runways 33L and 32, with 
departures on Runway 27, would become the highest capacity combination under IFR 
conditions. 


Preferred Alternative 
Key Points 


The delay hours projected by Massport are the artifacts of its own model, and do not 
comport with the FAA’s procedure for calculating delay at airports. In addition to 
calculating every minute of delay associated with every scheduled flight, it fails to take 
into account normal flight cancellation activities by airlines. Additionally, the FAA 
calculation and tabulation of delays at Logan over the last five years shows little 
change either year to year or as a trend. 


The rejection of peak period pricing by Massport ignores two factors: First, that the 
construction project itself may increase delays marginally during the five-year 
construction period, although Massport pledges to avoid that effect. Second, that by 
the time the project is fully implemented, any delay-reduction benefits it may afford 
will be overcome by the projected growth in air travel operations, and conditions will 
be no better than now. The peak period pricing option should be implemented 
immediately to gain its delay-reduction benefits throughout and beyond the 
construction period. Massport appears reluctant to adopt a program that could 
adversely impact Cape Air, but we believe legal ways can be found to avoid that 
impact. 


Layout Option C for Runway 14/32 requires the FAA to issue a "Modification of 
Standards." Should the FAA decline to do that, the possibility of constructing the 
runway, and/or the environmental impacts of constructing the runway, may change. 
These eventualities are not thoroughly explored in the DEIS/DEIR. 


We believe there are adverse air quality impacts associated with construction of 
Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway. 
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Residential "sound-proofing" does not fully mitigate the impacts of the increased 
overflights noise that would result from implementation of Alternative 1 or 
Alternative 1A, especially in the East Boston/Chelsea/Everett flight corridor. 


The reduction in ground noise impacts claimed for Alternative 1 or Alternative 1A are 
almost entirely associated with a projected reduction of use of Runways 4/22. As 
pointed out elsewhere in this report, that benefit is likely to be short-lived, as traffic 
grows and the FAA controllers respond to their primary imperative of maintaining 
airport capacity. Further, the Centerfield Taxiway is intended to improve the 
performance of those runways, suggesting they are likely to continue as the primary 
runways. 


A major element of the proposal to mitigate impacts on the state-listed upland 
sandpiper, that of creation of a replacement habitat on Cape Cod, appears to ignore 
geography and is of questionable benefit. 


As stated above, we disagree with the recommendation to defer implementation of 
peak-period pricing. In fact, Massport does not commit to future implementation of 
peak-period pricing, should and when delay becomes a significant problem in its 
judgment. 


The commitment to maintain Runway 14/32 as @ unidirectional runway is clearly 
reversible. That, and the signal this project sends that Massport continues to be 
committed to expansion of Logan Airport, are the two greatest concerns of the 
surrounding communities. 


Other Comments 


Massport is not including Alternate 1 as the preferred-alternative which according to 
its own models provides the highest reduction in delay. Massport states that because 
of current conditions, peak hour pricing is not included but is an administrative option 
that they can later implement. 


Because of the controversial nature of the peak hour pricing concept, Massport has 
recommended an alternative that does net include it. The selection of the preferred 
alternative responds solely to the current conditions and points out Massport's 
continued blindness to the long-term demand and capacity issues. 


Alternate No. 3 provides delay reduction without the build option. Alternate No. 2 
provides significant delay reduction allowing maximization of existing airfield capacity 
through the construction of a parallel taxiway. These two alternatives appear to be 
the most viable for the community. 
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design of the built environment. * The DEISDEIR Ciscusses the Preferred 85. 260 
alternatives effect On historic districts but does not Comment cx the urban quality, or 
the design of the built environment. 


The external costs (“costs which third parties are involuntarily forced to bear as a 85 261 
Consequence of the undertaking of an action by others"34 that the preferred ; 
altemnative would impose on the Logan communities are substantial. These costs have 8 5 D 6 9 


term prospects are for further Worsening the "quality of life" Situation in the 
community. 


re 


* Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.16 
» DEIS/DEIR Section 8.6.1.2 “Assessment of Impact" 


i FAA-APO-98-4. "Economic Analysis of Investment and Regulatory Decisions -- Revised Guide", Chapter 4, 
"Cost Estimation", Section ILD, Page 4-2. 


Prepared by: Consultants to Community Advisory Commitice to Massport 


Review Comments on Logan 


Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR) 


Appendix A 


Draft White Paper on 
"Alternatives to Reduce Delay at Boston Logan Airport" 
prepared by Consultants to CAC 
Gated June 13, 1996 


Prepared by: Consultants to Community Advisory Committee to Massport 


March 29, 1999 


**Draft** 


White Paper 


on 


Alternatives to Reduce Delay at Boston Logan Airport 


Prepared for: 


Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


Prepared by: 
Consultants to CAC 


Consultants include: 
Jerry Bogan 
Monty Gettys, Montgomery Consulting Group, Inc. 
° David Standley, P.E. 


Prepared on: 


June 13, 1996 


Alternatives to Reduce Delay at Boston Logan Airport 
Draft Document : 


Alternatives to Reduce Delay at Boston Logan Airport 


Background 


This paper discusses several alternatives to reduce the current and forecasted aircraft delay at Boston 
Logan Airport. In considering alternatives for delay management and reduction at Boston Logan 


Airport, a multitude of options may be considered including those that are dependent on: 


airside development and expansion, 

improvements to air navigation equipment, 

intercity/corridor transport ground transportation alternatives, 
improvements in communication industry, 

using and expanding under-utilized airports, 


improvements in airspace and approach/departure management and procedures, and 


+P EH EY 


demand management policies. 


Addressing the Logan delay problem has long been the subject of various analysis. While most agree 
that a solution for airport capacity and delay problems must be beneficial for the majority, those 
named parties typically include the FAA, the airlines, the airports, and the traveling public, rarely the 


general public, the neighbors of the airport and the communities surrounding the airport. 


Some of the alternatives Proposed in this report may be implemented within a short-term time period. 
However, most of the Proposed options require significant time for development and implementation. 


This fact alone supports immediate action to seriously pursue these alternatives to reduce delay at 


Boston Logan. 
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Delay at an airport is Caused by various reasons. The FAA groups delay causes into various 
Categories! including delay due to: 


‘ weather, 

. airport capacity of the landside (ability of the terminal to accommodate the 
Passengers, meeters, and greeters in the terminal facilities including ticket counters, 
gates, and baggage handling facilities), 

. airport Capacity of the airside (ability of the physical layout of airfield to 

accommodate the aircraft based On aircraft mix, wind, weather, airspace control, and 
operational control), 

volume of traffic compared to the ability of air traffic controller to handle it, 

closed airfield Pavements including down-time for maintenance or construction, 

availability or non-performance of navigational equipment, and 

Other reasons. 


e 2 8 


in the absence of adverse weather. These and the other listed factors may all contribute to the gap, 


known as delay, created when the demand for the airport is greater than the capacity available, 


"1993 Boston Logan Capacity Enhancement Plan", 


__ es 


' FAA, 1993 Aviation System Capacity Plan 
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Exhibit 1 


Summary of Recommendations 
Boston Logan Capacity Enhancement Plan 


Estimated Savings in Delay (000 hrs) 
412,000 450,000 504,000 


"a Iti ops/yes . ors/vex i 
texy: 
Al New commuter Rwy 14/32, undrecnonal 6 813 114 further study 
Ai New commuter Rwy 14/32, bi-chrectonal us 36.0 193.1 


fot recommended 
A-3 Extend runway 151/33 R to 3.500 w/ new twcway 49 85.0 "m4 Soxther study 
A-Je Combine atematves Ai end AS 340 4 "8.4 0! fecommended 
A-3d Combine altemsoves Ad and A} Ma 855 119 Net recommended 
ABS Removal of nowe rectsctions on extival:, idk 0.258 ve Not recornmended 
on Rey 22R. 
A-S 400 extension of Rwy 9 for commuters to 18 56 12.9 < 
hold short of Rwy ISR 
A61)-2 Appleston of MLS technology with _ sec narrabve fe 
ew procedures 
Al Sumultaneous peralld approaches to Rwy 33L, 1s 00 0.0 of 
arcle to Rwy 4L 
i J 
Bi East extension Rwy 27, hold short of Rwy 22L 0.089 0.12 0s Not recommended 
daylight, VFR 
B-2 Scmuttaneous epproeches to Revys ARAL, 22R 13.1 0 2 * 
& 22L < VER L cond's 
B3 Simultaneous IFR approaches to Rwy 27. 22L 21 40 4s * 
4L & 33L 
AB-4 Removal of noue restnetions on Rwy 4 departures 0.332 0.255 0.6 ot recommended 
AB-de Remove noise restnctons on Rwy 4L& 02 0.2 06 Not recommended 
extension to TwyB. 
BS Side step approaches from Rwy 4R to Rwy 4L 16 07 00 further study 
B+ Unhze fan headings for aircraft departing 19 27 62 fot recommended 
Rwys 22L & 22R. 
8-7 Use of hold short procedures Rwys ISR. 221, 32 83 179 7 
33L i 
_ Improve Texyway: 
C-l New parallel wwuway between Rwys 4L-22R & IR22L see naratve Massport us currently 
C-2 New south cut parallel twuway for Rwy27 see namanve Pursuing a comprehensive 
C3 Add Gilets at intersecoon of Twys D and C 0.061 0104 0156 system anatyus of the 
with Ray 1SR93L Wwaway system using @ 
C+ Staging areas for Rwys ISRIIL, 27, 4R, 22R 075 083 16 samulaton modd to 
and 33LTwyG improve tuaway efiaency 
C-5 New taxrway from the end of Rwy 27 to the and reduce the potentual 
end of Rwy 33L for runway meursions 
C4 Exiend TwyD to Rwy 4R/22L. see narratve - 
oT o 
Bl Install CAT HEL ILS on Rwys 15R, 22L, 27 Vt 13 17 ig 
and 33L 
A6D-2 Unlzaton of Microwave Landing Systems ((MLS) seenaratve * 
technology 
D3 Reduce muin's to 250 & 3/4 mi on Rwy 22L Seenamatve “ 
for CAT 1 approaches . 
El Increase the % of large and heavy jeu tn oo o8 27 not recommended 
theflertmx 
£-2 Redistnbute auline scheduies within the hour 82 207 28.4 fot recommended 
VF ¢. t i 
Fe improve Metenng and spsang and 1.8 28 32 ‘Ot recommended 
segregate heavy jets 
F-2 Benefit of Vortex Advisory System 128 209 242 “ 


F-29 Benefit of Wake Vortex Avoidance System 17.7 29.6 4. f 
* Will proceed toward implementation, unless otherwise noted 
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As airports become more congested and individual airpests can not keep pace with the demand, the 
answers to the capacity dilemma will need (s consider us.ag a full range of multi-modal transportation 


methods. The need to remedy the capacity Problem is not being solved with the incremental addition 


to 29 million in 1999, and to the range of 37 to 45 million by 2010. Others? 3 have projected 
numbers in the low 30's by about 2010. Annual Passenger loadings in even the mid-thirties likely 
exceed the effective capacity of the airfield. To address the ever-growing problem of delay by solely 
trying to increase airfield capacity by constructing additional pavement does not address the real issue 


of effectively and efficiently transporting people from place to place. 


chokes the existing system. This shifting is p*rticularly relevant when the reduction is evaluated as 
. 
- Strategic Assessment Report, Arthur D. Little for Massachusetts Aeronautics 
Commission, 1993 


soins 


> "Does New England Need Another Airport?", Dawson, Michael, L.M. Dean, and J.R. 


Meyer, Harvard University, August 1995 
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part of a total delay reduction strategy for the entire air transportation system. 


It is time to consider an approach to address capacity constraints other than by solely building 
more runways. It should be especially noted that the airlines and passengers voluntarily 
schedule more flights in given periods than the airport can handle without delays, and the 


airport (with the federal government) allows this scheduling practice to continue.‘ 


The Logan Airside Feasibility Study indicates the current level of delay at Logan is about 80,000 total 
hours annually.*> Massport argues further that in 1999, with unidirectional runway 14/32 in operation, 
delay hours at Logan will be about 180,000 hours per year.© A memo prepared by Massport's 
consultants’ which addresses cost of delay argues for a per-hour average cost of delay of about 
$3,100 per aircraft hour. Therefore, Massport's projection of the current cost of delay would seem 
to be about $250,000 annually, while the projection for the annual cost of delay at Logan in 1999, 
from Massport's figures, appears to be in the range of $550,000,000, increased slightly if 14/32 were 


not built. 


It appears, based on these numbers, that the air transportation system is now and will be imposing 


* Position Paper - Airport Capacity in the 1990s, Meeting the Challenge, Aviation 
Systems Research Corporation, April, 1992 


> Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study - Phase I Report, Massachusetts Port 
Authority, Jason M. Cortell and Associates, Inc., July 20, 1995, Table V-3 


6 Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study - Phase 1 Report, Massachusetts Port 
Authority, Jason M. Cortell and Associates, Inc., July 20, 1995, Table V-17 


” Memorandum to Flavio Leo and Betty Desrosiers of Massport from David Holland of 
SH& E memo on May 18, 1996 referencing "Cost of Delay" 
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Clety either does not Perceive these "costs" or is inclined to accept 


Such costs do Justify major actions to Control and reduce them. The actions which can be most useful 
in this regard are those which enhance and develop alternatives to air travel. An annual investment 
ofa Significant Portion of these "delay costs" in the development and promotion of the several 
alternatives Suggested would Produce large dividends Some of these would be appreciated in the 
Short term while others, such as full high-speed raj] Service in the Northeast Corridor with Teady 


A part of the Problem, therefore is how ro Support the costs of developing and im 
alternatives. Options Might include additi 
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Another part is how to allocate such funds among the several alternative modes of communication 
and transport which could serve to ameliorate the delay situation. A third part is the control of the 
funds and their expenditures. By contrast, decisions concerning responsibility for collecting such 


funds are simple. 


Massport is currently pursuing several options identified in the FAA's Boston Logan Capacity 
Enhancement Plan in the airside improvements planning project (including construction of a new 
commuter and jet uni-directional runway 14/32, a centerfield taxiway, other taxiway improvements, 
and administrative techniques). However, a review of the summary list from the Boston Logan 
Capacity Enhancement Plan may provide some insight into additional actions that may be considered 


by Massport in the future. 


A real-life example of FAA acting on the airport delay problem is the history of the high density rule 
(HDR). About 28 years ago, FAA established restrictions on operations during peak hours at some 
of the nation’s most congested airports. While this paper_does not advocate the introduction of 
“slots" for Boston Logan, this historical action does point out that airport capacity constraints can 
result in substantial political actions besides construction and expansion. A brief history of the HDR 
and a summary of a comprehensive review of this rule will provide some insight to the concerns over 


airport capacity and delay. 
High Density Rule® 


In 1968, the FAA established a regulation to address delay problems at five of the nation's busiest 
airports. The regulation, known as the High Density Rule (HDR) implemented in 1969 governed the 


* Information on HDR Rule summarized from "A Report to Congress - A Study of the 
High Density Rule", USDOT, May 1995. 
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body and Jumbo Jets, airline deregulation, airline 
mergers and acquisitions, bilateral agreements, &owth in international Service, airline hubbing, and 


FAA flow control managemens. 
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Congress on "A Study of the High Density Rule" as a response to the Industry Commission reported”: 


. Changing the HDR will not affect air safety 
* While each of the four HDR airports has unique characteristics, eliminating or substantially 
changing the HDR is likely to result in an increase in the number of airport operations. These 
haga operations will carry both benefits and costs, including: 
Benefits to consumers in the form of new and expanded air services and reduction in 


air fares, 

* Increase in revenue for each airport as a result of 2 larger number of operations, 

* A reduction in airline profits when fare premium presently charged at 3 of 4 HDR 
airports is lost due to increased competition, 

* An increase in travel delay time and costs -- for consumers and airlines -- due to 


increased "peaking" of demand in airport operations as users opt to fly at their most 
desired times, and 

. A near-term increase in the size of the population affected by aircraft noises at each 
airport. 


The report also noted that “if lifting the HDR precipitates significant travel delays, consumers, 
airlines, and the airports will be motivated to adjust their behavior in response to market forces, as 
happens at non-HDR airports across the U.S. Consumers, for instance, might elect to fly during "off- 


peak" hours, and airlines could modify their flight schedules to mitigate increased delay costs." 


Relevant to Boston Logan is the discussion in the cited report on peaking, or as in the case of the 
HDR, changes in peaking. It was noted “increased peaking has important potential consequences for 
noise impacts, delays and economic benefits. If more operations are concentrated into shorter periods 
of time, perceived noise, and therefore noise impacts, increase. 

Similarly, delays may be exacerbated by the concentration of operations in shorter time periods. At 


any given time an airport's capacity to process traffic on its airfield is fixed, depending on weather 


° Excerpts from Executive Summary of "Report to the Congress: A Study of The High 
Density Rule", USDOT, May 1996 
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Conditions and runway configurations A higher Concentration of Operations js likely to Cause longer 
queues of both arrivals and departures." 


Airside Development and Expansion 
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There are significant obstacles to these proposed improvements including legal obstacles, 
environmental issues and the disapproval of citizens of communities in the Greater Boston area which 


are already impacted by noise, air pollution, and construction activities at Logan. 


Instead of building additional pavement, Massport needs to explore other options that might relieve 
existing and future airport delay at Logan. These larger scale issues may require action from various 
agencies going across state lines and focusing regionally or even nationally to find a solution that 


looks at the larger problem of airport congestion. 


Improvements to Air Navigation and Equipment 


The FAA is currently working on several programs to enhance air traffic control, air navigation, and 
weather information that may be able to reduce future airport and airway congestion and delay. 
There are several types of emerging technologies that should help pilots navigate and land during iow 


or reduced visibilities. ° 


An Enhanced-Vision System (EVS) uses different types of sensing methods like forward-looking 
infrared and millimeter wave radar to allow the pilot to view the approach and objects that could be 
obscured due to weather or darkness such as hill, towers, or other objects which could be a hazard 
to air navigation. Synthetic-Vision System (SVS) is enhanced EVS using information included in a 
data base regarding the terrain and runway. SVS information would be displayed "in front" of the 


pilot through the use of a head-up display. 


© J. Glen Moore cited by CRS Report for Congress: Airport Congestion: Background 
and Some Policy Options, Stephen J. Thompson, May 20, 1994 
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configurations: thus allowing additional Operations to occur in Poor weather conditions than are. 


The data received from this System of earth-stationary and earth-orbiting Satellites would allow pilots 
to determine the latitude, longitude, and altitude of their aircraft to Precision level] Standards. 


June 13, 1996 12 


Alternatives to Reduce Deiay at Boston Logan Airport 
Draft Document 


One cautionary note regarding the advent and usage of GPS is the shifting of the Operational patterns 
which may occur because of the greater airfield operational flexibility. Massport is urged to 
coordinate implementation of new GPS approaches with the community so that noise, Jrequency of 
operations, odor, and other concerns of the community can be carefully considered in the choice 


of runway approaches and runway priorities. 


Intercity/Corridor Transport Ground Transportation Alternatives 


Providing alternatives to air transportation by focusing on improvements in ground transportation 
including rail and transit Systems could reduce the need for new airport capacity. If ground 
transportation options were more convenient and competitive for traditional air travelers, these 
transportation modes could present a viable alternative to congested airports for travel in corridors 


where these modes are available. 


Setting regional and national policies to promote better ground transportation alternatives and new 
technologies such as high speed rail, magnetically levitated trains, and other related technologies must 
be a priority to reduce airport congestion. Ina congressional research service report it was noted that 
"Public policies regarding ground transportation alternatives, and related emerging technologies, 
might be able to significantly reduce future airport congestion and delays, at least in some corridors 


such as Boston to Washington, DG" 


According to the FAA's 1993 Aviation System Capacity Plan, nine of the 33 airports anticipated by 
to be "congested" by 2000 (exceeding over 20,000 hours of delay) lie along the Atlantic Seaboard 
between Washington, D.C. and Boston. These airports include the following: 
ee 


m Congressional Research Service, The Library of Congress, “Airport Congestion: 
Background and Some Policy Options", Stephen J. Thompson, May 20, 1994 
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@ BDL Windsor Locks, CT 

@ BOS Boston, MA 

e BWI Baltimore Washington, MD 

@ DCA Washington National, VA 

e EWR Newark, NJ 

e IAD Washington Dulles, VA 

e JFK New York Johr F. Kennedy, NY 
@ LGA New York LaGuardia. NY 

e PHL Philadelphia, PA 


The ability to Provide alternate modes of transportation rather than air travel will be crucial to the 
entire eastern coast. The currently-programmed improvements (electrification) to the railroad 


corridor between New York City and Boston Should provide an increase in service frequency and a 


frequency should lead to a shift to rail transportation between these two cities. The Harvard 
University Paper previously cited Projects a shift from air to rail of about one million Passengers 
annually in 2010, about three Percent of projected demand at that time. Others who have studied the 


issue are in general agreement with this estimate. 


Unfortunately, further Significant improvements, such as "mag-lev" trains operating in the 150-200 
mule per hour range on new rights of way could cost as much as $20 to $ 30 million Per track mile, 
Plus rolling stock. In addition, significant right of way and environmental obstacles would have to 
be surmounted. 
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revenues, with the balance coming from the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey's capital 
funds.?? 


It is recognized that alternatives to develop ground transportation modes is a national as well as 
Tegional issue. Jt is recommended that Massport actively pursue regional development of rail and 
bus capacity and capability for the Purposes of relieving future airport delay through enhanced 
Northeast Corridor surface transport, as well as enhanced surface transport to and from Logan. 


Massport should support and contribute Junding for these efforts. 


Improvements in Communications Industry 


Developing technologies including video conferencing, world-wide-web communications and other 
emerging communications industry improvements may indeed influence future air transportation for 
business travelers. While the impacts of these communications enhancements are currently difficult 
to quantify, the improvements could change the way of doing business, saving costs and expenses 
while providing economies in resources. This may facilitate a dramatic change in the way our society 
does business and travels to meet business needs. For example, satellite inter-active telecasts are now 


a regular feature of the information transfer programs of major professional groups. 


As airport delay increases, many business people may find it more effective to use these emerging 
techniques rather than to travel by air. This may be especially true of business travelers on one to two 
day trips. The air transportation industry, though hardly currently threatened by this communications 


technology, may find that this alternative may impact future travel forecasts. 


Ee ne ee ae 
? As cited in Airports, 1996 The McGraw-Hill Companies, May 7, : 996, page 180 
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It is not practical at this time to estimate the extent to which growth in demand for air travel might 
thereby be reduced. 


and similar SToups. 


Using and Expanding Under-Utilized Airports 


However, it was noted in a report Prepared for Massport entitled Air Service Patterns in New 
England" that "unless there are significant changes in demand patterns, capacity, or ground access 
times at Logan, the regional airports are not expected to attract Significant levels of traffic away from 
Logan within the immediate future." This report points out that over 70% of the total Operations at 
Boston, Bradley, Providence, Portland, Maiichester, Hyannis, Nantucket, and Worcester airports 


were recorded at the seven smaller airports, However, these seven regional airports account for only 


_— 


° LOGIC - "Air Service Patterns in New England", prepared for the Massachusetts Port 
Authority by Flight Transportation Associates, Inc. subconsultant to Frederick R. Harris, Inc., 


February 8, 1993, page 4] 
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30% of the enplanements. Thus, Logan accommodated 70% of the enplaned Passengers with only 
30% of the operations. The report recognized two types of regional airports, including: 


| Type A those who have established air carrier services parallel to Logan, and 


| Type B those that serve primarily as commuter feeders to Logan. 


The report indicates that the "larger regional airports experience sufficient demand to Provide origin- 
destination services for their respective market areas. Although some destinations can only be 
reached through connections at Logan or other major cities." Further, "The role of Boston or New 
York as a hub has become less significant for those regional airports which have attracted sufficient 
demand to establish services beyond the most important markets." This Suggests that as the 
regional airports develop more mature markets and additional air service the demand for 


hubbing activities at Logan may be reduced. 


In order to decrease delays at Logan, it will be necessary for more Type B airports who are commuter 
feeders to Logan to provide "stand-alone" air service from their own regional facility. In addition, 
the larger regional, Type A airports must expand their market base to reduce their connection 
requirements with Logan. Expansion of these regional airports is an on-going process, and much has 
been or is being done. Airside, landside, and terminal construction will be an important element in 
allowing these facilities to become poised to expand their air service. The Air Service Patterns in 
New England Study indicated that all the regional airports could accommodate "very significant 
expansions in passenger handling Capability" and many of the airports have already completed 
terminal expansion projects. However, that report further Stated airside expansions including new 


Tunways would be difficult to accomplish due to environmental constraints. 
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regional airports, 


An Air Passenger Service Study on New England's Regional Airports" identified that "each of the 
Tegional airports has Some service underdevelopment and could Viably Support additional jet service": 
It was noted that of the eight regional study airports analyzed, Portland, Manchester, Worcester and 
Providence are the most impacted by Logan in terms of Service area traffic using another airport. 


diversion, Burlington and Bangor airport service areas were identified aS autonomous. 


From the noted Passenger Survey, the fare Survey at the regional airports noted that the air fares are 
Benerally higher at the regional airports relative to Boston or New York although not in all markets, 
The most significant differences in fares tended to be in the shorter haul business travel markets to 
New York, Washington and Philadelphia Nonstop fights at the regional airports 8enerally have 
higher fares than Connecting services . 


es 


New England Regional Airports Air Passenger Service Study, Phase | Summary 


Report, Prepared by New England Council, Hoyle, Tanner Associates, Kramer Associates, 

SH&E, Inc, November, 1995, 
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Draft Document ; 


If profitability to the airlines is the only factor that will establish convenience to passengers and 
minimize Logan's demand, it will be necessary to look toward ways to attract service, provide 
incentive packages, and make deals with the carriers to establish the service that will serve the overall 


public interest not just the airlines. 


The cited passenger survey recommended a strategy of identifying opportunities for fare parity to 
local carriers and demonstrating that fare reductions will be offset by increased revenues. It was 
noted that because "regional carriers have fewer seats to sell, the chances of obtaining fare parity are 


enhanced where there is the most jet service", 


All agree that there is no simple solution to change the way airlines do business. However, the idea 
that the passenger will eventually re-shape the scheduling of the airlines does not appear to be a viable 
approach, either for the short or long time-frame. The distribution of traffic between the regional 
airports and Logan has remained fairly constant. Thus, the pressure from market forces has not 
induced any substantial changes in the way the regional air service market in New England is 


operating. 


One specific need which has been identified is to substantially improve ground access to the 
Worcester airport, to overcome one of the major impediments to its marketing and use. This should 
be a responsibility of the Massachusetts Highway Department. Reconsideration of the role of 
Hanscom Field has also been urged, coupled with an enhanced ground link between Hanscom and 
Logan. A joint effort of Massport and the Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 


would be needed. 


It is time to take some measures to induce those changes. It is recommended that Massport step-up 


their existing activities to promote the development of the other New England Airports. Massport's 
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There are nancial constraints On the airports whose "logical Service areas" abut Lo an's. There 
14 ig 


are impediments to Massport Providing significant assistance to facilities in Which it has no "stake" 


Improvements in Airspace and Approach/Departure Management and Procedures 
t “ . . 
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There are three types of ground delay programs currently in use: Select (selected flights, individual 
time assignment), general (fifteen minute block delay factors), and a combination of select and 
general. Other programs that are currently available to assist in the management of delay from an 


airspace perspective and to ensure operational safety include: 


Preferred Routes 

National Route Program 

Managed Arrival Reservoir 

Limited Airborne Holding 

Special Event Programs 

Airport Reservation Office 

Sector Traffic Management Program 
Severe Weather Management 

Severe Weather Avoidance Plan 
Departure Flow Management 

En Route Flow Management 

En Route Spacing Program 
Miles-in-Trail and Altitude Restriction 
Arrival Flow Management 

Arrival Sequence Program 

Enhanced Traffic Management System 
Terminal Air Traffic Control Automation 
Airport Surface Traffic Automation 
Terminal Doppler Weather Radar 
Wind Shear Warning Systems 
Collision Avoidance Systems 
Precision Runway Monitoring System 
Global Positioning System 


e © &@ © BB BH Hh HB HB BB HB Hh H HB HB HR HB HB HR HB HR HB HF 


These improvements to the traffic management system have favorably affected delay at congested 
airports. Other programs to enhance Air Traffic Control facilities, programs, and processes will be 
a further step in making the air traffic system run as efficiently as possible - a key link in the 


transportation system. 
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Provide quipment (GPS or CAT IT ILS) 
Implement Paralle/LDA Point 


Precision instrument e 


on Runway 331 
in Space Approaches to Runway 4L 
Install the following Systems as developed: 
Wake Vortex Avoidance System 
® Vortex Advisory System 
© Global Positioning System on all Candidate Tunways 
© Precision R 


unway Monitoring Radar System 
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Demand Management Policies 


The establishment of congestion fees, or peak-period pricing, in which such fees would charged for 
use during peak hours would have the objective of shifting some aircraft Operations to other times 
of the day or week, thereby lessening the number of operations during the peak. Using peak period 
pricing to improve the airport's capacity during periods on congestion and delay is favored as a too! 


by many economists. 5 


A goal of charging additional fees at Logan during peak hours is to induce a shift in the aircraft 
operations during the existing peak time period to less congested hours of the day and days of the 


week. The result would be to reduce the delay during peak-hour operations. 


Another goal of congestion fee pricing would be to encourage the airlines to expand services at other 
under-utilized airports. Could the peak-hour pricing revenue to be used to promote airline expansions 


into these other market areas? 


An example of a demand management policy is an action of the Port Authority of New York and 
New Jersey which operates LaGuardia, John F. Kennedy, and Newark Airports. In 1968, the Port 
Authority raised the minimum landing fee for aircraft during peak hours by a factor of 5, while 
keeping the off-peak fee the same. Peak-hour surcharges produced significant beneficial results at 
all three of these airports. 


en 


'S “It may be possible to Say with considerable confidence that use of the facility with a 
congestion toll, although not globally optimal, would be more efficient than use without the toll." 
In Alan Carlin and R.E. Park, "Marginal Cost Pricing of Airport Runway Capacity", American 
Economic Review, Vol. 60, June 1970, pp. 310-319, at p. 310 as cited from CRS Report for 
Congress, Airport Congestion: Background and Some Policy Options, Stephen J. Thompson, 
May 20, 1994 
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New York airports although the peak-hour fees have not substantially changed since their initial 
implementation. The result of the low Price fee Surcharge limits the effectiveness for Significantly 
shifting operations during the peak period. 


were based (as is traditional) only on weight. The PACE Program succeeded in reducing the number 
of smaller planes by this pricing Program. Logan increased its on-time performance record during 
this period. 


Congress: Airport Congestion: Background and Some Policy Options, Stephen J, Thompson, 


May 20, 1994 
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The U.S. Department of Transportation disallowed this program””’, citing the PACE program as 
discriminatory pricing since it did not differentiate between congestion and non-congestion periods 
and the allocation of cost between weight and Operations was found to be arbitrary." (It is noted that 


Massport plans the release of a study of the impacts of the PACE program for mid-summer 1996). 


Because Logan has such frequent commuter services acting as a New Engiand hub for both code- 
sharing regional affiliates (typically a smaller airline which agrees to share similar functions like 
reservations, frequent flyer programs, gates, etc. with larger, name-recognized airlines) and smaller, 


independent airlines, the number of passengers on these aircraft are small but their frequency is high. 


As noted in one report’? noted "More than 60 percent of regional flights at Logan are in aircraft with 
19 or fewer seats. Logan also has the highest overall percentage on non-jet aircraft operations at 


more than 50 percent and the smallest average aircraft size among major U.S. airports". 


This same report from the Transportation Research Board concluded that certain factors must be 
present for a peak period pricing program to offer tangible benefits at an airport. These include: 


Regularly occurring, measurable congestion, 

No external regulatory scheme that reduces market forces (i.e. slots), 

Peak-period fleet mix sensitive to small fee changes, 

Quantity of air service is available so as not to eliminate access to a particular 
community. 


+ + 8% 


'? The Boston Sunday Globe, "Small pianes a big factor in airport congestion", Charles 
M. Sennott, April 14, 1996 


'® Peak Hour Pricing at Logan Airport, Massachusetts Port Authority, April 1993 
’® Transportation Research Board Record 1461, Peak Pricing As It Might Apply to 


Boston-Logan International Airport, Claire Barrett, Richard J. Murphy, Scott Lewis, Mark 
Drazen, Lynn Pearson, Amedeo R. Odoni, and William Hoffman 
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It was noted that “although these three major regional airline systems would be affected, they and 


their code-sharing jet partners (and their Passengers) also would be among the primary beneficiaries 


domestic markets, flights using large jet aircraft tend to produce greater benefits than commuter or 
general aviation flights with smaller prop aircraft 2 Therefore, it makes sense to look at management 


i 


“Report to the Congress: A Study of The High Density Rule", USDOT, May 1995, 
Chapter 7, Sub-Section: Reallocate Slot Pools Among User Groups, Page 111 
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techniques that will encourage usage of larger aircraft at Logan. Assisting the airlines in scheduling 
to maximize load factors in a manner which did not materially affect their competitive position, would 
not only be profitable for the airlines but would also reduce delay. 


Congestion pricing, peak-period pricing and techniques which base landing fees on functional 
Categories relating to operations (landing or take-offs, weight (or size) of aircraft, and capacity to 


meet peak period demand will be particularly useful in reducing delays. 


The models which have been previously performed on peak period pricing scenarios have shown that 
this management technique can produce tangible benefits in reduction of delays. This type of 
management technique allows for better utilization of the airfield over time while encouraging 
additional development of under-utilized airports. It has advantages of negligible initial capital costs 
for all participants, of flexibility and specificity in design, in phasing-in to allow optimum "adjustment" 


periods for affected carriers, and in the ability to be readily revised as conditions warrant. 


A properly-designed and implemented form of Congestion pricing, among the alternatives under 
consideration, will afford the greatest degree of delay reduction at Logan, for a given investment; and 
Overall has the greatest potential for benefit. It must be recognized, however, that the Operations 
profile at Logan is comparatively rather flat, and thus the extent to which flights can be rescheduled 
from peak hours to non-peak hours in response to fee changes is limited. The greatest benefit will 


likely come from consolidation of flights, thus increasing load factors. 


Obviously Massport has previously experienced some regulatory and political challenges in 
implementing a demand management technique. Peak period pricing is currently being evaluated as 
an alternative in the Environmental Inipact Statement and Environmental Impact Report being 


prepared for the Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project. 


Prepared by Consultants to the Citizens Advisory Committee to Massport 


June 13, 1996 27 


Alternatives to Reduce Delay at Boston Logan Airport 
Draft Document 


However, if the aircraft Passenger is identified as the "unit of concern" in the airport's primary 
mission, the fundamental measure of efficiency and the Principal objective of the airport would be to 
maximize the number of passengers transiting the airfield per hour. If maximizing the throughput of 
Passengers were the dominant objective of the management and operation of the airport facilities 
under the control of Massport, the measures considered might differ from the current proposals. 
Massport is already expanding the Capacity and improving the efficiency of access roads, parking 
garages, and terminals, with the principal measure being the number of Passengers able to be 


accommodated in an interval of time. 


One approach might be to use the hourly integral of aircraft type/seat Capacity adjusted by the current 


Or projected average load factor for each aircraft type and Operator or route. To maximize facility 
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Providing service to the greatest number of passengers. Massport would apply this approach through 


lease terms and operating agreements with its lessees and aircraft Operators. 


At some point in the future, Massport, the FAA, and other transportation officials will have to make 
a decision about mass public air transportation. If it is decided that "the good of the many outweigh 
the good of the few" for the use of limited physica! acilities, then management techniques could be 
implemented that encourage larger aircraft users and higher load factors. it is noted that the effects 
of these techniques may well have a larger impact on the regional carriers and lower load factor 
Toutes. In addition, an increase in the disturbance to neighbors to Logan may be effected since these 
techniques encourage use by larger aircraft. 


Massport is encouraged to develop congestion pricing, peak-period pricing and other delay 
management programs encouraging increases in load ‘factors, more even distributions of operations 
throughout the day and expansion Of airline services aj regional airports. Evaluation Of specific 
Strategies to manage demand should evaluate the impact Of the various fees established Jor the peak 
Period pricing technique. Modelling should include a variety of price scenarios to determine the 
relationship between Spreading demand to non-peak hours as well as shifting demand to other 


airports. 


Concluding Comments 


Efficient management of the existing airport facility, improvements to air navigation equipment and 
airspace control, uses of all modes of transportation to transport people where they want to go, 
increased use of existing under-utilized airports by increased air service and frequency, and providing 
aggressive measures to manage the demand at the airport are al! alternatives that will reduce the 


Current and forecasted aircraft delay at Boston Logan Airport. 
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concems at Logan. Too much time has been spent trying to solve the Problem by Constructing more 
Pavement. It is recommended that Massport focus substantial efforts (as are other airports) on 


implementing some of these alternatives to reduce delay at Boston Logan Airport. 


obstacles including economic, political, and policies issues that may retard progress for each 


alternative, Develop a Strategy to overcome those obstacles, 


3. Implement demand management policies that will augment the goals established. Document 


their effectiveness and expand these polices to induce a shift in demand for Logan. 


4. Measure and monitor the effectiveness of delay reduction for each alternative. Encourage 


exploration of other alternatives as they develop over time. 
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It is recommended that Massport, the Department of Transportation, the Massachusetts Executive 
Office of Transportation and Construction, and the airline industry step further away from their 
traditional roles and responsibilities, and attempt to minimize the interference of self-interest, in order 
to cooperatively develop coordinated recommendations to senior legislative and executive bodies and 
commitments to funding and implementations. Otherwise, the future holds only increasing impacts, 
frustration, and costs; with the concomitant development of greater and opposing pressures for 


action. 
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Memorandum by David Standley, P.E. 
dated March 27, 1996. 
on Logan Odor Issue 
regarding "Analysis of Odor Complaints at Logan Airport" 


prepared by KM Chng Report, March 1996 


Prepared by: Consultants to Community Advisory 


Committee to Massport March 29, 1999 


DAVID STANDLEY, PE. 


Consultant in Environmental Management 


MEMORANDUM 


To: Bernice Mader, Chair, MPA Logan Community Advisory Committee 
Subj: Logan odor issue 


Ref: “Analysis of Odor Complaints at Logan Airport", KM Chng Report, March 1996 
Date: March 27, 1996 


| have reviewed the subject report, Prepared by KMC for Massport (through Vanesse Hangen 
Brustlin Inc.), and have asked Myleen Leary to provide additional copies for you and the 


Sources of Odors: 


KMC reports that jet engine idling and low Power taxiing are the Operating conditions during 
which the greatest Concentration of potentially odorous compounds are emitted, the cause 
being inefficient combustion. KMC also Suggests that high-thrusi operations (i.¢., start of 


variation in discharge of odorous compounds occurs among aircraft and aircraft engines, 
attributable to differences in engine design and maintenance. 


agree with these conclusions. While a close look at the KMC data might Suggest some 


] 
odor impact of Overflights, | feel the data is too limited to support any speculation in that 
regard. 


of the KMC Study was the years 1991 through 1994. The source of 


complaints were obtained from the ADRs. Other operational data was provided by Flight 
Transportation Associates. 


Factors Causally Associated with Complaints: es 
KMC Statistically analyzed the association between a number of factors which might be 


causally associated with the complaints received, and the complaint history. While a number 
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of factors were associated in time with specific complaints, the ones which appeared to be 


Causal and explain the largest percentage of complaints were, in order of importance, 
e Ambient temperature—61-80° F 


¢ Time of Day—7-10 a.m., 4-9 p.m. 
¢ Critical wind direction/runway use combinations for the downwind location of interest 


The “Ambient temperature” range is suggested by KMC to represent conditions maximizing 
outdoor activity and open windows. 

“Time of Day” appears to be a metric which both substitutes for and incorporates airfield 
activity and community activity, resuiting in maximum ©xposure potential. Probably the most 
important activity factor is queuing of aircratt on taxiways (explicitly recognized by the 
community-FAA “agreement” to limit queuing of jets on TW November to five planes). 

These first two factors account for a majority of all complaints registered. 


The third factor accounts for the largest single group of complaints in a given neighborhood, 
as would be expected. 


| was somewhat Surprised at the outset to read that wind speed, atmospheric stability and 
turbulence did not appear to be Significant. On reflection, | would attribute that to the fact 
that the NWS measurements of those factors are “gross” and likely rather different from the 
conditions which exist at ground level at the ends of Operating runways; where pavement 


and water temperatures, and aircraft activity, may establish local conditions not measured by 
the available instrumentation. 


Number of Complaints: 


During the period considered by KMC, Massport received a total of 272 odor complaints 
through its Noise Complaint Line. (These are distinguished from those complaints which 
were about noise, but also mentioned odor as a source of irritation.) This is an average of 
Slightly more than one complaint per week! | would consider this to be a rather low response 


complaint as an “incident” representative of one hour, KMC derives an overall “incidence 
frequency" of about 8%. In other words, during only about 8% of the time during which one 
might expect complaints were Compiaints actuaily registered through the Noise Complaint 
Line. KMC attempts to anaiyze the factors which might affect the response rate, and does so 


concentrations of odorant in the presence of the analyzed factors predisposing to complaint: 
as well as factors affecting the predilection of residents to phone the Complaint Line. 


My observation is that these numbers are not consistent with the stress placed on odor 
concerns by residents of the communities immediately adjacent to Logan, both over the 


years in my experience and during the current ARC/CAC process. This requires discussion 
among the participants. 


ean Rete hon 
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My concern is that Massport may interpret these numbers as indicative of a “de minimus” 
problem 


Neighborhoods Principally Affected by Odors: 
KMC found that three neighborhoods were the 
uring the four-year study period. These are Court Road in Winthrop (86), “Orient Heights” 


Street in Winthrop (40). All other areas registered less than 20 complaints each over the 
Study period, with Eagie Hill, Jeffries Point, Harborview (all East Boston), and “Upper 
Winthrop” each registering in the 10-20 complaint range. 


| am surprised that the Jeffries Point and Eagle Hill areas seem not to be heavily impacted 
by odors generated by aircraft activity in the immediate vicinity of the terminals. Otherwise. | 
think the findings, in terms of the areas most affected by odors from aircraft en ine 
emissions, are consistent with logic and past representations by community representatives. 


normally less than unity). Under the Case where n = 0.7 (the uppermost of its usual range), a 


change the perceived odor intensity by only about 1/3; in other words, the result is less than 
5% of the effort. Typically, a change in odorant concentration must exceed about 20% to be 
generally detected as a change. 


A conclusion to be drawn from the above is that major reductions in source strength (aircraft 
engine emissions of odorous compounds in specific locations) wil! be required to effect 
perceptible improvement in odor impacts. Conversely, changes in aircraft operating 
procedures and locations, as Proposed in the Airside Improvements Project, should not be 
expected to result in significant improvement. 


Of much greater potential odor impact is the projected increase in aircraft operations at 
Logan over time. Without Significant reduction in the rate and change in the nature of jet 
engine emissions, a 25% increase in operations would have two impacts readily detectable 
as increases in odors in the community. First, the concentration of odorous compounds 
would increase during those time periods when operations increased by such a percentage: 


and second, the time periods of intensive aircraft operations would be significantly extended 
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to accommodate the increase in operations (Since the airfield is at or near Capacity during 
Peak hours now). 


Summary and Conclusions: 

KMC stresses that the Problem of odor impacts on residents of the adjacent communities 
must be considered real and Significant. | feel that the data Supplied by Massport likely 
under-represents the Scope and intensity of odor impacts because of a general tendency of 
the (relatively Stable) population of the Communities to (a) become disillusioned about the 
value of complaints, (b) utilize other methods and fora to express their concerns, and (c ) to 
become somewhat desensitized or inured to this odor stimulus. It is impossible to judge 


Conversely, again, were & Significant change in operating procedures or locations to expose 
@ new population to jet engine odors, there would likely be a substantial increase in the 
number of complaints registered. The construction of RW 14/32, and its use by jet aircraft 


Taxiway on odors in the Court Road and Pleasant St. areas of Winthrop would be simiiar in 
manner but not in magnitude. The distance between these areas and the Centerfield TW 
would be about 2-3000 feet, compared to 3-4000 feet from TW November. These areas are 
and will continue to be impacted by Operations involving RW 4R/22L, which is about 1000 


The identification of the more impacted areas is Consistent with other information, and 
intuitively correct; despite the relatively small number of registered complaints. 


The potential odor impact changes which may be associated with the current Airfield 
Improvement Project are overshadowed by the potential odor impact changes associated 
with the growth of Logan operations, and the shift of commuter traffic from Propeller to jet 
propulsion. 


David Standley, P.E., 
Consultant to the CAC 
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Draft Proposal for Discussion 
prepared by David Standley, P.E. 
daied May 24, 1996 


on "Efficiency of Utilization of Facilities during Peak Hours" 
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MASSPORT LOGAN COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT 


EFFICIENCY OF UTILIZATION OF FACILITIES DURING PEAK PERIODS 
A DRAFT PROPOSAL FOR DISCUSSION 
May 24, 1996 


The Consultant Team to the Logan CAC suggests consideration be given to addressing the 
efficiency of Logan Airport during peak operating periods, in carrying out its primary 
mission. We understand that mission to be the accommodation of as many passengers as 
feasible under the extant conditions with a minimum of delay. (There are, of course, 


Heretofore, the metrics of efficiency utilized by Massport and the FAA relate to numbers of 
aircraft operations handled in Specific periods (i.e., per hour); and the hours of delay 
experienced in handling those operations. Their efforts have focused on operational and 
facility expansion approaches to increase the Capacity for total aircraft operations under 
restrictive conditions (i.e., when use of Runway 15/33 is required, or when Visibility is 
restricted). 


We propose that the aircraft passenger is the “unit of concern” and the raison d'etre of the 
airport (with a bow to transport of parcels, not critical to this discussion). This, we believe, is 
also the fundamental concern of Massport, although i has not so expressed it to our 
knowledge. The expansions and modifications underway and proposed by Massport its for 
terminals, garages, and other landside facilities, and the investments therein, are testimony 
in support of that assumption. It follows, therefore, that maximizing the throughput of 
passengers should be the dominant objective of the management and operation of the 
airport facilities under the control of Massport. 


Thus, we further Propose the fundamental measure of efficiency and of attainment of the 


Principal objective of the airport, be the number of assengers transiting the airfield per 
hour, The total would be derived as the sum of all Passengers arriving at and departing 


from all gate and apron positions within the hour of concern. It is unnecessary and probably 


impractiz2! to measure the comparable throughput of landside_facilities (access roads, 
garages 2rminals). In any event (as noted) Massport is €xpanding the Capacity and 


Massport would apply this approach, the minimizing of costs to the user community, to 
its management of the facilities under its control terminals, hold rooms, gates, and aprons 


through lease terms and operating agreements with its jessees 4nd aircraft operators. To 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 85 
Community Advisory Committee 
Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 


Code Topic 2 Comment 

8h _ MEPA, _ Massport for too long has been allowed to take a purpose of the Airside Improvements Planning Project is to. 
_ Review _ FAA/NEPA _ segmented approach to Logan's development, arguing that + reduce current and projected levels of airfield congestion and 
: Process ' landside projects are designed to accommodate ground _ delay and to enhance the safety of aircraft operations at Logan. 

: _ passenger handling; airside improvement projects are _ Massport’s proposed landside improvements are planned to 

_ designed to accommodate aircraft handling; that neither _ enhance the efficiency of passenger processing, and include 
' generates traffic; and that Massport has no control over » terminal modernization, as well as roadway, parking and : 
| passenger and cargo growth. _ Service area improvements. The landside projects will not affect 


_ the design or implementation of the Airside Project, which has 
_ independent utility, nor will the Airside Project improvements 

_ affect the design or implementation of any of the landside 
projects. All airside and landside projects, where required, will 

_ continue to be the subject of separate comprehensive 

_ environmental analysis by project proponents in accordance 

_ with federal and state regulations. 


_ As expressed in the May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate, 

_ Massport’s Environmental Planning and Status Report 

_ (ESPR, formerly GEIR) process ‘is expected provide a big 

_ picture cumulative impact analysis of Logan operations, 
mpacts and mitigation. It complements the project-specific 
__EIRs,” such as this one for the Airside Improvements, “helps 
_ to focus the review process of individual EIRs, and ensures 
_ that segmented project review does not occur in the context 
_ of MEPA review at Logan Airport.” 


85.2 


Purpose and Delays —=STheAAside Improvement Planning Program isa The Airside Project wll provide immediate delay reduction 
_ Need _ short-range and limited response toa major concem about _ benefits to Logan Airport users, and the delay savings will 
i _ long-term trends, future growth, and increasing impact. _ grow over time as passenger traffic increases. Although 


_ Massport only has jurisdiction over Logan Airport and 

_ Hanscom Field, and now operates Worcester Regional 

_ Airport, the agency has for years taken a leading role in 

_ Supporting regional transportation initiatives and the 

_ development of alternate modes. In fact, since 1996, eight out 
_ of ten new air passengers in New England have used the : 
_ regional airports rather than Logan Airport. Massport’s 

_ Support for regional transportation initiatives, its proposed 

_ PPP monitoring program, and the Preferred Alternative are 

_ part of Massport’s long-term strategy for reducing delays at 

_ Logan Airport. 
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Code Topic i Topic 2 Comment 7 Response 7 7 
85.3 Analysis _ Forecasts Base year should be 1998 and planning period should _ Consistent with the request made by EOEA inits Certificate, 
i _ Assumptions/ _ extend to 2020. _ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes delay and 


| Methodologies | : _ environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect current conditions 
: i _ and provide context to the delay problem at Logan Airport. 
_ However, it should be noted that the appropriate comparison 
_ for assessing future year conditions and the effectiveness of 
_ the Airside Project, is a comparison of the Preferred 
_ Alternative to the No Action Alternative. A discussion of 
» current and historic conditions can be found in Section 4.2 of 
' the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Current traffic trends at Logan Airport and the regional 
airports indicate that Logan Airport is not expected to reach 
_ the 29 million passenger forecast presented in the Airside 

_ Project Draft EIS/EIR until 2003. Continued air service 

" expansion at the regional airports and the introduction of : 
_ high-speed rail to New York in December 2000 is expected to 
_ further slow Logan Airport’s passenger traffic growth. With 
_ these developments, Logan Airport is not expected to achieve 
_ the 37.5 million passenger forecasts until 2015, and the : 
_ 45 million passenger forecasts will not be achieved until 

_ 2024. Thus the planning forecasts that underlie the delays 
_ and environmental analyses cover a planning period of at 
_ least 20 years. Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of the planning 


The FAA data on delays show that the delay situation at Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ Logan has improved since 1993 and is essentially in _ contains a discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay 

| equilibrium, as assessed by the FAA. _ measures and historical data, along with comparisons of 

: _ Logan Airport with other United States airports. The delay 

_ Situation is not at equilibrium. FAA Opsnet delays at i 
_ Logan Airport peaked in 1993, declined for two years and are 
_ tising again. Arrival delays, which would be directly affected 

_ by Runway 14/32, have risen steadily since 1994. In fact, 

_ Logan Airport is the second most delayed airport in the nation 


Analysis : The Airside delay model (DELAYSIM) used hourly weather Comparative analysis of 1981 to 1990 weather with 1989 to 
 Assumptions/ | Observations from 1981 to 1990. Weather patterns have _ 1998 weather identifies no significant differences in statistical 
| Methodologies — _ changed significantly within the last five years due to effects properties. 
: from El Nifio and La Nifia. A new 10-year average should be 

cted and used. 


em not specifically addressed in the DEIS/DEIR: _ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

_ Discussion of diversion to cargo to off-airport alternatives. Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
: _ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs’ Certificate on the 
_ ENF directed Massport to “discuss [these] off-airport 
_ alternatives and analyze the potential each has to divert 
_ passengers and/or cargo from ... Logan Airport.” 
_ Cargo operations were not specifically analyzed because 
_ they account for only two percent of aircraft activity at 
_ Logan Airport and since most all cargo aircraft operate during — 
_ Off-peak hours, cargo operations do not contribute to delays 
- at Logan Airport ; 


85.5 


| Regional 
Transportation 


856 
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Code Topic 1 _Topic 2 Comment Response 


85.7 Regional _ Regional 
‘ ransportation — Airports 


tem not specifically addressed in the DEIS/DEIR: | The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
onsidering the off-airport alternatives as a separate _ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
cenario. | project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping | 
_ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives hasbeen 
_ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 
_ levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR | 
_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive i 
discussion. of regional alternatives. 


em not specifically addressed in the DEIS/DEIR: Failure The Airside F Project Draft EIS/EIR and the ‘Supplemental — : 

‘0 consider Hanscom Field in Bedford as a reliever airport DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 

‘or general aviation operations, origin/destination regional _in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 

non-jet traffic, and short-haul origin/destination jet traffic. serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 

_ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 

_ operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 

_ activity includes private, business, charter,and air taxi 

_ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

_ Newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

_ services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, 

_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 

_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 

_ operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its : 

_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 

_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will preventits 
development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 
Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

_ passengers on Logan Airport’s commuter flights connect to 

_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 

_ passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

» commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

» Shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

_ (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 

_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

_ Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 

of Hanscom Field. 


‘Regional 
ransportation Airports 


Regional _ Regional i p ly addressed in the DEIS/DEIR: The Secretary of Environmental Atfai rs found that “...the 
Teneo satay _ Airports Considering the development of a second major airport, in Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
i _ discussion of environmental justice. _ project adequately and properly complies with the 
: _ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ Because the development of a second major airport would 

_ require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 

_ review in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 

_ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 

_ demand over the next 20 years. Service developments at 

_ other surrounding airports, including Manchester, 

_ T.F. Green/Providence and Worcester Regional airports, 
_ preclude the need for a second major airport. : 
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Comment 


- item not specifically addressed in the DEIS/DEIR: 

: Detailing of the existing delay at Logan including delay 
_ derived directly from wind/weather and indirectly from 

| delay at other airports. 


Code Topic 1 ; Topic 2 — 


"Model 


| Documentation of history of PRAS and problems 
_ implementing it. 


Environmental MM EPA es | 
_ Review _ that significant planning deficiencies exist in the 
| “ve | _ DEIS/DEIR that must be addressed. The DEIS/DEIR 


_ should be required. 


‘i ar : . Model ee 


_ whatever aircraft operating delays at Logan Airport are 


_ caused by or as a result of the airfield configuration. The delay — 
_ problem as modeled and represented by Massport will get 


_ worse. 


Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 


Item not specifically addressed in the DEIS/DEIR: 


The Secretary of Environmental Affairs should determine 
: should be found inadequate, and a new Draft document 


The proposed projects provide only limited and interim relief to 


Response 


The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that“the 
_ Draft Environmenial Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

| DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ The Airside Project addresses delays from constraints at 
_ Logan Airport. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a detailed discussion 
_ of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and historical data, 
_ along with comparisons of Logan Airport delays within the 


context of of delays at other United States airports. 
The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 


_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 
» history of PRAS development and performance at 
i Logan Airport. 


| The Secretary of Environmental ‘Affairs found that “...the 

_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 


DEIR, dated ‘May 7, 1999. 
Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced - 


_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 


are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 


as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the - 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 

_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic : 
levels increase. 
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Code Topic 1 _Topic 2 Comment a q 
| 85, 14 "Regional - Regional - There is no plan or program to deal with long: term n growth 
_ at Logan. There are measures that could be instituted to 


_ Transportation — Airports 
i : ' effectively address transportation in eastern 

New England, but there is no discussion in this document. 
| There must be a plan and a program to shift some 

| current, and most growth in, air traffic and passengers 

_ away from Logan. Major expansion of service and 

_ capacity of other airports must be undertaken. 


Massport should evaluate increase in “equivalent jet 
operations.” 


ac ace ee 7 a —— 


| Federal planning policy. establishes that this project must be 
: considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft 
| operations at Logan directly, because of delay reduction. 


85.16 — Altematives Runway 14/32 


Response 


_ Massport continuously engages in planning for Logan Airport 
_ through the GEIR process (now called the Logan Airport 1999 - 
_ Environmental Planning and Status Report, ESPR). The 

_ 1994/95 GEIR, subsequent Annual Updates including the 

/ 1999 ESPR, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR all recognize the role that 

_ Logan Airport plays in the larger regional transportation 

© context and acknowledge inter-city travel alternatives to 

_ Logan Airport. Furthermore, Massport and the FAA have 

_ taken the lead in promoting the development of regional 

_ airports as an alternative to Logan Airport. In 1995, the FAA 
_ and Massport co-sponsored the New England Regional 

_ Airports Air Service Study, which estimated the number of 

_ passengers that bypassed regional airports in favor of 

_ Logan Airport and recommended strategies for increasing 

_ regional airport air service levels and their attractiveness. 

_ FAAis sponsoring an upcoming New England Regional 

_ Airports System Study. Since 1996, there has been 

_ tremendous growth at the regional airports. In fact, eight out 
of ten new air travelers in New England have chosen the 

_ regional airports over Logan Airport. The regional airports are 
_ expected to accommodate an increasing share of the overall 
_ growth in air travel demand within the greater Boston area. 

_ This will provide some relief to Logan Airport. Nevertheless, 

_ the proposed Airside Project is necessary and provides clear 
benefits at current traffic levels. These benefits will only 

_ increase in the future, even as developments at the regional 

' airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 

_ Logan Airport. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of growth at the regional airports, 


including capital improvements and traffic > growth. 
Refer to Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for 


equivalent jet operations by Project alternative. 


i Implementation of the elements of the recommended — 

_ Airside Project, specifically unidirectional Runway 14/32, 

_ would not increase Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of 
_ approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity is 

_ available at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the 

_ time. Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 

_ this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that 

_ now require controllers to operate on only one or 

_ two runways, compared to the typical three-runway 

_ configurations used at Logan Airport. 


The runway will substantially reduce the delays that now 
- occur during northwest wind conditions. Preventing these 
_ delays will represent a real benefit to the passengers and 
- airlines that currently experience them. However, because 
_ these wind conditions and the associated delays are not 
_ regular or predictable, and cannot be readily anticipated, it is 
_ not expected that their prevention will stimulate growth in 
_ Logan Airport passenger demand above and beyond the 
_ fates that would have occurred without the runway. Instead, 
_ growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be principally 
_ driven by local and national economic conditions, competition 


and pricing within the airline industry, and the distribution of 


_ airline services and passenger traffic between Logan Airport 
_ and the surrounding regional airports. Refer to the discussion _ 
in Section 4.2 in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Toisas Gonna shea Cones neo = aces tas oat 
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Code  Topic1 
85.17 Alternatives 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ This project and landside projects at Logan are 
_ interdependent, and both will increase capacity and _ proposed landside projects at Logan Airport. The proposed 
_ stimulate demand. _ Airside Projects at Logan Airport are designed to improve 
airport efficiency and better accommodate current and future 
_ levels of demand. Long-term growth in air travel demand is a 
" recognized worldwide phenomenon that results from 
_ economic and demographic growth. Massport has no control 
_ over the underlying determinants of aviation growth. The 
_ construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32 would prevent 
_ the significant drop in airfield capacity that now occurs during 
" northwest wind conditions. The runway will not increase 
_ Logan Airport’s normal operating capacity of approximately 
_ 120 operations per hour which is available nearly 80 percent 
_ of the year. The runway does not induce or stimulate new 
raffic that would otherwise not occur at Logan Airport. 


| Demand 


Ground _ Access to | Massport’s proposal to increase the percentage of The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) which was 
_ Transportation — Logan Airport passengers accessing Logan Airport who do so in _ filed December 15, 2000, examines the feasibility of reaching 
i : _ high-occupancy vehicles falls far short of absorbing the _ ahigher target percentage for air passenger HOV ridership 


_ full projected increase in passenger ground access _ than 35.2 percent when annual air passengers reach 
: requirements. — 37.5 million. 


There can be no guarantee of “unidirectional use” of _ The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
Runway 14/32. _ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only - i.e., all 
aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 

_ Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 

_ Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor. State approval 
_ under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will allow 

' Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent with the 
_ stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any such 

_ approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 to 

- accommodate unidirectional operations only. Appropriate 

_ supporting documentation will also be issued (e.g., 

_ appropriate designations in the Airport/Facility Directory, and 
_ Notices to Airmen or NOTAMS). 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
_ physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional 
_ requirements of that improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel 

__ and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is within 

_ 1,300 feet of Runway 14. The location of the 

_ Hyatt Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach 

_ surface glide slope requirements, thereby precluding arrivals 
_ from the west to the Runway 14. Another factor limiting 

_ westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available 
_ facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to Runway 32. 


85.19 Altematives 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow for 

- maximum use of over-water operations which would thereby 
_ limit operational impacts over residential areas. To reinforce 
_ these important environmental benefits, Massport has 

_ designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 

_ Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. It is anticipated that 
_ any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 
_ unidirectional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. : 
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Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response - 


. airfield operations are unlikely to attain, andevenless During very high demand periods, the controllers have little or 
i | fkely to sustain, the progress toward attainment of PRAS _no flexibility for runway selection and PRAS recommends an 
_ goals that Massport projects. _ appropriate runway configuration given the extant demand. 
i _ Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would give the controllers 

_ considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 

_ achievement of PRAS goals. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ demonstrates that the controllers have been improving 

_ performance with respect to PRAS recommendations. 

_ Section 8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains 
_ methods for more comprehensive monitoring of PRAS. These 
_ methods will be implemented as part of the mitigation 
ogram for the Airside Project. 


: PRAS goals may well no longer represent community _ The PRAS goals were established after commun ty inp 

_ consensus. _ the 1980s. The goal of PRAS was to distribute noise 

: - equitably, based on demographic considerations. As 

| demonstrated in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, there have 
"been no significant demographic changes since the time of 
_ the establishment of the PRAS goals. An update of the PRAS _ 
_ goals is therefore not warranted. Furthermore, the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also demonstrates the more 

_ equitable balance of noise impacts among communities 
"surrounding Logan Airport that can be achieved with the 
_ Preferred Alternative as opposed to the imbalance that 

_ occurs today and would occur in the future if no action is 
_ taken. 


Most of the projected increases in passenger demand will The operations forecast accounted for] passenger ‘growth and i 
_ be met by increased operations of the “passenger jet” _ how that growth would be accommodated within a range of 

_ fleet. This of course is the fleet that creates the noise _ future fleets. The noise analysis reflects the impacts 

_ impacts at Logan and elsewhere. _ associated with these fleets. Refer to Chapter 6 of the 

i Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


There will be significant increases in overflights of East : The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects ‘that the 

_ Boston, Chelsea, Everett and other “15/33” communities, Preferred Alternative would promote runway use in a manner / 

_ and of South Boston, South End, Roxbury and other _ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 

' Runway 27 communities. _ number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, : 

i _ Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 

_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 

_ same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 

_ nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 
same noise impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and 

_ arrivals to Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) : 
would increase, but most of these are non-jets. These runway _ 

_ Operations are currently running well below the PRAS goals, 

_ and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow the 

- controllers to approach, but still remain below the annual 

_ goals for these operations. Additionally, by increasing the 

_ number of operations over water, Runway 14/32 would 

_ reduce the total annual hours of dwell and persistence over 

populated areas in accordance with short- term PRAS goals. 


rc ae a 


‘Massport overstates the benefit of further conversion to. The study does not overstate the benefit of further conversion 
_ Aircraft _ Stage 3 aircraft on future noise levels around _ to Stage 3 aircraft on future noise levels. It uses two fleet 
_ Logan Airport. _ scenarios in which almost all aircraft meet Stage 3 


_ requirements, either as hushkitted Stage 2 aircraft or new 

_ Stage 3 aircraft, and three fleet scenarios in which all the 

_ aircraft meet Stage 3 requirements. Most of the aircraft are 

_ new high-bypass, engine-powered Stage 3 aircraft. Many of 
_ the hushkitted aircraft have been retired. 


Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment _Response - 
Nighttime The number of nighttime jet operations. can be ¢ expected _ - Table 6.2-17 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ Noise | to double within the foreseeable future under conservative nighttime jet operations projected to increase from 106 in : 
/ _ forecasts. The noise impacts of this increase are huge, 1998, to. as many as 259 under the No Action Alternative with : 
_ and are not mitigated by use of Stage 3 aircraft since _ the 2015 High Regional Jet Fleet. However, regardless of the 


_ night operations are now required to be only of that type. _ fleet, many of the future night operations are the result of 

i | delays that will occur as demand at Logan Airport continues 
_ to increase. One of the direct benefits of the Preferred 
_ Alternative is that it will reduce these night operations by 32 
_ to 43 flights depending on the fleet forecast, though any 
alternative to the No-Action scenario will help alleviate some 
_ of the projected delays. 


In addition, Massport is committed to exploring other 
» measures to reduce nighttime noise whether or not the 
Preferred Alternative i is implemented. 


An alternative that should be considered is the creation of Since a low level of flight operations occurs ; during nighttime 
_ acap on nighttime operations pursuant to FAR Part 161. _ hours, very few delays occur during these hours. Therefore, 

: _ eliminating night flights would not be a viable alternative as a 
delay reduction measure. 


significant number of flights did not conform to the --—~«»« Comment noted. 
_ published departure tracks, and re-crossed the shoreline 
' over Hull and were also below 6,000 feet. 


85.26 


Sound =» Wedisagree with the statement, “After sound-proofing to Long-term benefits are derived from reduged delays, increased 
_ Insulation _ mitigate impacts within the 65 DNL Contour, the full-build achievement of PRAS goals, and the reduced numbers of 
: _ alternatives provide net long-term benefits.” _ people exposed to the highest noise exposure levels. Each of 


_ these benefits becomes more substantial as aircraft operations 
are projected to increase over time. Refer to, for example, the 
_ comparison of exposed populations presented in Table 6.2-3 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Sound insulation reduces noise inside the home. While the 

_ implementation of the Preferred Alternative would bring 

_ additional homes within the criteria for inclusion in the sound 
_ insulation program, the inside of these homes will have lower 
_ noise levels than they would have had without sound 

: insulation under the No Action Alternative. 


- 85.29 


_ Sound Concerns about Massport’s residential “soundproofing” By the end of the 2000 construction. season, ‘Massport sound 
" Insulation _ program include the pace of the program, the failure to _ insulated approximately 3,400 residential buildings containing 
i _ provide air conditioning in conjunction with the _ about 6,000 dwelling units, constituting one of the largest sound 
» “soundproofing” program, and the small number of _ insulation programs in the country. Construction over the last 
© dwelling units that are eligible for the program. _ seven years has proceeded at the rate of 550 to 800 dwelling 
_ units per year. Mitigation of noise impacts from the : 
_ Preferred Alternative is estimated to add up to 1,450 units to the 
_ program. At current construction rates, that work could be 
_ complete in approximately two years. 
_ FAA policy regarding sound insulation programs requires that 
_ “positive air ventilation” be provided in conjunction with sound 
_ insulation treatment so that windows may be left closed during 
all seasons to maintain adequate noise reduction. The 
_ Massport residential sound insulation program is designed to 
: : comply: with this requirement. 
» 85.30 _ Sound _ FAA Order 5100.38A makes ineligible for AIP funding any Federal requirements typically exclude the FAA from: any 
_ Insulation : non-related code-required building improvements _ responsibility to bring a building up to code when the structure 
| Necessary to accommodate acoustic treatment _ is sub-standard but otherwise qualifies to participate in an 
_ improvements. This may impose significant burdens on —_airport-sponsored sound insulation program. However, to 


_ some property owners. " address impacts in particular projects such as the proposed 

i _ Airside Project, FAA has discretion to use grant funds to bring 
_ buildings up to code as part of this mitigation program to the 

_ extent such improvements are required to proceed with the 

_ sound insulation work. The mitigation program for the 

_ Airside Project includes use of grant funds for such purposes. 
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Code — 
85.31 


Topic 1 
- Air Quality — 


Comment 


| ‘The | proposed ‘Airside Improvement Project provides 

| minimal long-term air quality benefits. Changes in air quality 

_ associated with the proposed project are likely to be 

- undetectable, with the exception of adverse odor impacts. 

_ There is potential for adverse odor impacts in certain areas 

_ proximate to the airport, as a result of this project. Changes 
_ in odor impacts are most likely to occur in the Jeffries Point 
neighborhood from takeoffs on Runway 14. 


Topic 2 
- Odor 


_ Air Quality _ The odor modeling and odor impact assessment 


' procedure is inadequate. 


85.33 | Forall modeled contaminants other than VOCs, the 
| difference (if any) among Airside Improvement Project 
_ alternatives is much less significant than the projected 


: growth of emissions over time. 


/AirQuality Impacts. 


Massport should have used the ten-year hourly average 

: meteorological input for the air quality dispersion model, 

' and should be required to rerun to dispersion model for all 
_ of the conditions modeled for the DEIS/DEIR. 


85.35. Ecosystems prog 

: _ nesting habitat on Logan Airport of the state-listed 

_ endangered upland sandpiper. The suggested program 

_ appears highly speculative as described. Massport should 
_ be required to set forth the resolution with NHESP in the 


DEIS/DEIR. 


| emissions from construction operations on the airfield will 
» be controlled during winter months. 


85.37 | Shortcomings of the Massport construction noise analysis 
_ include its failure to address the matter of pure tones and 
of impact noise (i.e., paving breakers and hoe rams), and 
_ the failure to separate out and separately analyze 

_ nighttime construction noise levels against nighttime 

_ ambient levels. The noise criteria applied by 

_ Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
are applicable to this Project. 


_ Noise 


_ Construction 


_ Sound 
_ Insulation 


We disagree with the statement, “After sound- -proofing to 
_ mitigate impacts within the 65 DNL Contour, the full-build 
__ alternatives provide net long-term benefits.” 


| 85.39 | Environmental - FAANEPA -_ Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be 


_ Review . considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft 
_ Process - Operations at Logan. 


_ guidelines, or standards for assessing odors at airports. The 


is required to compensate for impacts to the 


fassport has failed to demonstrate how fugitive dust 


_ Refer to responses to Comments 85.1, 85.16 and 85.17. 


Response 


| The Airside Project leads toa decrease i in odor-causing _ 

_ hydrocarbon emissions, when compared to the 

_ No Action Alternative. This is illustrated in Table 6.4-7 and 
_ Figure 6.4-5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. However, 

_ decreases in odorous emission concentrations will be 

_ imperceptible. 


_ Neither the EPA nor the FAA provides specific req 


_ modeling of odor-causing hydrocarbons was used as a 
_ surrogate in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The results are used as an indicator 
f odor-causing compounds. 


_ The growth in emissions over time will occur with or without the 
_ Airside Project. However, the Preferred Alternative presents a 


_ significant decrease in emissions compared to the 


No Action Alternative. 


In accordance with EPA, MDEP, and FAA modeling guidance, 
_ DELAYSIM uses ten years of weather data, not an average of 
_ ten years of data. These data were obtained from the National 
_ Climatic Data Center. Also, the air quality dispersion model that 


| was used | complies \ with EPA and FAA standards. 


: Massport has developed a comprehensive on-site and off-site 
_ Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close 
_ coordination with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 

_ Endangered Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such 

_ habitat at Logan Airport associated with construction of the 

_ Centerfield Taxiway. The plan strives to enhance protection 

_ of remaining Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport 

_ without increasing the aviation safety hazards typically : 
_ associated with birds or hazards to the birds. Additionally, itis 
_ expected that an area of former Upland Sandpiper habitat at 

_ Camp Edwards on Cape Cod will be restored to grassland 

_ habitat by removing woody and shrub vegetation to 

_ encourage enhancement of the Upland Sandpiper regional 


population. This restoration effort provides a unique 
_ opportunity to expand grasslands in the Commonwealth far in 


_ excess of the 40 acres to be lost at Logan Airport. A 

_ Memorandum of Agreement will be signed between Massport 
"and the Massachusetts Army Air National Guard for 
implementation of the program. 


Construction-period air quality impact mitigation will include the | 
_ steps specified in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370-10A, 
_ Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports. These and 


other measures are listed in Section 8.5.2 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. 


_ The analysis of nighttime construction noise levels does not 
_ show any significant impact from construction noise, since no 


_ pure tone noise is allowed to be emitted from construction 
_ equipment such as back-up alarms, as specified in 
_ Masspor'’s construction mitigation guidelines. 


: Refer to response to Comment 85. 28. 
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Code 
85.40 


Topic 1 ts Topic 2 


Comment 


: The planning period is inadequate, and should be 
' extended to 2020. There is no plan or program to deal 
_ with long-term growth at Logan, which will soon 
_ overwhelm any interim benefits of this project. 


Analysis 
_ Assumptions 


| Forecasts 


_ Purpose and 
_ Need 


y appear to be a major problem at Logan, _ 
: based on Massport’s two-year history of inaction and on 
_ FAA analyses. 


The DEIS/DEIR should be found inadequate... 


Environmental 
| Review 
Process 
Analysis 


_ Forecasts 
| Assumptions 


_ interdependent, and both will increase capacity and stimulate 
demand. 


_ Background information on the development of these 
_ models [FLAPS and DELAYSIM] is not presented, as 
_ required by FAA. 


fs, yi oh atthe 


_ for the airport simulations, but chose to develop its own 
_ model for estimating delay. 


_ The aside project and the landside projects at Logan are 


Massport did not use the FAA-approved SIMMOD model 
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Response 


_ Massport has developed a range of potential future traffic 

_ levels for planning purposes. For a variety of reasons, 

_ Massport believes that the forecasts described as 1999 and 
_ 2010 projections in the Logan Airside Improvements 

_ Feasibility Study, Phase | Report and the DEIS/EIR will not 

_ be achieved until after 1999 and 2010, respectively. The 
Airport is likely to reach 29 million passengers (formerly the 
: “1999” forecast) in 2003. Developments at the regional 

_ airports and Amtrak’s high speed Acela Express rail service 
_ to New York are expected to further slow Logan Airport’s 

_ passenger traffic growth. As a result, Logan Airport is now 

_ expected to reach 37.5 million passengers in 2015 and 

45 million passengers in 2024. Thus the planning forecasts 

_ that underlie the delays and environmental analyses covera 
_ planning period that extends beyond 2020. Refer to Chapters 
_ 1 and 4 of the Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR for a : 
_ complete discussion of the planning forecasts. 


‘efer to response to Comment 85.4. 


" Refer to response to Comment 85.12. 


- Refer to responses to Comments 85.1, 85.16 and 85.17, 


_ FLAPS and DELAYSIM have been d 4 of 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These models were originally 

_ developed for Logan Airport under Massport and FAA funding, 
_ and have been used in airport planning studies in the 

_ United States and internationally. 

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a discussion on the 

_ estimation and modeling of flight delays. Chapter 1 and 

_ Appendix C include a description of computer models for : 
_ estimating flight delays, including their limitations. SIMMOD is 
_ not well suited for conducting the long-term delays analysis 
_ that DELAYSIM provides for the Airside Project study. FAA 
" reviewed and approved the simulation models used in this 


' study. 
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Code  ‘Topic1 Topic 2. Comment _ _Response — 
85.46 | 


he delay hours projected by Massport ; are the artifacts of - Refer to Section 4 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR | for 2 a 
is own model, severely overstate the actual situation, and _ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 
lo not comport with the FAA’s procedure for calculating  _ Chapter 1 and Appendix C include a description of FAA and 
lelay at airports. _ U.S. DOT delay measures and their limitations, an 
_ explanation of computer models for estimating flight delays, 
_ and historical data on delays at Logan Airport and other major 
_ United States airports. The methodology used for the 
_ Airside Project includes the effects of constraints at 
_ Logan Airport, and produces lower delay estimates than FAA 
» modeling. The FAA approved all the models, which have 
_ been validated in previously published studies of 
_ Logan Airport. 


_ The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and — 
_ delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report 
_ for Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 

_ reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 

_ Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the 

_ RDSIM model and estimated that when activity reached 

_ 504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 

_ 260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 

| forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 

_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet 

_ scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 

_ Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the 

_ Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that 
the Airside delays represent “a plausible and conservative 

- estimate...” 


| The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 

_ delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport's 

_ estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA’s 
20, ,000- hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. 


The DELAYSIM model should use as the leading criteria The FAA has signed a MOU with Massport to follow 
_ the highest capacity configuration and air traffic controller. | PRAS recommendations, when feasible. Implementing a 
: workload weighting approved by FAA ATC. _ maximum capacity policy would ignore the agreement for 
_ equitable distribution of noise among the surrounding 
_ communities, and cause use of the northeast-southwest 
_ funways to grow to 70 percent or higher. The workload 
weighting factor used in DELAYISM was developed in 
conjunction with FAA ATC. 


_ The report compares Masspor’s calculation of delay with Refer to response to Comment 85.46. 
_ FAA's calculation of delay. This comparison throughout 
: the DEIS/DEIR i is incorrect and Misleading. 


é a os ere 


The FAA data on delays cited elsewhere i in this report Refer to response to Comment 85.4. 

_ shows that the delay situation at Logan has improved 

_ since 1993 and is essentially in equilibrium ... The 
_ DEIS/DEIR does not reflect this information. : 
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_ Code 
| 85, 50 


Topic 1 Topic 20 Comment 


- Modeled delay under the most ‘optimistic Massport 
_ scenario will return to present levels within a very few 

_ years and increase after that. The stimulation of demand 
_ is not reflected in the annual hours of delay calculations. 


85.51, 


_ Alternatives » Runway 14/32 — While peak hour capacity does not increase with 
' construction of the runway, the additional runway will 
_ provide the controllers the option to use higher-capacity 
_ configuration more of the time. This ability is providing 
: _ additional “throughput” of aircraft operations. 
_ 85.52 Environmental ~ FAA/NEPA _ Massport has not met the requirements of the National 
_ Review _ Environmental Policy Act ... No discussion of “altematives not 
: Process considered i in this DEIS/DEIR” was included. 


egional 


: Regional DEIS/DEIR should include development of anew w airport. 
_ Transportation 


85.53 


_ Airports 


» Runway 14/32 would 


_ Response 


_ Based on simulation modeling, ‘Logan Airport experienced — 
_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
_ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours under 
_ 1998 conditions, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 

_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The sooner airside 

_ @fficiencies are implemented, the more benefits will accrue 
» over time. 


_ The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
_ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. : 
_ Instead, Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 
this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that 
_ Now require controllers to operate on only one or two 
_ runways, compared to the typical three-runway configurations / 
_ used during high demand periods. The runway will not i 
_ increase Logan Airport's normal operating capacity, nor will it 
_ encourage or induce an increase in aircraft operations. 


_ The runway will substantially reduce delays that occur during 
_ northwest wind conditions, and will represent a real benefit to 
_ the passengers and airlines that currently experience them. 

_ However, these wind conditions and the associated delays 

_ are not predictable and cannot be anticipated, so Runway 

_ 14/32 will not stimulate growth in Logan Airport passenger 
_ demand above the rates that would have occurred absent the — 
_ runway. 


_ Instead, growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be 


principally driven by local and national economic conditions, 


_ competition and pricing within the airline industry, and the 

' distribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 
_ Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. The 

_ broad range of forecasts considered in the airside operational 
_ and environmental analyses would capture any potential 
variation in future passenger and aircraft activity at 


Logan Airport. 


eficiency et a 


_ northwest operating direction by increasing the capacity of 
_ that configuration closer to the airport’s normal operating 
_ capacity of 120 operations per hour. 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 


DEIS/FEIR respond to FAA scoping directives, applicable 


__FAA environmental orders and all other NEPA requirements. 
Refer to response to Comment 85. 9. 
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_Code — _ Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment _ 
85.54 Alternatives Other Non  DEIS/DEIR. should include Consideration of Implementing 
: _ Construction a High-Density Rule (Slots) 
Alternatives 


/ _ analysis of slotting. Imposition of slot controls constitutes a 
_ federal policy that has been preempted to the FAA under 


_ determined that the slot program has a number of significant 
_ problems. The U.S. DOT has studied options for reducing slo 
_ controls at airports. As a result, the AIR-21 Act, which was 

» enacted in March 2000, eliminates all slots at three of the 

_ nations slot controlled airports. Slots at the Chicago O'Hare 

_ airport will be eliminated by July 1, 2002 and slots at 


__ Response» 


Y Neither federal nor state scoping directives re required an 


federal law and is not within Massport’s jurisdiction. Congress 


: 


_ New York LaGuardia and New York JFK will be eliminated by 
_ January 1, 2007. PPP represents a market approach that 

_ should encourage the highest value services to use 

_ Logan Airport during periods of scarce capacity without the 


- Nighttime _ DEIS/DEIR should consider implementation of FAR Part 

' Noise | 161 regulations to provide aircraft noise and access 

__ restrictions for Stage 2 and Stage 3 operations at Logan to 
: provide noise relief to affected communities. A specific 

_ Measure that could be considered is a cap on nighttime 

operations. 


| Regional ~ Regional _ The New England ¢ govemors, ‘the FAA, and the 
_ Transportation Airports | Federal Highway Administration must assist state govemment 
_ and the Boston area communities in devising and imple- 

| menting programs to ensure that Massport’s numbers grow 

_ no larger, while not inhibiting normal beneficial economic 

__ growth of Eastern New England. The Airside Improvement 

_ Project must be viewed in this larger regional context. 


85.56 


: “While Massport has no jurisdiction ov over er the development, 

_ Operation or use of infrastructure at airports other than 

_ Logan Airport, Hanscom Field, and 

_ Worcester Regional Airport, Massport is engaged in 

_ promoting the use of other alternative regional airports and 
_ travel modes to relieve traffic growth pressures at 

_ Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, Massport 
_ and Governor Cellucci sponsored a Regional Transportation 


' market disruption and other inefficiencies related to slot 


: The phaseout of ‘Stage 2 aircraft operations w was as complete. as 
_ of December 31, 1999. Refer to response to Comment 85.26. 


: Summit that involved the New England Governors, 
transportation officials, and business leaders. The summit 

_ focused on joint marketing among the New England i 
~ commercial service airports and the joint promotion of rail and 
_ road initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced / 


assport argues that the growth in passenger traffic 


Regional giona 


8657 | 
: Transportation Airports 


_ experienced at the Manchester, New Hampshire Airport 

_ and the T.F. Green Airport in Warwick, Rhode Island 

_ represents shifts of demand from Logan Airport. It is 

» equally likely that the introduction of those two airports of 
_ low-cost carriers has stimulated overall regional air travel 
» growth, the bulk of which has been absorbed at those two 
_ airports. 


"regional transportation system. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 
: Massport’ s regional transportation Planning initiatives. : 


ntil Southwest Airlines, Delta Express and MetroJet 


_ introduced low-fare services into the region, the New England 

_ region had been one of the only regions in the United States 

_ without a significant low-fare carrier presence. The resulting 

_ stimulation of traffic at the regional airports consists of both 

_ induced demand and diversion from Logan Airport. This : 
_ diversion results from a recapture of traffic within Manchester 
_ and T.F. Green/Providence airports primary markets that was 
_ previously using Logan Airport. The slowing of 


_ Logan Airport's growth rate is a clear indication that the new 


Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 


services at the regional airports have diverted traffic from 


_ Logan Airport. The induced demand resulting from 
_ Southwest Airline’s low cost service is being accommodated 
_ at the regional airports and not at Logan Airport. : 
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_ Code Topic 2 Comment 


Topic 1 1 


If market forces are left to drive growth i in traffic at those 

_ airports, growth at Logan will not be significantly 

_ constrained. Specific goals would have to be established, 
"and a series of measures implemented to stimulate a 
substantial shift of traffic demand from Logan. 


_ Transportation 


_ Airports 


Although Massport includes some off-airport options, the 
_ development of other obvious alternatives has not been 
_ Teasonably discussed nor have the reasons for their 

_ elimination as options. 


Regional 


_ Transportation Airports 


: cere - 
Airports 


Regional 


Transportation _ out that long-term considerations to meet increasing demand 


the ‘Improvements recommended. 


~ Peak Period 


"Alternatives — 
: Pricing 


Peak Period Pricing i is but one form of economic incentive 
_ orcontrol that should be considered in evaluating 


| measures to reduce airspace and airfield congestion. 


Peak Period 
_ Pricing 


- 85.62 _ The basic assumption was made that peak period pricing 
| needed to be revenue neutral, pertaining only to airfield 

| revenue and airfield costs at Logan. This assumption 

_ resulted in impacts to airlines that operate small aircraft 


_ only. 


- Alternatives — 


~ Peak Period 
- Pricing 


_ The discussion of alternatives in the Airside Project 
_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR responds to 
" federal and state scoping directives and provides appropriate 
- analytical context for assessing the need for the 
i Preferred Alternative. 


‘econd Major Airport ‘Study points 


_ require that a second airport (either a greenfield airport and/or 
significant expansion of an existing airport) be an altemative to | 


"The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supp 
_ DEIS/FEIR contain analysis of PPP as a demand 


- Consideration should be given to a quite different 

| approach to addressing the efficiency of Logan Airport 
_ during peak operating periods and in carrying out its 

_ primary mission. 


Response 


Market forces have been responsible for the shift in ‘airport 
: usage from Logan Airport to the regional airports. Since 1996, 
_ when low-fare services were first established at 
_T.F. Green/Providence Airport, eight out of ten new air 
_ travelers in New England have chosen to use the regional 
airports over Logan Airport. Regional airports have become 
"attractive alternatives to Logan Airport because of airline 
_ decisions to increase the frequency and quality of regional 
airport services (i.e., jet versus turboprops), the availability of 
_ lower airfares, convenient access relative to Logan Airport, 
_ and increased public awareness of the regional airports. 
_ Given this situation, growth is expected within Logan Airport’s 
_ primary service area that will now shift to Manchester or 


T.F. Green/Providence airports. 


Refer to 5 response to to Comment 85.9. 


management alternative at Logan Airport. The analysis 


_ indicates that PPP is an effective option when airlines 

_ schedule beyond the normal hourly operating capacity of the 

_ airport and provides an assessment of the extent of the 

_ benefits from PPP under such circumstances. Additional 

_ analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR. This analysis includes the High Fleet scenario. 

_ Demand management measures at other United States and 

_ international airports are discussed in Section 3.5. Fora 
"review of demand management policies at other U.S. and 
international airports, refer to Section 3.5 of the Supplemental 
_ Draft EIS/FEIR. : 


_ The » PPP pri program ‘evaluated i in the Airside Project 


Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR was 


_ designed to comply with pertinent U.S.DOT and federal court 
_ precedent in the PACE proceedings and with existing federal 
_ regulations regarding airport rates and charges. Revenue 

_ neutrality was incorporated in the tested program for this 

_ reason. Massport'’s prior experience with the PACE landing 

_ fee structure demonstrates that changes to the existing 

_ weight-based landing fees will undergo thorough legal and 

_ regulatory review, and that the program must be carefully 

_ Structured to withstand this process. This was examined in 

: developing ' the illustrative program. 


| The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR respond to federal and state scoping directives i 
_ and applicable FAA environmental orders and all other NEPA | 
_ and MEPA requirements, and provide appropriate analytical 

_ content for assessing alternatives. 


_ The application of a fixed peak period surcharge corresponds 
_ to the Citizens Advisory Committee’s recommendation that an 
_ appropriate demand management program provide 

_ mechanisms to encourage the use of larger aircraft at higher 

_ load factors. Flights carrying greater numbers of passengers 

_ will minimize the cost per passenger impact of the surcharge. 
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Code Topic 1 1 _Topic 2 Comment Response 7 
-Altematives Peak Period Massport’s model for peak hour pricing has chosen too Refer to response ‘to Comment 85.62. 
» Pricing » Narrow a definition of the regulatory criteria it must meet to | 


establish a peak hour pricing structure. 


: Alternatives _ Peak Period = The range of options considered for Peak Period Pricing. The Airside Project ar analysis of PPP examined : an ‘operations 
i _ Pricing is insufficient. » threshold of 110 operations per hour, which is already below 
| _ Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of 120 operations 
_ per hour. There is no legitimate operational justification for 
_ imposing a peak period surcharge at an operation level 
_ Significantly lower than Logan Airport’s normal operating 
_ Capacity which is achieved 80 percent of the year without any 
_ delays. Even at 75 operations per hour, Logan Airport would 
_ be subject to delays from northwest wind conditions. The 
_ Airside Project analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
_ and in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR indicates that, with the 
_ Preferred Alternative, Logan Airport can accommodate 
_ existing and foreseeable future levels of demand without 
imposing a drastic administrative restriction to artificially 


_ Alternatives 


| Peak Period The option of utilizing “costing” (including peak period 

_ Pricing _ pricing) approaches for the purpose of delay reduction 

_ should be retained. It should be the first option selected 

_ for implementation, as a non-capital intensive, adjustable 
measure to move toward a goal. 


_ DEIS/FEIR. 


85.67, 


_ Regional _ Diversion UA shift away from air travel through reliance on other means of The acceptance of videoconferencing and other means of 

_ Transportation — __ travel or communication is essential. Vigorous measures to _telecommunications by businesses as a substitute for air 

: : foster and encourage this shift should be undertaken by State _ travel are largely dependent upon the quality of the available 
~ government in cooperation with Amtrak and _ technology and private sector decisions outside the authority 
» telecommunications providers. _ of FAA and Massport. Massport encourages such initiatives 


_ from state government, Amtrak, and others. Massport 

_ forecasts in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR took account of the likely effect of 
such factors as Videoconterencing « over the forecast period. 


- 85.68 


Environmental FAA/NEPA, The DEIS/DEIR does not indicate the requirement ofa The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ Review _ MEPA _ benefit-cost analysis. _ DEIS/FEIR respond to federal and state scoping directives 
_ Process : _ and applicable FAA environmental orders and all other NEPA 


_ and MEPA requirements, and provide appropriate analytical 
- content for assessing alternatives. 


- According to 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact 
_ Statements Regarding Cost-Benefit analysis “for purposes of | 
- complying with the act, the weighing of the merit and 

_ drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be displayed 

_ ina monetary cost-benefit analysis...” 


85.69 Noise _ Studies _ There are no economic analyses of the noise impacts _ Analysis of noise impacts of the various airside alternatives 

| regarding the various alternatives. _ was performed and is described in Chapters 6 of the Airside 
: _ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The 

_ noise analysis complies with federal and state scoping 

_ directives on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and 

Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


85.70 Environmental += FAA/NEPA 


No indication of how the project is to be financed is —_— The Airside Project i is programmed into Masport’ 5 standard 
| Review : _ provided... _ five-year capital budget process. An appropriate financing 
: Process : _ plan, including AIP funds and other grant funds, will be 


_ developed at the time the project is ready for financing. 
_ Sufficient funds will be available to complete the project. 


Ful impact of FAA not issuing a “Modification of oe A Determination of of Acceptable Level of Safety, not a 
Standards” for Layout Option Cc needs to be discussed. _ Modification of Standards, is required from FAA for ‘Option. C. 


The commitment to maintain Runway 14/32 asa "Refer to response to Comment 85.19. 
unidirectional runway is clearly reversible. : 


‘Alternatives Preferred 
Alternatives 


Altematives Runway 14/32 


- 85.72 
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_ Code 


Topic 1 
| Altematives 


_ Topic 2 Comment 


| Runway 14/32 


: Massport indicates that ‘only regional and commuter _ 

_ aircraft will use the proposed runway. The Airport 

' Reference Code (C-IIl) for the proposed runway includes 
the following aircraft types: Airbus A-320s, BAC 111s, 

_ Boeing 727s, Boeing 737s, Fokker F-28s, and 

_ MDC DC-9s. Therefore, large jets can and will use the 

' runway. 


Taxiway 
_ Improvements 


The summary ‘of advantages cited for the Centerfield 

: Taxiway supports the community concern that the 

_ presence of the Centerfield Taxiway will make the use of 
_ the 4/22 runway combinations more attractive ... 


Alteratives 


_ Peak Period 


- Alternatives _ Massport is not including Alternate 1 as the preferred 


_ Pricing _ alternative, which according to its model provides the 

_ highest reduction in delay. 
“Alternatives Peak Period ~The peak period pricing option oran alternative 
: _ Pricing ' congestion approach should be implemented immediately _ 


85.77 


ait soe Fea 
: construction of Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway 
_ that are not sufficiently explored in the DEIS/DEIR. These 


_ include odor impacts, especially in the Jeffries Point area, and _ 


_ potential construction dust problems. 


A major element of the proposal to mitigate impacts on 


_ the state-listed upland sandpiper, that of creation of a 
_ replacement habitat on Cape Cod, appears to ignore 
_ geography and is of questionable benefits. 


“9679 seed tee eres 
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» to gain its delay-reduction benefits throughout and beyond 


_ Response 


_ Design Category C-lll indicates the | highest ¢ approach speed | 


and widest wingspan of the aircraft to use the runway. / 
Approach Category C includes those with speeds from 121 to | 


_ 140 knots. Design Group Ill designates wingspans from 79 to 
_ 117 feet. Several of the general aviation and commuter : 
_ aircraft have approach speeds or wingspans in these classes. 


_ Most of the types cited in this comment are Stage 2 aircraft 
_ that were phased out of service in 2000. Required runway 

_ takeoff and landing distances would prevent most of these : 
_ aircraft operations on Runway 14/32. For operating efficiency, 
FAA controllers would keep the large jets on Runway 33L and 


_the smaller aircraft on Runway 32. 


~The taxiway improvements a are designed toi improve asund pa 


_ movement efficiency and safety, and to reduce taxiing delays, 


_ thereby reducing associated noise and emissions. 
_ Section 3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR describes 


_ several operating situations that would benefit from these 
_ improvements. Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow 
_ more evenly distributed runway use, reducing the use of the 


_ Runways 4/22 from 60 to 70 percent to 35 to 40 percent. 
_ When using Runways 22L/R for departures, the 


_ Centerfield Taxiway would be used for Runway 22L 


departures to bypass the queue for Runway 22R. 
The analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 


airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 

_ capacity of the airport and provides an assessment of the 

_ extent of the benefits from PPP under such circumstances. 

_ Analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. 


"Rate sues aan = ae weit ml antes catccess 


" Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR containsa 
_ thorough analysis of adverse air quality impacts. There are no 


anticipated odor-causing operations during the construction 
process. Fugitive dust from construction will be minimized by 


using methods described in FAA Advisory Circular 


_ 150/5370-10A, Standards for Specifying Construction of 
_ Airports. 


Refer to response to Comment 85.35. In addition to shifting : 


_ Upland Sandpiper habitat areas at Logan Airport from 
proposed construction sites to other grassland areas onthe 
_ airfield, Massport has worked closely with NHESP to develop 


an off-site habitat enhancement plan for this species. The 


_ individual birds that use the airfield are part of a larger 

_ Upland Sandpiper population in Eastern Massachusetts. The 
_ proposed off-site habitat enhancement program will 

_ significantly improve regional opportunities for 

_ Upland Sandpiper and restore habitat for the declining 

_ population at Camp Edwards on Cape Cod. The on-site 
mitigation program is designed to maintain the existing 


_ Population. 
_ Refer to response to Comment 85. 19. 
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_ Code oe 1 _Topic 2 _ Comment Response 


this project ‘sends [the signal] that ‘Massport ¢ continues The Preferred Altemative is a delay reduction program that i 
_ to be committed to expansion of Logan Airport ... | promotes the efficiency and safety of airfield operations at 
Logan Airport. Runway14/32 enhances operating efficiency 
_ by providing a third available runway in weather conditions 
_ that require northwest-southeast operations. Similar 

_ three-runway configurations exist for all other operating 
directions. Runway 14/32 would not expand the overall 
_ Capacity of the airport, since Logan Airport's normal operating 
| capacity of 120 operations per hour, which is available 

_ approximately 80 percent of the year, is maintained with 

' Runway 14/32. Massport is committed to ensuring that the 
_ airfield continues to function as efficiently as possible. The 
Preferred Alternative achieves this goal responsibly. 


| Runway 14/32 


85.81 i Alteratives 


Iternate No. 3 provides delay reduction without the build he Preferred Alternative contains the elements of 


Alternatives | option. Alternate No. 2 provides significant delay reduction _ Alternatives 2 and 3. The elements contained in 


_ by allowing maximization of existing airfield capacity _ Alternatives 2 and 3 are each part of the long-term delay 
_ through the construction of a parallel taxiway. These two —_reduction strategy for Logan Airport. However, only the 
_ alternatives appear to be the most viable for the _ proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 addresses delays 


_ community. _ caused by northwest winds and the corresponding reduction 


in airfield capacity that occurs in this s operating direction. 


8582 Analysis. ~=—=—=~Planning-~—_—=i.. the DEEIS/DEIR document should indicate: a) what the The analysis in Chapters 4 of the Airside Project 
_ Assumptions/ Period _ long-term (20-year) needs are. _ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR clearly 
' Methodologies indicate that airside delays and congestion at Logan Airport 


_ will worsen over the long term (ten- to 20-year time frame) if 
_ No actions are taken. The Preferred Alternative is designed to 
- address the long-term need to reduce future growth in airside 


i delays. : 
85.83 Purpose and Delays . the DEIS/DEIR document should indicate: b) how the Refer to response 0 Comment 85. 82 and Section 4, 6 of. the 
Need alternatives considered meet these {long-term} needs. ‘Supplemental. DEIS/FEIR. 


Environmental MEPA Logan was constructed into a residential setting. The history ~ Comment noted. All planning efforts for Logan Airport, 

_ Review _ of the airfield at Logan is noted in Appendix B but does not including the Airside Project, that are the subject of this 

: Process _ point out the residential development existing during the environmental review take into account impacts on affected 
_ residential areas. 


85.85 : Environmental + FAANEPA, efer to response to. to Comment 85.1. 


i 19 
Review / MEPA | approach, arguing that landside projects are designed to 
_ Process i _ accommodate ground passenger handling; airside 


| improvement projects are designed to accommodate aircraft 
_ handling; that neither generates traffic; and that Massport has 
10 control over : 


_ 85.86 = Regional _ Diversions _ There needs to oles and responsibilities,  Massport has a long-standing commitment to minimizing and 
i | Transportation _ aprimary objective of which should be to significantly temper where possible, mitigating, environmental impacts associated 

: : _ the adverse impacts of air and ground vehicle operations to _ with Logan Airport. The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously 
_ and from Logan Airport. _ GEIR) discusses the status of Massport overall mitigation for 
i _ the groundside and airside impacts of the airport. The ESPR 
__was filed on December 15, 2000. 


85.87 Analysis. —-—=«Base Year —_This project, initiated in 1995 wi gofanENF, uses Refer to response to Comment 85.3. 
_ Assumptions/ _ 1993 as its “base year’ for planning purposes ... The 
_ Methodologies - _ passage of over five years from the “base year,” ... should 


_ require that 1998 and data therefore constitute the “base 
ear” for this Planning Project. 


: eRe soa sere er 
_ Assumptions/ Period 
Methodologies 


85.88 the project should be extended to a 20-year planning 7 Refer to responses to Comments 85.3 and 85.40. _ 
» horizon, to 2020 ... Massport claims that there hasbeen 


no change i in schedule .. » This i is untrue. 


- 85.89 .. Massport and the FAA have not complied with the» Massport and FAA have complied with all applicable state 


required timing of the DEIS/DEIR document. _ and federal requirements. 


| Environmental 
' Review | MEPA 
- Process 


Analysis . 
_ Assumptions/ 


Base Year _... the analysis uses baseline data of 1993 fora document Refer to responses to Comment 853. 


_ Submitted in 1999. [Is not appropriate]sic 


: Methodologies 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment _ Response 


The FAA data on ‘delays cited elsewhere in this report ‘shows 
_ that the delay Situation at ae has improved since 1993 and | 


Refer to response to Comment 85.4, 


— 85.92. Purpose and _ Delay Massport has clearly cnoens by! its action ete i Delay i is a current problem that is 5 only going 10 V worsen. 
i | Need _ this project on hold for nearly two years, that the problem — Massport is committed to improving airfield efficiency and 
: / » is not “a matter of priority.” _ reducing delays. Refer to Section 4.6 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of how the Preferred Alternative 
reduces airfield-related delays at Logan Airport. 


he ENF Certificate required ... discussion of diversion of | The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

| Transportation © cargo to off-airport alternatives. _ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 

: _ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...” Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. The potential diversion of cargo 

_ operations was not specifically analyzed because cargo 

_ operations account for only two percent of aircraft activity at 
_ Logan Airport and since most all-cargo aircraft operate during 
_ off-peak hours, cargo operations do not contribute to delays 

_ at Logan Airport. However, all cargo operations were included 
inthe future fleets analyzed in the Airside Project. 

_ Additionally, some cargo is now being diverted to regional 

_ airports as indicated by the strong growth in cargo services 

and | air cargo activity at the regional airports. 


enn 


- 85.93 


j The Secretary of EOEA determined i in the May 7, 1999 — 


- 85.94 “Regional = The ENF Certificate required consideration of...the 


or a : : 
| Transportation — Airports, off-airport altematives as a separate scenario evaluated _ Certificate that the Draft EIR complied with applicable legal 
: _ Passenger Rail _ during the DEIS/DEIR. _ requirements. The certificate also provided a scope for the 


_ Final EIR in response to the May 7, 1999 scoping directives. 
_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

' evaluation of options to Logan Airport, regional airports and 
_ regional rail projects. These alternatives are expected to 

_ accommodate an increasing share of the region's overall 

_ growth in inter-city travel demand and provide relief to traffic 
_ growth pressures at Logan Airport. Nevertheless, the 

_ proposed Airside Project is necessary and provides clear 

_ benefits at current traffic levels. These benefits will only 

_ increase in the future, even as regional alternatives reduce 
the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. — 


The ENF Certificate required consideration of ... the 


Refer to response to Comment 85.9, 
_ development of a second major airport in discussion of 


Environmental = impacts 
_ Justice : 


nvironmental justice. 
85.96 _ Model The ENF Certificate required .. .. detailing of the existing _ The Secretary of EOEA determined in the May 7, 1999 
: : ' delay derived directly from wind/weather and indirectly _ Certificate that the Draft EIR complied with applicable legal 


» from delay at other airports. _ requirements. 


Refer to response to Comment 85. 10. 


85.97 Noise | The ENF Certificate required ... documentation of history Refer to response to Comment 86.11. 


of PRAS and problems implementing it. 


85.98 — Environmental © MEPA _ ... DEIR is submitted subject to Massachusetts’ laws, _ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs determined in the 
_ Review : _ policies and regulations, in addition to federal regulations Certificate on the DEIR, dated May 7, 1999, that the 
| Process _ and guidance. As such, itis subject to the determination of 1 document complied with all applicable state requirements. 
_ the Secretary of Environmental Affairs as to whether 
umulative impacts have been adequately addressed. — 


: Environmental " MEPA a : The Airside Improvement Planning Program i isa Refer to response to Comment 85.82, BO 
_ Review _ short-range and limited response to a major concern 


| Process _ about long-term trends, future growth, and increasing 
: _ impact. The DEIS/DEIR does not address the long-term 
moplication of growth. 
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_ Code _Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


nour opinion, ‘the statement (page 7 3) that ‘The 

_ Airside Project has independent utility, and will not 

_ stimulate, preclude, or otherwise determine other 

_ development anticipated as part of Massport’s landside 
» planning effort” is incorrect. Massport argues the 

| Airside Improvement Project is independent of the 

: _ landside projects in every way. We disagree. 


- Analysis” eo Passenger 
_ Assumptions/ —_ Forecasts 
_ Methodologies 


- Environmental 
_ Review 
_ Process 


~The full implementation of the Airside Improvement Project 


|... is expansion of capacity. Such as increase must be 


translated into a projected increase in demand, as the FAA 
» has stated in its regulations. 


This DEIS/DEIR ... does not cover a ‘sufficient planning — 

| period. Massport continues the fiction that 1999 is the near 
» future and 2010 the far future. As a standard, FAA typically 
reviews and evaluates 20-year forecasts. ... No 
justification for using these short time frames was given. 


: Assumptions/ 
_ Methodologies 


854 03 The base year forthe development of these forecasts is 1993. 


vy 
_ Assumptions/ 
' Methodologies 5, 10, and 20 years with high and low fleet scenarios should 


be provided | for evaluation. 


85.104 Analysis 
| Assumptions/ 
_ Methodologies 


fois Massport cites significant changes since 1993 in nthe 
: aircraft fleet mix; thus, the validity of the base year and 
_ high-range fleet forecasts are not appropriate for 

_ consideration in this analysis. 


_ Base Year 


~ 85.105 ~ Massport should provide recent and relevant passenger 


_ forecasts for a 20-year period with associated operational 


- Analysis _ Passenger 
_ Assumptions/ Forecasts 

_ Methodologies 
: ' are Consistent for all forecast years. 


The DEIS/DEIR does not indicate the detailed 

_ methodology used to develop the levels of passenger 

_ forecasts presented. ... Massport must clearly identify the 
_ basis for the passenger demand projections, and must 

_ State the confidence level in those projections. Similarly, it 
_ must state the confidence level in the projections of 

_ diversion at each projected passenger level, and show the 
_ resultant range of passenger level projections. 


Analysis ‘Passenger 
_ Assumptions/ —__ Forecasts 
_ Methodologies — 


85.107 Analysis —~»-~Passenger ——_‘The distinction between the ‘low operations fleet” and t 
; | Assumptions/ Forecasting _ “high operations fleet” is confused in the DEIS/DEIR. 


| Methodologies — 


_ Refer to response to Comment 85.80. 


_ to responses to Comments 85.3 and 85.40. 


"Refer to response to Comment 85.40. 
.. Amore updated forecast for passengers at Logan in future 


_ Consistent with the request made by the EOEA in its 

_ Certificate on the Draft EIR, the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ includes delay and environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect 
_ current conditions and provide context to the delay problem at 
_ Logan Airport. The High and Low Fleet scenarios for 37.5 and _ 
_ 45 million passengers represent a range of possible future 


: forecasts using high and low fleet scenario assumptions that 


_ The Airside analysis is based on a range of historic, current 

_ and future passenger levels. The Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR included the analysis of 1993 Historic Modeled 
_ Conditions with 24 million passengers. The Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR was updated to reflect 1998 current conditions, 

_ 4.e.: 26.5 million passengers. To account for the uncertainty 

_ associated with any forecasting effort, the Airside analysis 
_ considered a range of future passenger levels from 29 million 
_ (expected to be reached in 2003), to 37.5 million (2015), and 

_ 45 million (2024). Furthermore, the results of the Airside 

_ analysis indicate that the delay reduction benefits of the 

_ Preferred Alternative are not dependent upon the future 

_ forecast passenger level. As demonstrated in Section 4.6 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the Preferred Alternative would 
_ produce significant delay reduction at current, 1998 activity 

_ levels, as well as the wide range of current and future 


Response 


" Refer to responses to Comments 85.1, 85.16 and 85.17. 


FAA has no standard that requires a 20-year forecast. Refer 


tivity—both | levels and fleet mix—at ‘Logan Airp 
Refer to response to Comment 85.40. 


apter and ‘Appendix E of the Airside : 


- Project Draft EIS/EIR and in Section 4.2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR, the high fleets are characterized by 

_ comparatively larger number and share of operations with 

- smaller regional carrier aircraft, consistent with the 

_ three carrier network observed in the early 1990's. The low 
fleets exhibit fewer small aircraft and a larger average aircraft 
_ size at Logan Airport, resulting in fewer aircraft operations : 
_ required to accommodate the specified number of 

_ passengers. The alternative fleet forecasts examined in the 

_ Airside analysis permitted Massport and the FAA to compare 

_ the relative merits of different improvement concepts against 
' awide range of current and potential future activity levels. 
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Code _Topic 1 _Topic 2 Comment Response — 


"85.108 Noise | Fet Mix 


the percentage distribution of | passengers between Refer to response fo Comment 85.22. 
‘passenger jets’ and “regional carriers” presented... indicate 
| that most of the projected increases in passenger demand will : 
_ be met by increased operations of the “passenger jet” fleet. 
__ This is the fleet that creates the noise impacts at Logan and 
» elsewhere. 


| 85.109 Analysis 


It should also be noted that cargo fleet operations in 1999 : Cargo activity at Logan Airport changes from year to year. 
© Assumptions/ _ were held constant in both the “low fleet’ and the ‘high fleet” Despite strong economic growth over the last few years, 
| Methodologies _ projections ... the increased economic growth projection... cargo operations at Logan Airport increased by less than 
_ should also include a concomitant increase in the cargo jet _ two percent in 1999 and actually declined by 1.2 percent in 
! operations forecast ... These corrections will affect the noise 1998. Since cargo operations account for only two percent of 


_ and noise impact forecasts of Chapter 5 and Appendix L. aircraft activity at Logan Airport and occur during off-peak 

hours, cargo operations do not contribute to delays at 
Logan Airport. By reducing delays during the peak hours, the 
Preferred Alternative reduces the number of passenger 

_ operations that are delayed into the nighttime and thus 

_ reduces late night noise exposure for the surrounding 
communities. 


» Analysis _ Planning _ In our opinion, Massport should be carrying its projections — Refer to responses to Comm 
_ Assumptions/ Period ' a minimum of 20 years from a base year of 1998, fora 
| Methodologies | draft environmental impact statement and report 

i published in 1999. 


85.111 Massport projects air ir traffic operations toi increase While equivalent jet operations increase by more than 
_ substantially over the project planning period. ... A more _ 50 percent from a 1993 base to the future 37.5M High Fleet 
_ important assessment is the projected increase in _ scenario if the Preferred Alternative is implemented, the 
© “equivalent jet operations,” which ... approaches 50% over _ appropriate basis for comparison of the Preferred Alternative 
_ the next decade. _ is the No Action Alternative. Equivalent jet operations would 


_ increase by more than 75 percent over the Preferred 

_ Alternative if no action were taken. Despite the increase in 

_ equivalent jet operations, the Airside analysis indicates that 
_ overall noise impacts decline over time with the elimination of 
_ Stage 2 aircraft and the replacement of hushkitted Stage 3 
_ aircraft with non-hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. By allowing 
aircraft operations to shift from over-land to over-water 

_ routings and by providing greater flexibility in the use of 

_ Runways 27 and 33L for takeoff, the Preferred Alternative 
_ further reduces the highest noise impacts to the close-in 
neighboring communities. 


85.112 | Ground _ Access to _ Massport proposes to increase the percentage of _ The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) which filed 
: | Transportation — Logan Airport | passengers accessing Logan Airport who do so in _ on December 15, 2000, evaluates the feasibility of a higher 
: : _ high-occupancy vehicles, but its proposal falls far short of target percentage for air passenger HOV ridership than 
" absorbing the full projected increase in passenger ground 35.2 percent and discusses parking demand and 


: ; » access requirements. management. 
- 85.113 Regional _ Regional ' Anew class of much larger aircraft is under active _ The Airside Project analysis is based on alternative 20-year 
: _ Transportation Airports _ development by several manufacturers. ... Theirsize and _ forecasts of operations by aircraft type. Only larger aircraft 
: : _ height, and the number of passengers, pose significant compatible with the existing facilities at Logan Airport are 
_ terminal problems. They are expected to require runways of _ included in the future forecasts for Logan Airport fleets on 
_ about 11,000 feet in length. ... This therefore becomes _ which the delay and environmental analyses are based. 


_ another argument for the development of a major 
_ international airport serving New England that will have the 
capacity and capability to handle this generation 


Also, refer to response to Comment 85.9. 


6 114 | Mitigation Initiatives _ These documents fail to address how Massport, _ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
: : _ transportation system, and the regional transportation and DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 
- communication systems will cope with continued _ Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
| passenger and operations growth while simultaneously _ scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 
_ maintaining and improving environmental quality and _ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 
: quality of life, and an efficient transportation and _ programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 


_ communication system in the future. _ associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives / 
_ are described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 
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 B5.115 | _ Noise 


Topic 2 = Comment 


- “Massport a argues that the project t “will not ‘result in the 

_ division or disruption of established communities.” This 

' must refer solely to physical division or disruption, since 

_ Massport’s promotional and political strategy has clearly 

_ been to effect division among the communities around 

| Logan Airport. Some of these communities will be further 
| disrupted by the short-term shifts in runway usage which 
| are the basis for Massport’s claims of “net benefits’, all 

_ will be disrupted by further growth in Logan air operations 
_ over the near and far futures. Furthermore, this is the last 
: possible physical project to increase Logan airfield 

' capacity that could be undertaken without “division or 


ind lands under Boston Harbor. 


Hushkitted 
Aircraft 


' Concerned that aircraft operations will continue t 
| increase with the noise impact per operation unlikely to 
© diminish. 


85.117 Purpose and 


seems inevitable that Logan Airport will experience 
_ Need 


_ growing congestion, and with that congestion will come 
_ increasing pressure for additional measures to reduce it. 


EPA, The DEIS/DEIR should be found inadequate, .. 


FAA/NEPA 


Environmental 
| Review 
Process 


85.118 


_ Environmental 
' Review 
: Process 


85.119 _ The boundaries of the Airfield Study Area, Figure 5.1-2, 


_ should be extended to include the Hyatt Hotel and the 


» the funway safety areas and other protective envelopes. — 


Concerned the 60 DNL contour does not include any 
_ areas of Milton/Quincy/Braintree, nor the town of Hull, 
_ whose residents are distressed by airport noise. 


» operations’ will increase substantially over almost all 
| areas over time. ... while the different alternatives 
slightly shift overflight impacts among communities, 

_ most residential areas will experience significant 
increases in impacts over time. 


MeCN Gear 


_ disruption of established communities,” or of the waters of 


_ future for several reasons. The two largest airlines at 


- “Refer to to response to Comment 85.12. 


"The study area shown in Figure 5.1-2 of the Airside Project 


| waters to the east of Governor's Island, in order to include 


The most salient ‘observation i is that “equivalent ~ 


>= 


_ Response 


~ Projected changes i in flight patterns and associated noise 


_ shifts are consistent with the PRAS goals, which were studied 

_ and approved by the community when established. Activity 
_ increases over certain communities are offset by activity 

_ reductions over other severely impacted communities and by 

_ activity increases over water. 


1 noise impact per operation is expected to diminish in the 


Logan Airport, Delta Air Lines and US Airways are replacing 
their hushkitted shuttle fleets with full Stage 3 aircraft. 


_ US Airways took delivery of Airbus 320 aircraft in the fall of 


1999 and Delta Air Lines has ordered Stage 3 
Boeing 737-800s for its Boston to New York shuttle 
operations. By the end of 2000, approximately 24,000 annual 


operations \ were e replaced by full Stage 3 technology aircraft. 


The Airside Project analysis shows that the 
Preferred Alternative will significantly reduce the growth in : 
airside delays compared to the No Action Alternative. Refer to 


_ Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Massport will 
_ continue to examine ways to make Logan Airport more 
efficient. 


Draft EIS/EIR is intended to include all aircraft movement areas 


_ at Logan Airport. 


_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs has requested that 

_ Massport examine noise exposure out to the 60 DNL contour. 

_ There is no evidence either from noise exposure contours or 

_ from measurements to suggest these communities experience 

_ noise greater than DNL 60. Also refer to Figure 5.2-3 and 

Table 5+ 6 of the Logan Airport 1998 Annual | Update. : 


Refer to response to Comment 85.111. 
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_ Topic 2 


| Impacts 


Code Topic 1 : Comment _ 


The plan: to add another runway on the southem boundary of 
the airport will definitely alter the noise pattems for those south 
_ and southwest of the proposed runway....The South Boston 

_ and Jeffries Point areas will definitely have an increase in 

_ noise above 60 dB and possible above 65 dB. ... There is 

_ forecast to be an increase of five or more dB in approximately 
_ a three square mile area on the south shore of the 

Inner Harbor. 


_ Two sensor sites to the west-northwest of the airport are 
_ those at the Jeffries Point Yacht Club and at Summer, 

| near [Lamson] in East Boston....According to the 

_ day-night contours in the analysis, the noise level would 
| never reach 60 DNL. The Times Above Noise Levels 

_ (TANL) tables contradict these figures. ... 


85.124 Noise _ PRAS 

_ are unlikely to attain, and even less likely to sustain, the 
_ progress toward attainment of PRAS goals that Massport 
_ projects. Therefore, the projected noise reduction 
_ “benefits” of the proposed project for the communities 
: impacted by operations using the 4/22 Runways are not 
or, if attained, to be sustained. 


~ Hushkitt 
Aircraft 


_ Noise 


nighttime operations of jets weighing over 75,000 pounds 
» are required to be of Stage 3 aircraft, at this time. 

_ Therefore, the growth in numbers and percentage of 

_ nighttime jet operations will not be mitigated by the 
conversion to Stage 3 aircraft. 


i An alternative [to the projected in increase i in n nighttime 
_ operations] that should be considered is the creation of a 


_ PRAS goals are advisory...We believe airfield operations Refer to response to Comment 85.20. 


ime jet operations can be expected : 
| to double within the foreseeable future under conservative 
» forecasts. The noise impacts of this increase are huge. All 


| Cap on nighttime operations pursuant to FAR Part 161. 


> 


Response 


_ The only change i in the shape of the noise contours from the 


addition of Runway 14/32 is the addition of a contour into the 


_ harbor in the general direction of the extended runway 


centerline (refer to Figures 6.2-5 through 6.2-14 in the 


_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). No increase is forecast for 


Jeffries Point (refer to Tables 6.2.4, 6.2.5, and 6.2-22 in the 


_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). Also, the Day-Night Sound Level 
_ for Noise Monitor No. 2 at B Street and Bolton Street in 

_ South Boston is expected to decrease (not increase) from 

_ 66.7 decibels (dB) in 1998 to between 63.4 and 64.5 dB with 
_ the 29M Low Fleet scenario, depending on the alternative; to 
_ between 58.7 and 63.8 dB with the 

_ 37.5M High Fleet scenario, and to between 58.1 and 63.0 

_ with the High Regional Jet Fleet, depending on the 


There is no contradiction between the tables of Day-Night 


_ Sound Level (DNL) values at the noise monitoring sites and 
_ the Time Above (TA) threshold values. 


_ The graphics in Appendix L of the D EIS/EIR and the new 

» graphics in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR (for example Figures 
_ 6.2-7 and 6.2-8 showing exposure levels for the 29M Low and 

_ 37.5M High fleets) indicate that both sensor sites (Sites 14 and 
_ A, respectively) are properly situated on or between the 60 and 
_ 65 DNL contours, their locations accurately matching the 

_ tabular values of DNL listed in Tables 6.2-10 and 6.2-of 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Comparable comparisons also exist 
_ between the noise contours of Figure 6.2-12 and Table 6.2-26 


of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for the 2015 High Regional 


_ Jet Fleet. However, the commentor appears to be confused 
_ over the difference between the DNL and Time Above noise 
_ metrics. The time-varying sound level of a passing aircraft can 


rise to a numeric value that exceeds a threshold of say 65 dB, 


_ then fall back below that threshold and in so doing will add 

_ several seconds to the Time Above noise metric. Yet that 
threshold exceedance does not mean the DNL value (a 

_ cumulative measure of exposure for a full 24-hour period) will 

' be greater than 65 dB. Readers unfamiliar with these technical 

_ issues should refer to Section 5.2.3 of the DEIS/EIR, Appendix 

_ Gof the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update, or AppendixE of 
_ this document for background explanations of the noise metrics 


ed in this evaluation. 
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85.127 Noise © Nighttime 


_ Noise 


85 128 Noise 
: _ Noise 


- Hushkitted 
- Aircratt 


- 85.131 


Noise 
85.132 Noise ~ Sound 
: _ Insulation 


Nighttime 
Noise 


- Monitoring 


Comment 


| There has beena program at Logan for preferential use of | 
| over-water approaches and departures, in effect from 

! midnight to 6:00 a.m. The DEIS/DEIR should report on the 
_ current status of the program, and discuss/explain the 

: apparent diminution in its application. 


i “Comparison of the report of the flight track monitoring 

| program in the 1994/1995 GEIR Update with that reported 

_ inthe 1997 GEIR Annual Update shows the following. While 
_ the number of aircraft departing Runways 22 that 

_ subsequently cross the Hull peninsula on their westbound 

_ leg did not increase appreciably, the percentage of aircraft 

_ crossing that peninsula below 6,000 feet increased from 

_ about 8% to about 42%...It appears from the data that a 

| significant percentage of operations failed to conform to the 
| procedure in two ways—the Hull peninsula was crossed, 
and it was crossed at less than 6000 feet altitude. 


The 1997 GEIR Study does not report on ‘compliance \ with 
the flight tracks for Runway 27 departures as established 
y the FAA in 1996. 


he Logan Low Frequency Noise Study reported in 1996 
y Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson, Inc. indicates that 
Massport overstates the benefit of further conversion to 
tage 3 aircraft on future noise levels around 

-ogan Airport. 


Asks that specifics of each noise event be included 
hich] might allow those concerned to better understand 
community perceptions of aircraft noise and the lack of 
road community acceptance of the use of DNL contours 
is an adequate means of expression of aircraft noise 
impacts. 


.. acoustic treatment should not be regarded as a full 
ubstitute for reduction in ambient levels of aircraft noise. 


= 


_ Response 


While the current use of Runway 22 L/R for departures 


_ exceeds the PRAS goal (Refer to the Logan Airport 1998 
_ Annual Update, Table 5-12), the Airside Project analysis 
_ indicates that, with the Preferred Alternative, use of : 
_ Runway 22 for departures will fall below the PRAS goal under 
' future short-term and long-term scenarios. The analysis also 
_ shows that Runway 22’s departure use will exceed its PRAS 
_ goal in the long term if no actions are taken. 


Both the Logan Airport 1997 Annual Update and Logan Airport ~ 


» 1998 Annual Update reported that aircraft were not achieving 
_ the goals of the 1996 FAA ROD and that further testing was 

_ needed to get improved conformance. The FAA is currently 

_ funding an analysis of the procedure and meets periodically 

_ with the Runway 27 Advisory Committee to report interim 

_ findings. The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) : 
_ reports on flight track monitoring which includes Runway 27 test 
_ results. The Runway 27 departure tracks have been reviewed 


_ in more detail in Section 4.3.4 of the Supplemental 


DEIS/FEIR. 


Refer to response to Comment 85.24, 


.) Iti is ‘impossible to show the specifics of eachn noise event for 


_ each location. Rather, the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides _ 
_ data at 23 sites, mostly noise monitoring locations, to enable 
- comparisons to measurements and to provide information in 
_ several metrics. Included are the annual Day-Night Sound 

_ Level for each fleet scenario, the nighttime Leq, the 24-hour 
_and the nighttime Time-Above threshold and the maximum, 

_ single event, sound levels. This constitutes a comprehensive 
_ set of data, enabling a statistical view of the noises during the 
_ average 15-hour day and nine-hour night. 


_ Massport’s FAA-approved sound insulation program is only one 


_ element of the noise abatement program. For a discussion of 
_ the noise abatement program, refer to the discussion in the 

_ Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 

_ Annual Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives 

_ underway that reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, 
_ including: 


_ Noise abatement and runway use restrictions; 


Exploring means of extending the Logan Airport sound 


_ insulation program through innovative investigation of hill 
_ effects on sound propagation; 


- Encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 


alternative airports; and : 
_ Monitoring and improving achievement of PRAS goals. 


‘The Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update indicates that late 
night preferential runway use improved on an annual basis in 
1998. Also refer to Section 4.3.6 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the impact of extending the 

_ late-night overwater routing preference to begin earlier than 
midnight. 
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at * 


Comment Response 


Concerned that FAA ‘eligibility rules makes ineligible for Refer to to response to Comment 85.30. 
_ AIP funding any non-related code-required building i 
_ improvements necessary to accommodate acoustic 


_ treatment improvements. This may impose significant 


em is the failure to provide air-conditioning in Refer to second paragraph of response to Comment 85.29. 
ction with the “soundproofing” ‘program. 


: : A further concern is the eligibility of dwelling units for the Massport has investigated possible hill effects to explain some 

_ Insulation | program. At present, eligibility is determined by the _ larger differences at individual sites and plans to petition FAA 

/ _ location of the unit within the 65 DNL noise contour,as _for approval to modify the INM contours, where applicable. 
_ determined by the application of the Integrated Noise 
_ Model. Massport should consider whether other factors 
_ should be included in the determination of eligibility that 
_ might not be adequately captured by the use of the 
_ 65 DNL noise contours. Consideration should also be 

_ given to establishment of an interior noise level goal for 

_ the program regardless of location of the dwelling unit. 


_ FAA policy on sound insulation already includes an interior 

_ design goal. FAA Order 5100.38 states “A 45 Ldn [DNL] within 
_ the major habitable rooms of a dwelling is considered the 

_ feasonable design objective for selecting noise attenuation 

_ measures’. The policy also requires that a minimum of 5 dB of 
_ Noise reduction be provided by a treatment to assure that the 
benefit will be noticeable. 


- Sound _ The shortcomings of the INM [Integrated Noise Model] _ Differences between measured and modeled sound levels hav 
_ Insulation _ should be recognized and accommodated in the further _ been reported in Logan Airport’s various GEIRs and 
| development of the acoustic treatment program and with _ Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 
_ respect to eligibility for the program... Credence should —_ locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 
_ be given to the measured values in determining eligibility modification of source levels to better account for over-water 
_ and design of corrective measures. _ sound propagation and apparent use of higher engine power 
i _ settings than are normally assumed in the noise model’s 
_ database (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 
_ Annual Update). 


_ In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 

_ became even less when Massport upgraded its monitoring 

_ system and began to report noise caused only by aircraft -- a 
_ metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure levels : 
_ predicted by the noise model. At sites having exposure levels of 
_ 60dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring system : 
_ brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of 
_ each other. (Refer to Chapter 5 of the Logan Airport 1998 i 
_ Annual Update). Massport continues to investigate possible 

_ causes for remaining differences (such as from hill effects) but 
_ believes the FAA’s INM noise model used in the Airside Project 
_ noise analyses accurately represents expected | noise exposu : 


85.136 Noise 


Sound Want discussion on adequacy of school soundproofing The Airside Project does not adversely affect any schools. In 
_ Insulation | program. _ response to the SDEIS Panel, the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ includes a school day/school year contour. 
85.138 Air Quality Odor Changes in odor impacts are most likely to occur inthe  — One-hour VOC concentrations (used as an indicator of odor) 
: : : _ Jeffries Point neighborhood from takeoffs on _ increase only slightly at Jeffries Point with the 


_ Runway 14... This would constitute a new source of odors Preferred Alternative, when compared to the 

_ inthe Jeffries Point area and would also affect the Hyatt No Action Alternative. The predicted increase is so small that 

| Hotel. changes in odor will remain imperceptible, as measured against 

_ the No Action Altemative. Concentrations decrease at all other 
receptors with the Preferred Alterative. 


- 85.139 . Air Quality - Model _ Increased use of Runway 15 for takeoffs can be expectedto Receptor No. 10 is representative of conditions i in East Boston 

_ have an influence on odor impacts downwind of Runway 15 in ands located near the runway centerline. East Boston is 
_ the Bremen Street/Eagle Hill area of East Boston...Anodor _ bracketed by the receptors placed at Receptor No. 10, at 
"receptor location in East Boston representing the most » Eagle Hill, and at Jeffries Point. 
_ proximate residential receptor located along or near the 
_ extended centerline of Runway 15R/33L should have been 

_ selected for odor modeling rather than Location 10 at the 

intersection of Condor and Glendon Streets. : 
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Topic 1 Topic 2 


Air Quality » Odors 


Comment 


i _ would change odor impacts in the Bayswater Street area 
_ of East Boston...[and] place taxiing aircraft closer to the 
» Court Road section of Winthrop, where the odor impact 

_ would depend on the crosswind component during 
: operations on Runways 4 and 22, 


Air Quality 


__... the introduction of a new source [of odor emission] as 
_ inthe case of Runway 14, is very likely to be detected, 

| Noted, and complained of. The same is probably true of 

_ anincrease in frequency at which detectable odors are 

! present, as could be the case for increased use of 

' Runway 15 for takeoffs. 


_ Improvements in efficiency of ground taxi operations, while 
_ potentially yielding or resulting in reduction in odorous 

_ emissions generally on the airfield are not likely to be 

_ detected in the neighborhoods as reductions in odor 

_ intensity. 


/AirQualty 


_ The modeled increase in one-hour predicted levels of Volatile 
© Organic Compounds (‘VOCs’) is of particular concer... It 

| appears from the modeling results that the principal 
determinant of overall changes in VOC emissions would be 
the Taxiway Improvement Program. Runway 14/32 would 
have little impact. 


86143 AirQualy 


85.144 Analysis - » The direct or indirect comparison ‘of various alternativesto. 1 
| Assumptions/ _ the baseline year 1993 is misleading. Conditions have 
| Methodologies _ changed substantially since 1993 in many respects, and 


_ emission rates for the various altematives and for the 
various scenarios should be compared to 1998, the most 
_ current year for which operational data are available. 


Itis unclear why aircraft VOC emissions are not projected to 
_ increase with increasing numbers of aircraft operations. The 
' KM Chng Environmental Study of 1996 reports that 

" high-power operations may be significant sources of 

_ emissions of odorous compounds despite 

_ lower concentrations during that mode of operation, 


- a ran Saree 


"this mode was not incorporated in the “odor emission” 


~ Massport should have used the sa 
_ Meteorological input for the air quality dispersion model [as 
| was used for the DELAYSIM Model], and should be required 


rar | ‘ar Gualily | Mode) seit 


ms re | irony — ae sees 


_ Model utilizes too long an averaging time to adequately 
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Response _ 


The construction and t use at the e Centerfield Taxiway inte 


_ The Airside Proj 
_ decrease overall odor-causing hydrocarbon emissions when 

_ compared to the No Action Alternative. This is illustrated in 

_ Table 6.4-7 and Figure 6.4-5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ The dispersion analysis indicates that the Preferred Alternative 
_ will have lower concentrations of odor-causing VOCs at all 
"receptors other than at Jeffries Point. The minor increase at 

__ Jeffries Point is expected to be indistinct from the 


i The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are : 
_ Not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
_ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in 

_ model calibration. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes 

_ delay and environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect current 
_ conditions and to provide context to the delay problem at 

_ Logan Airport. The appropriate comparison for assessing 
future year conditions and the effectiveness of the : 
_ Airside Project is a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to 
_ the No Action Alternative, not a comparison of the : 
_ Preferred Alternative to the base ‘year. 


- Total voc emissions increase with increased aircraft 

_ operations. However, low-thrust mode VOCs are reduced 

_ because of more efficient airfield operation (less delay). These 
» emissions are most closely attributable to odor events. 


' because of the high volume of contaminants discharged, yet 


year hourly average | 


_ tovrerun the dispersion model for all of the conditions modeled 
f H 


- Aone-hour averaging time was used as the basis for 
_ modeling results. This method is appropriate for estimating 
_ peak period concentrations. 


_ The use of the EPA Industrial Source Complex Dispersion 


| The emission inventory /results show that the Airside F Project, 

_ including the Centerfield Taxiway, would lead to a decrease in 
» odor-causing hydrocarbon emissions, when compared to the 

' No Action Alternative. This is illustrated in Table 6.4-7 and 

_ Figure 6.4-5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The small 

_ changes in emission concentrations at Bayswater Street, 

_ East Boston, and Winthrop will meet federal standards for 


hydrocarbon 


No Action Alternative. 


i The Airside | Project leads toa decrease in 1 odor-causing 

_ hydrocarbon emissions, when compared to the 

» No Action Alternative. This is illustrated in Table 6.4-7 and 
' Figure 6.4-5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Small changes in 
_ odorous emission concentrations will be imperceptible as 
_ Measured | against tt the No Action Altemative. 


Although VOC emissions increase over time because of | 

_ increased aircraft operations activity at Logan Airport, 

_ emissions are lower with Alternatives 1 and the 

_ Preferred Alternative, when compared to the 

_ No Action Alternative. The decreases are attributable to both 
» the Proposed Runway 14/32 and the taxiway improvements. 


Refer to response to Comment 85.34. 
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Code ‘Topic 1 _Topic 2 Comment Response 


| 86. 148 /—Air Quality | Model 


_ The modeling that was performed should be supplemented _ Worst-case meteorological conditions have been modeled. 

» by the application of a “puff” model utilizing reasonable _ Actual weather data and temporal aircraft distribution modeling 
: worst-case oo. and dilution conditions and short-term | were used to determine peak hours, days, and months of 

i _ operations. Thus, true worst-case conditions have been 

| modeled and supplemental modeling would not be instructive. 


| peak emission rates, . 


S are given for the assertion that newer Low-thrust mode VOCs are reduced because of more efficient 
_ engines associated with Stage 3 aircraft produce lower —_ airfield operation (less delay). These emissions are most 

_ hydrocarbon emissions... Thus, the assertion that odorous __closely attributable to odor events. 

_ emissions will decrease over time has not been : 

substantiated. i 


_ The suggested program appears highly "Refer to responses to Comments 85. 
| speculative. ..Massport should be required in the | program responds to directives from the EOEA and to its 

: DEIS/DEIR to define a project fully acceptable to the | Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program goals 
_ Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species » and guidelines. 

_ Program that involves creation of a comparable habitat 

and its protection and preservation in the 
Netropolitan Area. 


cc 150 _ Ecosystems 


/ | ‘Rare Species 


he presentation 1 for minimizing water -quality impacts 
_ during construction is completely inadequate and is _ would include excavation of unsuitable substrate, placement 
| substantively limited to the one paragraph on page 6-94. _ of clean new fill, and some regrading. Because of the flat 
| | topography on the airfield, erosion is more controllable than 
_ on more variable topography. As detailed in Section 6.9.4 of 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, site-specific Stormwater 

_ Pollution Prevention Plans will be developed during design 
_ and as part of the NPDES construction permitting process. 
_ These measures will likely include siltation fencing, hay bales, — 
_ sediment sumps, detention tanks, water quality monitoring 
E _and weekly Best Management Practices inspections. 


Massport has performed no soil sampling and analysis in CA sampling and analysis program to characterize soil 
_ the principal areas of proposed excavation for the planned —_conditions in potential construction areas was developed in 
_ construction projects. _ Support of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The sampling and 
: _ analysis involved the taking of 93 soil borings during July and | 
_ August 1999 to determine both soil quality and structural 
characteristics. A summary of laboratory data and 
_ characterization of soils to be excavated is presented in 
_ Section 6.7. 3 of the Supplemental | DEIS/FEIR. 


85.151 Water Quality 


"Reuse! Massport has indicated thatthe principal means of disposal Since fing of the Draft EIS/EIR, stockpiled materials at 
_ Disposal _ of excavated material will be as landfill cover and contouring — Governors Island have been moved off-site in response to a 
_ Options _ material. ... the Central Artery Project has eesti _ request from the receiver of the Rubchinuk Landfill in Middleton, 


_ saturated the demand for materials for those purposes .. _ Massachusetts. Section 6.7.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
: _ describes this effort and identifies suitable reuse options for the 
i _femaining materials to be excavated. 


Testing —-—_—_—... no. assumption should be made about the chemical _ Refer to response ‘to Comment 85.152. 
_ characteristics of the underlying material. 
Soil Reuse/ ... Management and disposal [of soil] is a significant "Refer to response to Comment 85.153. 
_ Disposal | program. The DEIS/DEIR treats this matter far too : 

Options asually. 


_ Construction — Schedule | The statement that const ion work with limited The only construction work proposed for the months of 

i _ exception would only occur during the months of January, _ January, February and March is that associated with the 

_ February and March, weather permitting, is puzzling. tis _ demolition of Cargo Buildings 60 and 61. All other work 

_ Not consistent with Table 6.7-3; ... This matterneeds to __associated with construction of Proposed Runway 14/32 and 

_ be clarified. _ the taxiway improvements is proposed for the period of April 
_ through December. : 
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Topic 1 


Topic 2 


__ Comment 
| Mitigation 


"Need to discuss construction ‘worker ; access to. site and 
_ related potential parking issues. 


Air Quality 


i Massport has failed to demonstrate how fugitive dust 


_ Construction 
: : emissions from construction operations on the airfield 


_ Wheelwas' facilities generate considerable quantities of 
_ silt and sediment-laden water. Massport has not 

_ discussed how discharge of these contaminants will be 
controlled. 


85.159 Construction Mitigation 


— 85.160 = Construction — Noise Massport proposes to use ‘the Federal FHWA Criteria for 
: _ construction noise impact. Massport fails to recognize the 
_ criteria applied by Massachusetts Department of 

' Environmental Protection, which limit construction noise 

_ increases to 10 dB(A) above background and prohibit 

_ pure tones as defined by DEP (DEP Policy 90-001). 


i These criteria are applicable to this Project. 


Other shortcomings of the Massport construction noise. 

_ analysis are its failure to address the matter of pure tones 
_ and of impact noise and the failure to separate out and 

_ separately analyze nighttime construction noise levels 
against Nighttime ambient levels .. 


_ Noise 


_ North Gate be precluded from use of local streets? 


he Soils Use Policy and the Stormwater Pollution 
_ Prevention Plan should be available for and subject to 
public review and comment. 


_ Sound 
_ Insulation 


"impacts within the 65 YDNL Contour, the full-build 
' alternatives provide net long-term benefits.” We disagree 
_ with this statement. 


i are Saree 
: : | areas proximate to the airport, as a result of this project. 


ror | ee a | 
_ a percentage of the average annual daily traffic on the 
_ regional highway system is misleading, since most of the 


construction- related traffic consists of heavy: vehicles. 


Federal planning policy establishes that this project must 
_ be considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in 

_ aircraft operations at Logan. The DEIS/DEIR makes a 

_ clearly contrary statement (page 7-3): ... 


nvironmental 
_ Review 
_ Process 


- Analysis Planning The planning period is inadequate, and should be 
' Assumptions/ Period _ extended to 2020. 
: Methodologies _ 


85.168 


(caren Coane vont Pe MOI Ra a 


How will construction vehicles accessing or exiting via ‘the 


The statement i is made, “after sound-proofing to mitigate 


There i is potential for adverse odor impacts i incerain 


i The statement expressing total peak construction trips as. 


Response 


Runway and taxiway construction is similar to highway 


_ construction and is not labor intensive. As few as two and as 
_ many as 50 to 75 people would be working on the 


_ Airside Project construction at any one time, with an average 


of 15 to 20 workers on-site during a typical shift. By 

_ comparison an average of 15,000 non-construction 

_ employees work at Logan Airport on a daily basis, Parking 

_ onsite will be limited. Under Massport’s construction period 
_ mitigation program, construction workers will be subject to a 
_ contractually required transportation management program. 


_ Workers are expected to commute to and from the 


_ construction site by using public transportation or high 
__ occupancy ' vehicles, such as shuttles or buses. — 


_ Refer to response to Comment 85.36. 


Wheelwash water will be discharged to grass areas on the 


_ airfield. This allows for the settling of sediments and the 
_ infiltration of water into the ground. Catch basins will be 
protected bys silt fences or other suitable sediment barriers 


_ The DEP identifies two criteria ag against which construction noise i 


"can be judged: it cannot increase ambient levels by more than 


_ ten dB, and it cannot produce a “pure tone” condition. 
» Section 6.9.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains an 


_ analysis of construction noise with reference to these criteria. 
_ Refer to Comment 85.37. 


_ Adiscussion of nighttime construction noise levels has been 
_ included in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The analysis of 

_ nighttime construction noise levels does not show any 

" significant impact from construction noise. 


“The use of Neptune Road for direct connection to Route 1A 
_ (Northbound entrance ramp or southbound exit ramp) is the 
_ only portion of Neptune Road approved for contractor access 
_ or egress. This requirement will be contained within the 
-3 contract specifications for the Airside Project. 


"The Massport Soil Use Policy an and J Stormwater Pc Pollution a 
_ Prevention Plan are available for review through the 


Massport | Environmental Unit. 


Refer to response to Comment 85. 28. 


~ Odor impacts are generally lower with the Airside Project than 


without, as illustrated in Table 6.4-7 and Figure 6.4-5 of the 


: Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


~ Refer tc to Section 6.9 of the ‘Supplemental DEISIFEIR foran wd 
_ updated analysis of truck trips. 


Refer to responses to Comments 85.3 and 85.40. 
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“ Altematives- | Delay 


- at Logan, which will soon overwhelm any interim benefits 


| to effectively address transportation i in eastern 
is no discussion in this document. 


/ 85.170 . Environmental 
_ Review 


i : + that these significant planning deficiencies exist in the 
_ Process 


_ DEIS/DEIR that must be addressed. The DEIS/DEIR 
_ should be found inadequate, and a new Draft document 
should be required. 


- Purpose and 


85.171 
: Need 


_ Delay does not appear to be a major problem at Logan, 
_ based on FAA reports and Massport’s 5-year history of 


| inaction. 


There is no plan o1 or program 1 to deal with long- term growth "Refer to ) response to ( to Comment 85.14. 


| of this project. There are measures that could be instituted | 


etary of Environmental Affairs should determine 


estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA’s 
_ threshold of 20,000 hours for a severely delayed airport. Refer 


Response 


‘efer to response to Comment 85.12. 


The FAA consistently rates Logan an Airport z as 
_ delay prone airports in the United States. Logan Airport's 


also to response to Comment 85.4. 


| : Analysis a Passenger - This project and landside projects at Logan are Refer to responses to Comments 85.1, 85.16, 85.17 and | 

_ Assumptions/ Forecasts | interdependent, and both will increase capacity and 85.80. i 

Methodologies _ stimulate demand. 
85.173 Cumulative Master Plan _The Airside Improvements Project is already “divisive and Refer to response to Comment 85.115. 


_ Impacts _ disruptive of established communities,” and prospects for 


i _the ‘long 1 term are Significantly worse. 


_ Sound 
_ Insulation 


“With respect to ‘Section 73.1, Noise, iti is necessary 10 iterate 
_ that the “sound-proofing” does not fully mitigate for the 
impacts of increased overflights: and increased ambient noise. 


Air Quality With respect to odor impacts that may be associated with 
| the proposed project, we believe the modeling approach 
_ used by Massport to be flawed and to require substantial 


nhancement. 


- = - | : ee Se as 


: - Questions why the Aiport Machine Model and notthe 
_ FAA-approved SIMMOD Model was used for capacity and 
| delay analysis. 


The CODAS information should be incorporated into the 
_ models developed (FLAPS and DELAYSIM) for the 
_ evaluation of the airside improvements at Logan. 
_ CODAS...should be considered in lieu of The Airport 
_ Machine. 


for estimating delay when FAA has developed a model to 
"do the very same. 


_ Model he models have not been verified or compared with 
_ historical information nor has it been shown that the 
_ development has been coordinated with FAA or the 
"airlines. 
85.180 Delay - Model : Questions dates of hourly weather observation used and 
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“Refer to response to Comment 85.28. 


_ current and futu 
- iti is unclear why Massport chose to develop its 0 own mmodel 


The modeling of hydrocarbon emissions (used as an indicator 
_ of odor) was performed using MDEP-approved methods and is 
_ accurate. 


_ FAA recognizes and approves the Airport Machine model. In 
fact, the FAA helped fund Massport’s acquisition of the 

_ Airport Machine for taxiway studies at Logan Airport. SIMMOD 
_ isan older, more general-purpose model that is most useful for 
airspace studies rather than capacity and delay analysis of 

_ tunways and taxiways. The Airport Machine Model used in the 
"analysis was developed to reflect operating conditions at 


Logan Airport. 


~ Because the FAA and U.S. DOT. delay statistics, including i 
_ CODAS, only record historical delays, the FAA requires delay 
_ modeling when evaluating the future delay reduction benefits 
_ of airport capital improvements. This analysis indicates that: 

_ (1) flight delays at Logan Airport remain a significant problem 

_ and will become worse over time if no action is taken and (2) 


the Preferred Alternative can provide significant reductions in 


~ DELAYSIM i isa hat simulates how Air Traffic ~~ 


q 
_ Control uses an airport’s runways over time based on actual 
_ weather patterns and expected demand conditions. The FAA 
_ does not have an equivalent model, but uses a simplified (and 
_ less precise) procedure of weighting delays based on 
» percentage of time different weather conditions exist. Refer also 
_ to response to Comment 85.46. 


R Refer to first paragraph of Comment. 85. AG. The airlines w were 7 
_ represented on the Airside Review Committee, an integral 
_ and active part of the Airside Project public process. 


- Referto response to Comment 85.5. 
changes due to El Nino and La Nina. : 
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ww 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 20 Comment Response 
_ Model One of the assumptions of the DELAYSIM model is isthat The DELAYSIM model uses the same logic for choosing a 
: _ an air traffic controller first chooses 1) highest capacity _ Tunway configuration as PRAS. First, the runways must be 
_ configuration, 2) the configuration that most closely meets _ available given the current wind and weather. Second, the 
_ the PRAS goals. We believe this assumption is not _ tunways should be able to accommodate the projected 
| supported by historical data ... ' demand for the hour in question (this may not be possible 


_ given the weather conditions). Finally, if multiple 

_ configurations meet these criteria, the selection attempts to 

_ Maximize both short-and long-term PRAS goals without 

_ excessive controller workload. Annual goal conformance has 

_ improved since the Revised PRAS was installed in 1993, and 
_ Runway 14/32 would provide controllers with considerably more — 
_ flexibility to achieve the PRAS annual goals in the future as well 
__as enabling them to increase short-term relief. Refer also 
_ to response to Comment 85.20. 


No data is presented to show recent improvement due to 
the availability of Enhanced PRAS '(EPRAS). 


The DELAYSIM model ‘should withdraw the PRAS. goal 

_ decision-point as a runway configuration selection criteria 
"and provide the model results using, as the leading 
Criteria, the highest capacity configuration and air traffic 


" Refer to response to Comment 85.47. 


unway selection is constrained by weather conditions and 


e attainment of PRAS goals 
_ will improve significantly is unrealistic ... 


_ demand characteristics, and it is unlikely that all eleven-runway 
_ end use goals can be attained in a given year. Annual goal 
_ conformance has improved since the revised PRAS was 

_ installed in 1993, and Runway 14/32 would provide controllers 

_ with considerably more flexibility to meet the PRAS annual 

| goals in the future and enable them to increase short-term 

: relief. 


The methodology of the DELAYSIM model as applied by The DELAYSIM model i is s based 0 on n what is is s believed to bed a 
| Massport provides output that reflects a “best-case” though __ realistic attainment of PRAS with Runway 14/32, DELAYSIM 

| unrealistic scenario, and warps the follow-on analysis of the represents the most refined model available for estimating 

_ environmental issues. _ long-term airfield operational use and delays. It is based on 
"actual weather patterns, realistic demand variations, and 

_ validated airfield capacity under all foreseeable operating 

_ conditions. DELAYSIM models the FAA runway selection 

_ hierarchy of weather/wind, demand and then noise, and also 

_ includes controller workload constraints. The model was used 
_ to evaluate a set of operating scenarios representing the 

_ foreseeable range of Logan Airport's air traffic. The results of 
_ the operations and delays modeling provided inputs for sound 
: environmental assessmenis. 


85.186 he assumptions made by the DELAYSIM model do not Refer to responses to Comments 85.1, 85.16 and 85.17. 
i ' account for stimulative effect that would occur if these i 


improvements are implemented. 


Measurement of capacity and delay benefits requires that Figure 3-2 in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is merelya 


_ the relationship depicted in Figure 3-2 be determined for _ conceptual diagram, but since the airfield improvements do not 
_ both the existing system and the proposed new one. increase normal operating capacity of 120 operations per hour, 
: _ the same relationship holds for the both existing and proposed 
_ Situations. 
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85.188 | | Alternatives | Runway 14/32 Since FAA includes recognition of the stimulation effect in 
: i _ determining delay reduction, the model Massport uses 
_ should do the same. 
~~ Model "The FAA Technical Center at Atlantic City, New Jersey, 


_ should assist in simulating operations of the proposed 
_ new runway to verify the validity of the sole-source 
models used by Massport. 


[Concerned that] Masport’ 5 Airside Improvement Proj 
| proposal will not preclude increases in the delay 

_ experienced by airlines and their passengers. ... [and] 
© building and operating a unidirectional Runway 14/32 is 
but a band-aid. 


“Analysis = “Forecasts 
» Assumptions/ 


annual runway and taxiway delays will rise... and 
_ Methodologies 


» exceed...today’s modeled level. High Fleet scenario 
_ ignores the multitude of other factors that would affect 
industry and Passenger decisions. 


— 85.192 _ Model 

: i : _ Logan experienced approximately 121,000 hours of runway 
_ delay,” ... the 121,000 hours of delay was generated by 

_ Massport's model and not by FAA. Presentation of this data, 


_ without reference, is misleading. 


ca eae 2 
_ Assumptions/ 
_ Methodologies 


_ FAA calculated and reported delay at Logan ha 
decreased almost 19% between 1993 and 1998. This 
: information i is not i in DEIS/DEIR. 


The DEIS/DEIR indicates that Logan’ 8 delay is is six times 
_ the FAA's threshold; however, this analysis is flawed 

" since the 121,000 hours of delay are measured by a 
different method than FAA’s measurement. 


_ Base Year 


~The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 

_ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 

_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

- 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of i 
strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating 
- capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. 


[the] statement that if no actions are taken, ‘Logan's he 


= 


_Response 


_ The runway will substantially reduce the delays that now 

_ occur during northwest wind conditions. Preventing these 

_ delays will represent a real benefit to the passengers and 

- airlines that currently experience them. However, because 

_ these wind conditions and the associated delays are not 

_ regular or predictable, and cannot be readily anticipated by 

_ passenger or airlines, it is not expected that their prevention 

_ will stimulate growth in Logan Airport passenger demand 
_ above and beyond the rates that would have occurred absent _ 
| the runway. 


_ Instead, growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be 

_ principally driven by local and national economic conditions, 
_ competition and pricing within the airline industry, and the 
distribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 
_ Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. The 

_ broad range of forecasts examined in the airside operational 
_ and environmental analyses would capture any potential 

_ variation in future passenger and aircraft activity at 


Logan Airport. _ 


Refer to 85.46. 


_ The 45 million-passenger level was the highest traffic volume 
_ examined in the analysis and represents upper bounds for 
_ environmental impact analysis. As a result, undue weight was 
_ not given to the 45M High Fleet scenario in evaluating the 

i comparative benefits of airside alternatives. 


The DEIS/DEIR indicates that “in 1998, itis estimated that _ Refer to response to Comment 85.46. The methodology used 

_ for the Airside Project provides a consistent and systematic : 
_ estimate of flight delays caused by constraints at Logan Airport. 
_ The analysis based on this methodology indicates that: (1) flight 
_ delays at Logan Airport remain a significant problem and will 
_ become worse over time if no action is taken and (2) the 


_ Preferred Alternative can provide significant reductions in 


nt and future delay levels. 
efer to response to Comment 85. 4. 


_ Although the methodologies for measuring delays may differ, 

_ both are designed to indicate the severity of the delay 

_ problem at Logan Airport. FAA statistics consistently rank 

_ Logan Airport as one of the nation’s most delayed airports. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Comment 


Code 


Topic 1 Topic : 20 


- - Model 


ELAYSIM, the model used for the Logan Airside 
lanning Project, overestimates the amount of delay 
hours. 


Massport exaggerates the cost of delay to airport users 
| (airlines) and airport passengers. ... by counting cancelled 
© flights. 


Massport also assumes that all passengers can be 

: represented by a single “representative passenger” when 
- economically there are different economic values for 

_ business versus pleasure travelers. ... 


The generalized use of $27 per passenger overestimates 
the value of delay f for airline Passengers at Logan. 


i Massport .. . indicated cost information would notbe 
| provided except the initial construction cost of the project. 


_ Review 


| process for the DEIS/DEIR, a full cost-benefit analysis 
| Process 


_ should be provided. 


Analysis ‘Base Year 
| Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 


.. is inappropriate. 


Planning 
_ Period 


_ Analysis 
_ Assumptions/ 


__ five-year-old data and analyzing the results for only a 
Methodologies 


ten- ryear period i in the future. 


analysis was provided for the base year, ‘yet Table 4. 5 
does not indicate the total delay | hours for 1993... 


' experienced in 1993” points up flaws with the forecasting 


_ of delay using the methodology and approach presented 
in the DEIS/DEIR. 


- The document... 


: since the measures of delay are not the same.. 


"Costs Again, this section of the DEIS/DEIR puts a value on the 
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.. the selection and justification of 1993 as the base year 


.. Massportis presenting information based on -—=—=s«#Referto responses to Comments 85.3.and 85.40. 


The model indicated 135, 33 
: Figure 4, 6- 2 and App i 


The statement that “1998 delays areless than those 


indicates that FAA's threshold is tobe 


Refer to response to Comment 85. 
_ exceeded by eight times. This comparison is eae a : 


_Response 


_ Refer to response to Comment 85.46. In fact, the FAA models 
_ tend to overstate delays since they use weighted averages 
_ rather than continuous weather conditions. 


| The FAA considers avoided flight disruptions, along with delay 

| reductions, safety improvements and cost savings, as the 

primary benefits of aviation investments. Cancelled flights, often i 

_ because of delay conditions, represent a real cost to : 

_ passengers and airlines. The cost is modeled by estimating the 
delays that would be incurred if the flight were not cancelled. 


_ The cost of delay analysis presented in the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is based on 

_ amethodology recommended by the FAA. The cost of delay 
_ toa passenger ($27 per hour) is a weighted average cost for 
_ business and leisure passengers. Refer to FAA APO Bulletin 
~ APO-97-1. 


Refer to response to Comment 85.197. 


: A cost: ‘benefit analysis was not used to select among the 
_ various alternatives. The cost of delay information was 


presented to provide context to the delay problem at 


Logan Airport. 
f cost information is to be presented as part of the analysis 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR ¢ and the ‘Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR documents comply with all applicable NEPA and 
MEPA requirements. A cost benefit analysis is not required 
by federal or state law and would not provide appropriate 
context. Cost information mentioned in the Airside Project 


_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is intended 
: to provide analytic context. 


Refer to response to Comment 85.3. 


( 
| EIS/EIR). a. 
(Opsnet) delays, 


p 

_ which declined from 19,838 in 1993 to 16,403 in 1998. This 
_ decline in FAA delays was supported by the Airside Project 

- modeling in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR which showed a 

_ reduction in 1998 delays (120,000 hours) compared to 1993 
_ (185,000 hours). Although total operations were nearly 

_ equivalent (519,000 in 1993 and 514,000 in 1998), the fleet 
_ mix and demand profile were significantly different. The high 
_ delays in 1993 were principally caused by a very peaked 

_ Schedule with hourly operations e: 


120 per | hour. 


Refer to response to Comment 85.197. 
_ delay savings that is inappropriate and inaccurate. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


| Model . the implementation of Alternative 1 or 1A... _ ‘The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
i _ providing additional capacity ... providing additional _ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 


| “through-put” of aircraft operations. | airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
; | This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 
_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of i 
_ Strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical / 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 
_ runway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating 
» capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
erations. 


Refer to response to ‘Comment 85.186 & 85.188, 


_ Ifas the DEIS/DEIR states, there are delay savings realized 
by this delay reduction, then there is also a stimulation of air 
_ travel demand ... This stimulation is not reflected in the 
annual hours of delay calculations. 


Figure 45+ a: Distribution of. Jet. Aircraft Operations by The Logan 1 Airport 1998. Annual Update included this. 
_ Operating Direction, illustrates 1997 actual data. 1997 is _ information which had been developed in late1998. The 
_ not the base year. _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides updated information for 


eae : 
| Methodologies — 


_ assumes that FAA controllers ; would se select the 

_ a) highest capacity configuration, b) meeting of PRAS 
_ goals. This assumption has not been historically proved to 
_ be true. 


The section “Revised Wake - Vortex Turbulence Rules’ Section 1.5.3.2 of the Airside Project Draft EISVEIR discusses 
_ implies that the “new” wake turbulence rules require one FAA revisions to IFR radar separations and aircraft weight 
_ aircraft to follow the other at the stated distances. These —_ classifications. These represent the closest separations that 


"Refer tor response to Comment 85. 181. 


85.211 


| tules are applicable only to Air Traffic Controllers for _ can be applied by the controllers under IFR conditions. When 
_ providing required spacings between aircraft for following _visual flight is possible, pilots may visually separate 
"and crossing traffic. _ themselves from preceding traffic. Visual separations are 
: -_ typically about 85 percent | of IFR ' separations. i 
— 85.212 Page 4-41 describes 1998 annual delay as _ Page 1-12 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR clearly states 
: : _ 143,000 hours, whereas Page 1-12 describes 1998 _ that the 121,000 hours are from DELAYSIM. These are 
- annual delay as 128,000 hours. These are modeled _ runway-only delays. Page 4-41 of the Airside Project 


_ hours, a product of “DELAYSIM,” not measured hour or 
_ “FAA” hours. 


The use of 1998 data rather than 1993 data strengthens : ~ Refer to response to Comment 85. Os 
_ the argument that the “Base Year’ must be revised. 


_ Draft EIS/EIR refers to total modeled delays including runway 
_and taxiway. 


Analysis 
' Assumptions/ 
: Methodologies 


peter sae | io 


Questions the validity of the total delay oe ee 
by the DELAYSIM model. __ developed to date for ‘measuring delay at Logan Airport. 


ad = i aa = 
_ Transportation — Airports 


_ No discussion was included: conceming development ofa a _ Refer to response to Comment 85.9. 
| new airport to accommodate demand and reduce delays at 
Logan. 


cone ee ~ 


85.216 Altematives 
: : _ Construction 


_ No discussion w was 1s included conceming Consideration of 7 = Refer to response to Comment 85. 4, _ 
_ Implementing a High-Density Rule (Slots) to control : 
congestion at Logan. 


lo discussion was included conceming .. _ Implementation of Refer to response to Comment 85.26. 
_ FAR Part 161 regulations to provide aircraft noise and access 
_ testrictions ... A specific measure that could be consideredis 
_ @cap on nighttime operations. i 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


‘nt 


Code ‘Topic 1 


5.218 Regional 
| Transportation — Airports : aviation traffic and NONeia. traffic of both regional 
i : | nonet and short-haul jet traffic to Massport's Hanscom Field. 


, Commit: Response 


Section 2.6 of the ‘Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes ; a 

iscussion of Hanscom Field’s role in the regional 

ransportation system. General aviation traffic forms a very 

mall percentage of Logan Airport operations (less than 

_ five percent) and is nota significant factor in the accumulation 

_ of delay. Hanscom Field is a designated reliever airport for 
_ Logan Airport and Massport maintains it to encourage use by 
_ general aviation. Consistent with Hanscom Field’s 1974 

_ Master Plan and the Hanscom GEIR, Massport recently 
approved the commencement of regional non-jet service at 

- Hanscom Field. Also refer to Comment 85.8. 


_ Refer to response to Comment 85.8. 


Regional 
Airports 


Regional elieve Hanscom has potential to absorb O&D] 


Does not the very conclusion of the Second Major Airport ~ Refer to’ response to Comment 85.9. 
_ study point out that long-term considerations to meet 

_ increasing demand require that a second airport ... be an 

alternative to the improvements | recommended? 


egional 
Airports 


_ Transportation 


e to omment 85.9. 


i. ._the ¢ development of another air carrier airport has not 
i been reasonably discussed nor have the reasons for its 
elimination as an option. 


Regional — 
_ Airports 


Regional — 
_ Transportation 


Regional egional The fact that Massport does not provide longs tem planning. 
_ Transportation Airports _ forecasts ... teamed with its inability to provide as an option 
_ the development of a second airport highlights the 

__ short-sightedness of the long-term development. ... In the 

_ case of many of the close-in neighborhoods, the option for a 
_ second airport is reasonable to minimize adverse impacts on 
their r quality of life. 


“a5 222 


"Refer to responses to Comments 85.9 and 85.40. 


: Regional _ Diversions : Questions why diversion of passengers to regional airport _ The estimated passenger diversion of up to 7.3 million 

| Transportation use, rail use and video and online conference use are _ includes 3.4 million to regional airports, 2.4 million to 

: _ indicated to be the same at a 45M forecast level anda © _telecommunications, 1.2 million to Boston-New York high 
| 37.5M forecast level. _ speed rail service, and 0.3 million to other regional rail 


_ projects. The regional airport diversion estimates are 

" averages of the diversion estimates for the 37.5M and 

_ 45M passenger demand scenarios. The averages were 

_ presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR document for 

_ simplicity of presentation. The rail estimates are from existing, 

_ independent rail planning documents that examined total : 

_ inter-city travel demand regardless of mode of travel and then 

_ predicted mode shifts that would result from implementing the 

_ tail project. Hence the rail estimates do not differ for the 
3. SM and 45M | Logan Airport passenger scenarios. 


_ Regional ... the estimated service area of the alternate airports remains “The regional airport diversion analysis presented i in the 
_ Transportation Airports _ the same in 2010 as itis in 1994. This is not an accurate _ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
: : : _ assumption .. . Massport fails to list Hanscom Airport as a _ DEIS/FEIR was based on objective service area : 
p poe diversion airport. _ assumptions. Each service area was defined solely by driving 
| time criteria. In other words, each regional airport’s service 
» area consists of cities and towns for which it is the closest 
airport, regardless of the availability of more services and/or 
_ lower airfares at more distant, but larger airports such as 
_ Logan Airport. In reality, passengers do drive to larger, but 
_ less convenient airports because they offer greater service 
_ choices or better airfares than the local regional airport. Thus, 
_ the area from which a regional airport draws traffic is often 
_ limited by the existence of nearby, larger airports. These 
_ limitations were not considered in the regional airport, service 
_ area, assumptions that underlie the regional airport diversion 
analysis. 


Massport fails to list Hanscom Airport as a potential diversion Refer to response to Comment 85.8. 
Airports airport. 


85.225 Regional Regional 
_ Transportation 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL Drart EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code Topic 1 _ Topic 2 Comment 
_ 85. 226 Regional Regional " Thisisa regional problem demanding of regional solutions. . 
; ee Airports _ The Airside Improvement Project must be viewed in this larger 


_ regional context. 


Questions assumption to have peak hour pricing be 
_ revenue neutral and pertain only to Airfield revenue and 
costs at Logan. 


Alternatives 


Alternatives 


~ Peak Period 
Pricing 


_ Massport’s previous experience with regulatory 
| challenges in implementing a demand management 
» technique has affected the assumptions of the model 


ggest a different approach to efficiency, away from the 
_ number of aircraft operations in specific periods to 
: maximizing throughput of ‘passengers. 


Alternatives 
: _ Pricing 


Altematives Peak Period 


_ Pricing | narrow a definition of the regulatory criteria it must meet to 

i establish a peak hour pricing structure. : 

85.231 = Alternatives ' Peak Period [Massport’ 5 model for peak hour pricing] also has chosena 
: Pricing | higher operational threshold (115 operations) which 


: underestimates the delay reduction capabilities of peak hour 
_ pricing. 


mae 
_ Assumptions/ 
_ Methodologies _ 


- 85.232 
_ 1995 flight schedules for modeling peak hour pricing 
_ simulations. Massport has again chosen the input of 
information which will provide the output it expects. 


_ Pricing 


_ pricing) approaches for the purpose of delay reduction 
should be retained. — 


Regional Diversion 


Transportation _ means of travel or communication is essential. Vigorous 
_ measures to foster and encourage this shift should be 
_ undertaken by State government in cooperation with 


Amtrak and telecommunications providers. 


Preferred : No indication of how the project i is to be financed is is - 
_ Alternative _ provided ... 


Alteratives 


85.236 Environmental _ Table 8. 8-1 does not include the benefit. cost analysis as as 
- Review _ part of the anticipated permits and approvals required by 
_ Process _ the FAA. 


_ Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that 
_ service development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 

_ strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ fegional airports and use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. 

_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 

_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
_ analysis supports the conclusion that greater use of the 

_ regional airports will provide passengers within the service 

_ area of such airports with a viable alternative to 

_ Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport’s primary 
_ service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 

_ regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 


Refer to response to Comment 85.63. 


Massport’s model for peak hour pricing has chosen too. " Massport disagrees. Refer to responses to Comments 85.62 


_ This statement is incorrect. The PPP analysis was 
_ conservatively based on an assumed threshold of 
_ 110 operations per hour. Given Logan Airport’s normal 
_ operating capacity of 120 operations per hour, a higher 
_ threshold, like 115 operations per hour, may be appropriate, if 
PPP is implemented. 
Massport chose varying data information, both 1993 and 1998 and 1995 were chosen a as representative of historic high 
_ and low fleet operating conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to 
_ Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 1993, the peak 
_ year for regional carrier activity at Logan Airport when three 
_ large regional airlines were competing actively, is 
_ representative of a 37.5 High Fleet scenario. Conversely, 
_ 1995, which reflects the failure of Precision Airlines and only 
_ two major regional carriers serving the Boston market, is 
representative of Low Fleet operating conditions. _ 


oT 


Response 


Logan Airport is part ofa regional system of airports that 
includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 


projects at Logan Airport. 


Refer to response to Comment 85.62. Guidance with respect 


_ toa PPP program and its cost-based structure is set in 


U.S. DOT's decision in the PACE procedure. 
t would not be prudent to ignore prior experience in 


_ developing an illustrative pricing structure for consideration. 
' Refer also to response to Comment 85.62. 


and 85.228. 


_ Refer to response to Comment 85. 66. 


an Peeecce San ER egret 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Rised lees 


| FAAINEPA 


: there i is no economic analysis ‘of the noise impacts 
| regarding the various alternatives. 


(85, 237 | Environmental 


The discussion of this (Option C) as a feasible option 1 did "Runway 14 is not expected to be used for departures, and 


85.238 Altematives 


--Burway: 14/32 
: _ not include a discussion of aborted takeoffs in the 14 _ these departures would be over water and mostly by smaller 
| direction, and whether the reduced safety overrun would —_ aircraft which do not require as large a Runway Safety Area 
| be approvable under that scenario. _ (RSA). For ARC B-lll aircraft, the RSA is only 600 feet by 


_ 300 feet compared to the 1,000 foot by 500 foot RSA shown 

_ in Figure 3.2-4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Option C 

_ includes a layout design in accordance with FAA standards 
_ that provide for safe takeoffs. 


Differentiate between cross wind of 20 knots and cross A direct crosswind of 20 knots would equate to a wind 

_ wind component of 20 knots. _ direction that is perpendicular (90 degrees) to the runway : 

i _ direction. A crosswind component is the calculated equivalent 
_ impact of winds that are at an angle of less than 90 degrees 
_ to the runway. The wind rule referenced on Page 3 through 7 

_ of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR refers to crosswind and 

tailwind components of the wind vector. 


_ Refer to response to Comment 85.74. 


Taxiway The summary of advantages cited for the Centerfield Taxiway 
_ Improvements (page 3-29) supports the community concem that the 
| presence of the Centerfield Taxiway will make the use of the 

_ 4/22 runway combinations more attractive and ... it would 
_ increase the tendency to stack aircraft in the northern section 
of the airfield. 


The preferred altemative tecommendation does not state Refer to Section 8.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, which 
_ which runway option is being recommended. If .. Clearly states that Option C is the preferred layout for 

_ Option C is the preferred layout. ... then it is ctitical to _ Runway 14/82 and that Option C requires a determination of 
_ note that this option would require a modification to _ anacceptable level of safety. 

i standard from the FAA Fegarding the runway safety. area, 


Alternatives 


Runway 14/32 


he discussion of Option C does not evaluate the Declared distances may be used when standard runway 

_ potential of declared distances or displaced thresholds in _safety areas cannot be provided. Massport's Option C 

_ lieu of requesting a modification to standard. _ provides a full 1,000-foot safety area at both ends of the 

_ Tunway on centerline with only a small percentage of the 

_ runway safety area on Runway 32 over water. This option, 
_ plus the planned addition of visual aids for pilots 

_ (e.g., PAPI/REIL), will provide a reasonable and 
practicable level of ‘Safety. 


~ 85,243 


Analysis _ — : The aircraft mix projected to use Runway 14/32 that was Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would be principally used by _ 
_ Assumptions/ _ used in the noise analyses should be stated, and justified, _ regional non-jets and small jet aircraft capable of landing or 
_ Methodologies _ taking off in 5,000 feet. Appendix E of the 


_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains the fleet mix and runway 
_ use percentages for each scenario. Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.5 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR present summaries of the 

_ INM inputs used for the in-flight noise analysis. 


85.244 Analysis Fleet Mix | The justification on Page 3-24, that only regional and _ Design Category C-Ill indicates the highest approach speed 


' Assumptions/ | commuter aircraft will use the runway is not consistent with and widest wingspan of the aircraft intended to use the : 
Methodologies the Airport Design Category (ARC) selected for the Runway runway. Approach Category C includes a number of business 
i : whichis C-lll. C-IIl aircraft include the following: _ jets as well as the Saab 2000 and Avro RJ100 commuter jets. 
Dey 200. _ Design Group Ill includes a host of commuter aircraft such as 
pee ee ATR, Avro Ru, ATP, Dash7, Dash8, Fokker 50/60, and | 
/ * BAC 111-200, -300, -400 & -475 Saab 200. 
_* Boeing 727-100, & -200 | Although larger jets fall into the C-Ill as noted in the 
| * Boeing 737-100, -200, -300, -400 & -500 _ comment, their required runway takeoff and landing distances 


or _ would prevent most of these aircraft from using 
_” Fokker F-28-3000 & 4000 _ Runway 14/32. For operating efficiency, FAA controllers 
_* MDC DC-9-10, -15, -20, -30, -40 & -50 _ would keep the large jets on Runway 33L and the smaller 


-* MDC DC-9-80 & -82 _ aircraft on Runway 32. 


Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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Code Topic 1 


| 85. 245 | Alternatives 


_ Topic: 2 _ Comment 


/ it ‘appears that M Massport i is is presenting th the | proposed _ 


| Runway 14/32 


aircraft. However, it is obvious that long-range plans 
_ include precision instrument capabilities and operations 
_ bya variety of large jet aircraft. 


* . Massport cannot, as proprietor of : of the. airport, ensure " 
that Proposed Runway 14/32 will be unidirectional. 


Although Massport states that Runway 14/32 will be built 
_ with a non-precision approach, their discussion shows 
"that there may be the possibility of making this a precision 
_ approach...with construction of a light pier (for 

_ Runway 32] similar to that on Runway 33. ... the runway 
_ combinations of arrivals on Runways 33L and 32, with 

| departures on Runway 27, would become the highest 

_ capacity combination under IFR conditions. 


— 85.248 : 
i _ its own model, and do not comport with the FAA’s 

' procedure for calculating delays at airports. In addition to 

_ calculating every minute of delay associated with every 

_ single flight, it fails to take into account normal flight 

_ cancellation activities by airlines. Additionally, FAA 


_ calculation and tabulation of delays at Logan over the last 


_ five years shows little change either year to year oras a 
_ trend. 


Peak Period 
Pricing 


Altematives ‘peak period pricing must be instituted immediately. 


Alternatives 
thoroughly explored. 


_ associated with construction of Runway 14/32 and the 
Centerfield | Taxiway. 


_ impacts... from implementation of Alternative 1 or 


- Insulation 
_ Alternative 1A... 


i “A precision runway is ‘one e that provides electronic landing i 
_ guidance in the vertical dimension, which can benefit all types 
_ of aircraft operations, not just commercial jets. Runway 32 
_ has always been intended for precision approach guidance, 
_ probably using the new GPS navigation capability. Landing 
_ instrumentation is no indication of the aircraft that will use a 
_ tunway. Most large jet aircraft would be unable to use 

_ Runway 14/32 because of its length. Refer also to 

_ Comment 85.244. 


Refer tor to response to Comment 85.19. 


_ runway as a non-precision runway used only by commuter 


_ The primary benefit of Runway 14/32 is to reduce delays 
_ during VFR conditions when strong northwesterly winds 

_ current limit Logan Airport to a single arrival stream. During 
_ IFR conditions, landings on Runway 32 would be limited by 
_ obstacle clearance—ship masts in the harbor and buildings in 
_ Boston. No approach lighting pier is planned for Runway 32 
_ Since it could not improve the landing minimums below 400 to 
_ 600 feet. Moreover, under IFR conditions the capacity of the 

_ Runway 33L/32/27 configuration would be compromised by 

_ the need for diverging missed approach and departure paths 
"and the crossing of both Runway 32 and Runway 33L by 

_ Runway 27 departures. 


The delay hours projected by Massport are the artifacts of Refer to response to Comments 85.46, 85.195, and 85.196. 


rye eee 
Modification of standards” for Layout Option C should be 


. believe there are adverse ai quality impacts 


_ Response 


_ ADetermination of Acceptable Level of Safety, nota. 
_ Modification of Standards, is required from FAA for Option C. 


~The emissions inventory and dispersion modeling indicate 
_ better air quality conditions with Runway 14/32 and the 
: Centerfield i Taxiway | than with the No Action Alternative. 


Residential “sound- -proofing” ‘does not fully mitigate the While sound insulation does not mitigate exterior sound 

- levels, it is a widely accepted measure considered 

_ appropriate for general mitigation of noise impacts. Sound 

_ insulation reduces noise inside the home. While the 

_ implementation of the Preferred Alternative would bring 
"additional homes within the criteria for inclusion in the sound 
_ insulation program, the inside of these homes will have lower 
_ noise levels than they would have had without sound 

_ insulation under the No Action Alternative. 


_ Measures designed to improve PRAS (i.e., the PRAS 

_ monitoring program) are also mitigation measures. Improved 
- achievement of PRAS goals under the Preferred Alternative 
_ will further benefit the most highly exposed areas around 

_ Logan Airport. 


ee Chime eco see to Og SY Die ae al 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response — 
The reduction in ground noise impacts claimed for » The ground noise analyses it in Section 6.2.4 of t the Airside 
_ Alternative 1 or Alternative 1A...is likely to be _ Project Draft EIS/EIR lead to the opposite conclusion. For 


» short-lived... _ example, Table 6.2-21 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 

_ indicates that, at all seven sites examined, the reduction in 

_ exposure is greater under both the longer-term 

_ 37.5M High Fleet and 29M Low Fleet scenarios than it is 

_ under the near-term 29M Low Fleet scenario. Recent growth 
_ trends suggest the 37.5 million passenger level is now more 
| likely to occur around 2015. (Refer to related discussion in 

: Section 1. A. 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). _ 


creation ofa ‘replacement habitat on n Cape C Cod [fort the Refer tor response to Comment 85.78. 
_ upland sandpiper] appears to ignore geography andisof | 
questionable | benefit. 


.disagree with the » recommendation to de defer = 
implementation of peak period pricing. 


4 Peak Period Refer to response to ‘Comment 85. 66. — 


Pricing 


Runway 14/32 


85.255 Alternatives 


Altematives 


The commitment to maintain Runway 14/32 as a Refer to response toComment5.19. 


unidirectional | runway is Clearly reversible. 


General 


this project sends [the signal] that Massport continues: 
| Opposition 


_ to be committed to expansion of Logan Airport, .. 
oncers .. - the Surrounding. communities. 


"Refer to response to Comment 85.80. 


85.258 Analysis 
: - Assumptions/ 


- Planning 


: The selection of the preferred altemative responds solely to 
_ Period 


| the current conditions and points out Massport’s continued 
' blindness to the long term demand and capacity i issues. 


Iternate No. 2 and Alternate No. . appear to be the most 
viable for the community. 


ponse to Comment 85.82. 


“Preferred — 
_ Alternative 


Environmental FAA/NEPA The DEIS/DEIR discusses the preferred alternatives effect _ The proposed projects evaluated under each of the 

_ Review _ on historic districts but does not comment on the urban _ alternatives are located on the existing airfield. 

| Process | quality, or the design of the built environment. _ Implementation of any of the proposed projects will not 

: _ physically change the urban characteristics or the design of 
_ the built environment within adjacent communities when 

_ compared to the No-Action Alternative. Off-airport noise 

_ impacts from the Preferred Alternative are discussed in 
Section 6. 2 of the ‘Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. — 


: Refer to response to Comment 85.68. 


85.261 Environmental + Impacts 
_ Justice i 


The external costs .. .. that the preferred alternative would 
_ impose on the Logan communities are substantial. These 


costs have not been adequately assessed .. 


~ 85,262 Open Space) Impacts : ‘Noise. impacts on historic sites ... was not een ~~ The FA 


P' 
» Parkland _ evaluated .. _ Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC). The MHC has 
: _ concurred with the FAA’s determination that the : 
_ Preferred Alternative will have no adverse effect on significant 
_ historic properties. Refer to Section 6.3.2 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR for a description of historic properties, 
_ project impacts and mitigation. 


Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOFA 


From: “Anastasia Lyman" <alymaninc@earthlink.nets 
Subject; Comment on EOEA #10458 - please confrim receipt of this Comment 
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 1999 4238233 EDT 
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Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


18 Greenough Avenue 
Jamaica Plain 
Boston, MA 02130 


April 20, 1999 


Bob Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Unit 

Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 

1000 Cambridge Street - 20th floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand, 
am writing to comment on the Massachusetts Port 
uthority’s (MPA)- Logan Airside Improvements 


Planning Project ‘Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/R) 


hourly delays contrary t5 FAA and DOT figures which 


The DEIS/R does not adequately addresss either the 86.1 


insulation. The report, however, fails Co consider 86.2 


er sna ret’ vue uweiling must be 
Dorn by the owner, and Since most residences newly 
impacted by this Project's noise are in low-income 
and minority neighborhoods, it is safe to assume 
that such costs would be a hardship and possibly 
unlikely to occur. Therefore, there would be no 
mitigation, and the lack thereof. would be explicitly 


The computer noise model (INM) used in the EIs 
Projects a tripling of noise over most of South 
Boston, the South End, Roxbury, Jamaica Plain, East 86.3 
Boston, Charlestown and most of Chelsea. Incredibiy, 
such an increase is not deemed to be a "significant" 
environmental noise impact. Furthermore, there is no 
discussion in the DEIS/R about how MPA could "avoid 
or minimize" these impacts or how Mpa can "enhance 
the quality of the human environment « in these 
close-in, densely populated, low-income and minority 
communities. (CEQ sec.15%2.1) 


As you know, Regulation 301 CMR 11.01 states that 
MEPA must "assist @ach Agency in using all feasible 


means to avoid Damage to the Environment." Your 
agency cannot do so if "all feasible means" have not 86.4 
been analyzed. MPA has left out of its analysis any : 


AS a member of the Community Advisory Committee to 
MPA(CAC), I did not receive a Notice of Project 
Change (301 CMR 11.10 [7]). It is not in the DEIS/R. 
Vv understanding is that those who received the ENF 86.5 


1993, MPA’s ‘base case’, as well as the use of ten 
year old (1981-90) weather data. These important 
factors, upon which MPA‘s conclusions are drawn, are 
inappropriate and unacceptable. 


From April 1997 through January 1999, mpa 
discontinued EIS/R Airside Review Committee (ARC) 
meetings, giving no reason other than that the 
Project was "on hold." After a self-imposed delay of 
twenty months, MPA then chose not to redo the 
analysis with more current relevant data, but to 
continue using data that was, by then, between seven 
and seventeen years cld. For that reason also, I 
urge that the Notice be denied and the study 
returned to MPA to be redone with more Current data 
and a more complete range of alternatives. 


be impacted by which contour ( DEIS/R pages 6-24 
through 6-30 ) impossible. The reliance on the GEIR 


an effect on ground traffic throughout metropolitan 
Boston. I find it outrageous, then, that MPA can 
State, "The Airside Project will have no effect on 
vehicle traffic, transit systems or major roadway 
intersections." It wil’ have no affect on VOC or 
NOx emissions from motor vehicles" (DEIS/R Volume ITI, 
Letter 1, Code response =.15 & 1.16). This EIS/R and 
the GEIR have no detailed ground traffic study for 
long-term environmental “mpacts. 


86.7 


I respectfully ask that the DEIS/R be found 
inadequate by the Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
for the reasons Stated above, as wel] as for those 

tasons submitted by the CAC and Attorney Peter 

off. I ask that you join the cac and Communities 
against Runway Expansion (CARE) in requesting that 
MPA and the FAA withdraw the project from further 
public consideration or Processing until development 
of a true Regional Transportation Planning Forum can 
evaluate regional needs and all alternatives to the 


Sincerely, 


Anastasia Lyman 
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Letter 86 
Community Advisory Committee Co-Chair 


Anastasia Lyman 


Code Topic 1 
86.1 _ Environmental | Impacts _ ...does not adequately address either the socio-economic entified as the only off-airport impact from the 
_ Justice _ impacts or the significant environmental impacts...to inner | Preferred Alternative with the potential for environmental 


_ city metropolitan Boston communities. | justice impacts. The environmental justice analysis found no 
_ disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income 

_ and minority populations from direct project impacts. 

_ However, because the area added to the 65 dB DNL contour 
_ is primarily within the City of Chelsea, other environmental 

_ and health issues were also considered in an effort to assess 
_ other cumulative or multiple adverse exposures. Refer to 

_ Section 6.8.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional 
information. 


» Sound 
_ Insulation 


sonceme about sound proofing eligibility on n low i income i Federal requirements typically ‘exclude the FAA from any 

_ homeowners with existing code violations. _ responsibility to bring a building up to code when the structure 

i _ is sub-standard but otherwise qualifies to participate in an 

_ airport-sponsored sound insulation program. However, to 

_ address impacts in particular projects such as the proposed 
Airside Project, FAA has discretion to use grant funds to bring 

_ buildings up to code as part of this mitigation program to the 

_ extent such improvements are required to proceed with the 

_ sound insulation work. The mitigation program for the 

Airside > Project includes use of ‘grant funds for ‘such Purposes. 


- 86.2 


= 


_ Impacts : used in the EIS projects While equivalent jet operations i increase by more than 

_ a tripling of noise over most of South Boston, the South 50 percent from a 1993 base to the future 37.5M High Fleet 
_ End, Roxbury, Jamaica Plain, East Boston, Charlestown _ scenario if the Preferred Alternative is implemented, the 
_ and most of Chelsea. Incredibly, such an increase is not appropriate basis for comparison of the Preferred Alternative 
_ deemed to be a "significant" environmental noise impact. —_is the No Action Alternative. Equivalent jet operations would 
i _ increase by more than 75 percent over the Preferred 

_ Alternative if no action were taken. Despite the increase in 

_ equivalent jet operations, the Airside analysis indicates that 

_ overall noise impacts decline over time with the elimination of 

_ Stage 2 aircraft and the replacement of hushkitted Stage 3 

_ aircraft with non-hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. By allowing 

_ aircraft operations to shift from over-land to over-water 

_ routings and by providing greater flexibility in the use of 

_ Runways 27 and 33L for takeoff, the Preferred Alternative 

further reduces the highest noise impacts to the close-in 

_ neighboring communities. 


86.3 


Topic 2 


Regional 
_ Transportation Airports 


86.5 


- Environmental 

_ Review 

_ Process 
= me "Sues ee 
86.7 Environmental ~=MEPA 
: - Review 


| Process 


Comment 


_ increasing the use of MPA’s Hanscom Field or the 
_ Construction of a second major airport. 


_ 11.10(7)]. | ask that the Notice of Project Change be 


- denied. 


_ Noise contour maps 
_ of exactly which communities will be impacted by which 
_ contour (DEIS/R pages 6-24 through 6-30) impossible. . 
_ The reliance on the GEIR as filler for the DEIS/R is 
unacceptable. 


_ MPA has left out of its analysis any benefits derived from 


_ | respectfully ask that the DEIS/R be found inadequate... 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
_ Serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
_ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 

_ operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
_ activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 

_ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
» Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

» newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

| operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

_ Services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, 

_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued) 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 

_ operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its : 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
_ aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will preventits 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
» commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
- a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

_ passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 

_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 

_ passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

- commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

_ (HGEIRY and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 
_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

_ Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
_ of Hanscom Field. 


_ Asecond major airport is not a solution to the current delay 


and congestion problems at Logan Airport. 


je Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that the 


_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 

gible, making the identification — Refer to the new graphics in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


..the 
_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 
_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 
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Letter 87 

Community Advisory Committee 
Technical Consultant 

Arthur Hartnet 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


| Regional ~ Regional _ The delay problem will continue to grow regardless if _ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
_ Transportation | Airports there is a new runway...there needs tobe amore sound _ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
: : _ and rational approach and my belief is that approach isa are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ multi-faceted reliever airport system (a regional solution). | as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
: _ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
levels increase. 


_ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 

_ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
_ Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that : 
_ service development and increased passenger traffic at these 
_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term : 
_ Strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. 
- Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 
_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
_ analysis supports the conclusion that greater use of the : 
_ regional airports will provide passengers within the service 

_ area of such airports with a viable alternative to 

_ Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport's primary 
_ service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 

_ regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 

_ projects at Logan Airport. 


87.2 Environmental Impacts _ Environmental justice dictates that the tme has come to _—Refer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
- Justice : _ halt any further expansion... _ discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. Low-income 
: » and minority populations were defined in accordance with 
_ Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, 
_ and the Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 
environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of : 
_ low-income populations was expanded to include households 
_ at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there 
_ is no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 
_ and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


87.3 Analysis _ Base Year _ Never is it mentioned that the base year of 1993, as _ Delays are a function of wind and weather conditions 

: : Assumptions/ _ regards delay, that it was a record year for snowfall... _ throughout the year, as well as the corresponding traffic 
_ Methodologies : _ demand. For example, overnight snowstorms cause relatively _ 
i : _ few delays because the demand is low. 1993 was also a 

_ record year for airline overscheduling. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code _Topic 1 _ Topic 2 Comment Response 


| 87.4 “Altematives Other Non- "Before spending $25M it would be worth a look at other | The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project — 

i _ Construction schemes that could help reduce delay during peak _ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan - 
| Alternatives _ Periods. _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan i 
i : _ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 

» (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the i 

_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 

_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

_ Numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 

_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

_ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other : 

_ studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan | 

_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995.Basedon 

_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected andthe 

| most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 

_ considered in the Draft EIS/EIR. The alternatives analysis in 

the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is consistent with state and 

_ federal scoping directives for the Airside Project. The results 

_ of the Airside analysis indicate that alternatives that include 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 provide the most benefit in terms 

of ‘delay | reduction and ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


| 87.5 _ PRAS PRAS is an advisory system of suggestions to the FAA Air — During very ‘high demand periods, the controllers have little or 
i raffic Controllers who have been loathe to avail _ no flexibility for runway selection and PRAS recommends an 
hemselves of its suggestion, historically. _ appropriate runway configuration given the extant demand. 

_ Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would give the controllers 

_ considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 

_ achievement of PRAS goals. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ demonstrates that the controllers have been improving 

_ performance with respect to PRAS recommendations. 

_ Section 8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains 

_ methods for more comprehensive monitoring of PRAS. These 


_ methods will be implemented as part of the mitigation 


ound proofing for homes is dubious mitigation at best. n program is only one 
he 65db LDN requirement is too low a _ element of the noise abatement program. For a discussion of 
hreshold...People cannot be expected to be kept bottled the noise abatement program, refer to the discussion in the 

p in their soundproof home. _ Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 

_ Annual Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives 

_ underway that reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, 

_ including: 

_ Noise abatement and runway use restrictions; 

_ Exploring means of extending the Logan Airport sound 

_ insulation program through innovative investigation of hill 

_ effects on sound propagation; 

_ Encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 
_ alternative airports; and 


_..Monitoring and improving achievement of PRAS goals. 


r ; can ane 


oT? | a 
_ Insulation 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 2 


_ Transportation Airports 


_ Impacts 


Regional = 


: sense...Itis eminently more sound to have multiple airport 
_ facilities. 


ie jet departure noise at 90 DB_ 
_ or greater...| am not now or projected to be within the 65 
_ DBLDN contour. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ provide clear benefits at current traffic levels. Massport has 
_ long recognized that service development and increased 
_ passenger traffic at the regional airports are an important part 
_ of the region’s long-term strategy to accommodate passenger _ 


and activity growth. Massport has actively encouraged the 


_ development of regional airports and use of other options, 


especially high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, 


_ New York. 


_ Section 2.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR evaluates 
__T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester, and 

- Worcester Regional airports and their potential impacts on 
_ Logan Airport. The regional airports are expected to i 
_ accommodate an increasing share of the overall growth in air 
_ travel demand within the greater Boston area. This will 


_ provide some relief to the growth pressures at Logan Airport 


but will not eliminate the need for airside projects. 
ven though maximum sound levels may reach 90 dBA at a 


_ specific location, they may not be frequent enough to cause 


_ the DNL to go above 65 dB. The whole principle behind DNL 
_ is that itis a cumulative measure of noise exposure that is : 
_ influenced not only by the loudness of events but also by how | 
_ often they occur. It is not inconsistent for a site to experience 
_ sound levels of 90 dBA but have 24-hour exposure levels less _ 
_ than 65 dB. See Appendix E for an additional explanation of 


_ noise metrics. i 


LETTER 88 


ROXBURY AIRPLANE POLLUTION COMMITTEE 


April 17, 1999 


Mr. Robert Durand 

Secretary, Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Sir, 


Massport is unambiguous: operational delays. Yet, in a recent radio advertisement, 


Coast destinations from Logan. Their chief competitor is scheduling new nonstop 
service to Europe while some European carriers have started flights to Boston. 


These facts fly in the face of the official rationale for this expansion project. 
Inevitably, fairness would require Massport to provide an in-depth analysis of the 


The Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report is totally 
i bitive cost borne by populations under the flight paths 
out of Logan airport. The significant increase in air-traffic resulting from the 


The alternative of routing these Passengers through relief airports or other trans- 
portation means demands more than the cursory treatment in the Draft EIS/EIR. 


88.1 


88.2 


Indeed, there may lie some of the best options to accommodate additional travelers 
to the Boston area, Massachusetts and New England. 


We respectfully urge you to reject the current Proposal from Massport and require 
the agency to undertake a comprehensive assessment of all available options to 8 9 3 


more distant future. 


Like San Francisco, Denver, Hong Kong, Paris, Munich, Montreal, New York, 
Washington D.C. and other world-class cities, Boston and its visitors deserve a 
multiple-airport system residents can live with. An inadequate proposal of the 
1970’s is an unlikely answer to the challenges of air-traffic growth in the 21st 
century. 


Respectfully yours, 


Dovi es 


Roxbury Representative to the CAC 
4 Humboldt Avenue 
Roxbury, MA 02119 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 88 


Community Advisory Committee 
Representative, Roxbury 
Roxbury Airplane Pollution Committee 


Code 


Topic 1 Topic 2 
884 


Comment 


/ Purpose and Delay port to provide an in-dey 
_ Need i _ analysis of the causes and the extent of the delays 


_ justifying the erection of a new runway at Logan Airport. 


Environmental — Impacts The terrible toll exacted by Logan operations on 

_ Justice | surrounding communities, including the less privileged 

: _ ones, must be quantified. Any expansion at Logan Airport 
_ will then further degrade the quality of life for residents 
with no appreciable gain for airline passengers. 


..fairess would require Massport to provide an in-depth 

_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ The Airside Project addresses delays from constraints at 

_ Logan Airport. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a detailed discussion 
_ of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and historical data, 
_ along with comparisons of Logan Airport delays within the 
_ context of delays at other United States airports. 

_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 

_ Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state : 
_ scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the | 
_ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 

_ programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 

- associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
"are described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 


_ Low income and minority populations were defined in 

_ accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. 
_ DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
_ guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of 
- low-income populations was expanded to include households 
_ at 150 percent of poverty level. The data presented are based » 
_ on the most recently available census data (1990) using : 
_ Geographic Information System (GIS) technology to analyze 

_ impacts at the most detailed level possible. Refer to 

_ Sections 6.8.3 and 6.8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for 

_ a discussion of the analytical methodology and results, 

_ respectively. 


Dovi Abbey 


Response 


The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that*..the 


Letter 88:Community Advisory Committee Representative, Roxbury 
Roxbury Airplane Pollution Committee, Dovi Abbey 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


| 88.3 —_ Regional Regional | [Need] to undertake a comprehensive assessment of all The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
: : Transportation = Airports _ available options to adequately accommodate the needs —_ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA's Logan 
_ of passengers in the immediate as well as the more _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 

_ distant future. _ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 


_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 
_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 

» Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

' numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 

_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

__ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 

_ Studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 
_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995. Based on 

_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected and the 

_ most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 
_ considered in the Draft EIS/EIR. The alternatives analysis in 

_ the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is consistent with state and 

_ federal scoping directives for the Airside Project. The results 

_ Of the Airside analysis indicate that alternatives that include 
_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 provide the most benefit in terms 
of delay reduction and ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Letter 88:Community Advisory Committee Representative, Roxbury 
Roxbury Airplane Pollution Committee, Dovi Abbey 


LETTER 89 


April 21, 1999 


Arthur Pugsley 

Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental A ffairs 
100 Cambridge Street 

20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


RE: Runway 14/32, #10458 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


As a member of the Community Advisory Committee representing Roslindale and Hyde Park, I 
have enclosed my comments in response to the Environmental Impact Study/Report submitted by 
Massport relative to Runway 14/32 at Logan International Airport. 


It is my hope that your agency will carefully review and incorporate resident concerns regarding 
the negative public health impact of this proposal on the surrounding communities. There is 
widespread citizen opposition to this Proposal and your analysis relative to the negative 
environmental impact is vital to set the framework that will allow residents who live in the 
surrounding communities a more broad based effort in reviewing this ill-conceived proposal. 


Thank you for your immediate attention to this issue and please make my comments a part of the 
official comments regarding Runway 14/32. 


Very truly yours, 


(Nop Aeon 


Alex Geourntas 
Roslindale/Hyde Park Representative 
Community Advisory Committee 


TO: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Unit 
Mass. Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 


FROM: Alex Geourntas, Roslindale/Hyde Park Representative 
Community Advisory Committee to Massport 

RE: Massport’s Runway 14/32 Proposal-EIS/EIR Report 

DATE: April 12, 1999 


—-— eee 


As the Roslindale/Hyde Park representative on the Community Advisory 
Committee (CAC), Iam writing to state my opposition to Runway 14/32 and 
the Environmental Impact Report/Study as submitted by Massport. 


This issue has united many residents of the various communities surrounding 
Logan Airport. Many residents are strongly opposed to this expansion. I 
have attended many CAC and community meetings where Massport’s 
presentation suggests that the new runway will have a positive impact on 
Logan Airport, passengers and for business interests in New England. There 
is no mention of its negative impact to the surrounding neighborhoods and 
communities that will see a definitive increase in airplane traffic and noise 
further compromising the quality of life of these residents. 


I'am surprised by Massport’s refusal to recognize the environmental impact 
and direct consequences of the new runway upon homeowners in Boston and 
the North and South Shores of our state. The cumulative effect of airplane 
noise and exhaust is an environmental concern and the long term effects of 
this exposure is a public health hazard; not to mention the increased traffic 
and congestion that will occur in downtown Boston, in particular in East 
Boston and South Boston. Congestion is a problem now throughout Boston 
and Runway 14/32 will make a bad situation worse. Massport is no friend to 
area residents. It continuously ignores the impact the airport is having on 
the surrounding communities and Massport precludes any mention of the 
community impact in any of their presentations. 


The building of the new runway will increase capacity at the airport that in 
turn will increase takeoffs and landings that in turn will increase passenger 
and cargo capacity, which in turn will increase the “bottom line” for 
Massport-the only real concern for Massport. The “delay” argument is not 
pursuasive since Massport Executive Director, Peter Blute admitted to 
manipulating the numbers to leverage the argument for a new runway. 
Delay data for the EIS/EIR was utilized from figures that were produced in 

_ 1996 when delays were ata high rate; however, the delays between 1996- 
1999 have seen yearly reductions and the figures in the report are not an 
adequate representation of the current situation at Logan. 


89.1 


89.2 


Public health and the quality of life of residents and their. communities must 

be the priority for city and state governments. Each and every resident has 

the right to enjoy the quiet surroundings of their environment. The airport is 89 3 
negatively impacting the surrounding communities. Exhaust fumes, noise, : 
congestion and poor air quality are serious environmental and public health 

issues that must be addressed by the Massachusetts Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs. 


Air traffic on Runway 27 will triple with the new configuration of 14/32 thus 
increasing flights over Roslindale, Hyde Park, Jamaica Plain and West 

Roxbury. This is unacceptable and this item has not and probably will never 89 4 
be part of Massport’s presentation to the communities mentioned above. At : 
a recent community meeting in Jamaica Plain on March 22, 1999, this issue 

was ignored by Massport. Representatives only repeated their arguments for 

a new runway. Again, Massport is far more concerned with the “bottom line” 

than the lives of families in and around Boston. However, they do have a 

plan of action for the Upland Sandpiper and other wildlife at the airport! 


While I believe there is no need for a new runway at Logan Airport, I also 
believe that the best solution for Capacity and delay concerns at Logan is 
achievable at Hanscom Air Field. Hanscom is another issue that is not a part 
of the Massport presentation when mentioning a regional approach to air 
transportation issues. Worcester, Manchester, and T.F. Green Airports are 
mentioned as part of this regional approach; however, Hanscom is not 
mentioned and this truly is a slap in the face to the affected communities 
around Logan Airport. This airfield is expansive and provides the best 
solution to Logan’s problems today and in the future. 


Massport is protecting Hanscom and the surrounding communities by 89.5 
eliminating Hanscom as a viable alternative. Simply put, Massport is 

employing a “divide and conquer” strategy in Massachusetts. Massport and 

state government officials have protected these residents for quite some time 

at the expense of our communities here in Greater Boston. They have not 

fairly shared the burden with their fellow citizens in and around Boston. This 
situation is indeed reprehensible and unjustified. 


Many current airport operations can be relocated to Hanscom with Massport 
increasing its capacity at Logan and thus reducing delays as well. General 
aviation aircraft, cargo operations and shuttle services to New York, I 
believe, can be shifted to Hanscom. Passengers who utilize the shuttle 
services are predominantly from communities in the 128/495 area of our 
state. The burden can and must be shared by all in Massachusetts not by a 
few as is the case now. If Massport fails to expand Hanscom Field 
operations, Logan Airport will be at the Same juncture as we are today in 5 
years or less with increased delays, congestion, noise and pollution. 


Massport’s arrogance is certainly well known in the Boston area and we have 
had enough. The time has come for Massport to finally recognize that all its 
research, money and influence will never stifle the opposition on this issue. 
Massport continues its strategy of manipulation employing an air of 
superiority. Opposition members remember the long, hard fight of the 
1970's and most are experienced veterans who are just as committed to 
opposing this ill-conceived proposal. They are willing to continue the 
struggle for fairness and for their rights to live in a safe, healthy and peaceful 
environment. 


I certainly hope my comments will create doubt about this flawed project and 
MEPA will do the right thing and support the residents’ position and 
opposition to Runway 14/32. Rejecting the EIS/EIR will validate the 
concerns of area residents and force Massport to deal on a level playing field 
for a change. Boston and surrounding communities will not take a back seat 
and ignore the injustices perpetrated by Massport. 


I strongly oppose this Proposal and it is my hope that the concerns of so 
many residents of our Commonwealth resonates with MEPA staff and I urge 89.6 
your department to reject Massport’s Environmental Impact Report and 

Study. 


Thank you. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
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Letter 89 


Community Advisory Committee 
Representative, Roslindale/Hyde Park 


Comment 


_ The cumulative effect of airplane noise and exhaust is an 
environmental concern... Massport...continuously ignores 
_ the impact the airport is having on the surrounding 

» communities... 


_ in the report are not an adequate representation of the 
_ current situation at Logan. 


The "delay" argument is not pursuasive [sic}...he figures 


Alex Geourntas 


Response 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 
Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 


: - scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 


_ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 
_ Programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 


associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
- are described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 


The Si Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides updated information | 


» for 1998—the latest year for which actual Logan Airport data 


_ are available. 


_ Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 

_ Chapter 1 and Appendix C include a description of FAA and 
_ U.S. DOT delay measures and their limitations, an 

_ explanation of computer models for estimating flight delays, 
_ and historical data on delays at Logan Airport and other major 


_ United States airports. The methodology used for the 


_ Airside Project includes the effects of constraints at 
_ Logan Airport, and produces lower delay estimates than FAA 
» modeling. The FAA approved all the models, which have 


: been validated in previously published studies of 
_ Logan Airport. 


Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 


are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 


_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours under 
_ 1998 conditions, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 


future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The sooner airside 
_ efficiencies are implemented, the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. 
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Come. TOPE 


Topic 2 
89.3 PublicHealth 


Comment Response 


Effects Exhaust fumes, noise, congestion, and poor air quality are No altematives Violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Altemative 
_ serious environmental and public health issues that must _ shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 


_ be addressed... _ Consistent with the request made by EOEA in its Certificate, 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes delay and 
_ environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect current conditions 
_ and provide context to the delay problem at Logan Airport. 
_ However, it should be noted that the appropriate comparison 
_ for assessing future year conditions and the effectiveness of 
_ the Airside Project, is a comparison of the Preferred 
_ Alternative to the No Action Alternative. A discussion of 
_ current and historic conditions can be found in Section 4.2 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Current traffic trends at Logan Airport and the regional 

_ airports indicate that Logan Airport may not reach the 

_ 1999 passenger forecast (29 million) presented in the Airside 
_ Project Draft EIS/EIR until 2002 or 2003. Continued air 
_ Service expansion at the regional airports and the introduction 
_ of high-speed rail to New York in December 2000 is expected 
to further slow Logan Airport’s passenger traffic growth. With 
_ these developments, Logan Airport may not achieve the 

_ 37.5 million passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather 
_ Closer to 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts will not 
_ be achieved until after 2020. Thus the planning forecasts that 
_ underlie the delays and environmental analyses cover a 

_ planning period of at least 20 years. Referto Section 4.2 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of the _ 
_ planning forecasts. 


_ The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
_ to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 
_ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 
_ Status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
_ comparable public health reports were not available from the 
_ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 
_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 
_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 
_ airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 
concern. 
Air traffic on Runway 27 will triple with the new - The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 
_ configuration... This is unacceptable.... _ Preferred Alternative would promote runway use ina manner 
_ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 
_ Number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 
_ Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 
_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the : 
_ same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 
_ nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 
_ same noise impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and 
_ arrivals to Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) 
_ would increase, but most of these are non-jets. These runway _ 
_ operations are currently running well below the PRAS goals, 
~ and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow the 
_ controllers to approach, but still remain below the annual 
_ goals for these operations. Additionally, by increasing the 
_ number of operations over water, Runway 14/32 would 
_ reduce the total annual hours of dwell and persistence over 
_ populated areas in accordance with short-term PRAS goals. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 _ Comment = 7 Response ae _ 
- 89 5 _ Regional Regional i ~ Massport i is protecting Hanscom and the surrounding _ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
| Transportation _ Airports / communities by eliminating Hanscom as a viable _ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 


| alternative. _ in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
: _ Serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
"already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 

_ Operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
_ activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 

_ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

" newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

_ services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, 

_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 

| Operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 

_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
_ commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
_ a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

_ passengers on Logan Airport’s commuter flights connect to 

_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 

_ Passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

_ commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

_ (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 

_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

_ Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 

of Hanscom Field. 


= 


- 89.6 Environmental = MEPA ah urge your dep je asspor!'s : The Secretary of Environmental ‘Affairs found that *, 

| Review : _ Environmental Impact Report and Study. _ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) aed on this 

| Process : : _ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. : 


Letter 89: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Roslindale/Hyde Park, Alex Geourntas 


April 15, 1999 


Arthur Pugsley, Associate Environmentalist 
MEPA Unit 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
20" Floor 

100 Cambridge Street 


ane acaa LETTER 99 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Massport Environmental Impact Report 


Case No. 11895 


As the Town of Braintree’s Representative to the Community Advisory Committee to 
Massport (CAC), I hereby register my support of Review Comments re the above- 
entitled project as prepared by the CAC Consultants, Robert G. Burns, Monty Gettys, 
Montgomery Consulting Group, Inc. and David Standley, PE. 

Because Massport has failed to provide a long-term plan and has chosen instead to settle 
for a short-sighted one that will adversely affect those of us who live under the flight 
paths, I, as the Town of Braintree’s Representative to the CAC, hereby vehemently 
oppose the Logan 2000 Project in general and the construction of the proposed new 
runway 14/32 in particular. 

Therefore, I urge MEPA to reject Massport’s Environmental Impact Report and require 90.1 
said agency to redo the EIS/EIR, as I believe that data contained therein is flawed and un- 
reliable. 


Respectfully submitted, 7” 


ee 
ss Minds (OT Jerre, — 
Sandra M. Kunz 
Braintree Representative to Community Advisory Committee to Massport 


Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested 


Mailing Address: 89 Hollingsworth Avenue 
Braintree, MA 02189 
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Letter 90 

Community Advisory Committee 
Representative, Braintree 
Sandra Kunz 


Code Topic 1 


| Environmental = MEPA _ ...l urge MEPA to reject Massport's Environmental Impact ry mental Affairs found that “...the 

' Review _ Report...as | believe that data contained therein is flawed _ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
: Process _ and unreliable. | project adequately and properly complies with the 

I : : _ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

| Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


JAMES A. SHEETS, Mayor 


JOHN F. KEENAN BERNICE C. MADER 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY : ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
ee 7 LETTER 91 
Robert A. Durand, Secretary 


Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge St. Room 2000 
Boston MA 02202 


Re: Runway 14/32 Logan Airport - EOEA 10458 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


Enclosed find a copy of the comments I made at the FAA/MEPA hearings of April 7, 
1999. I hope that the arguments and reasoning advanced will convince you to 
declare Massport’s current draft EIS an inadequate one. 


In brief, their data are old; they used their own rather than the FAA's formula to 

model delays. They have data from 1998, why don’t they use it? 

They did not differentiate among the types of delays, delays being the basis of their a | 
support for the runway. They lumped all delays together. They did not separate out 
those delays in which the entire airport was shut down due to snow or fog [six extra 
runways will not help in those circumstances]. 


They did not indicate which airlines were most delayed. The national list, just pub- 
lished yesterday, identified which airline companies are most delayed due to their 
own internal organizational deficiencies, Many of the most delayed airlines are the 
ones who do the most business out of Logan - United, American, US Air. The least 
delayed airline, Southwest, is the main carrier at TF Greene and does not run out of 
Logan. 


They did not indicate how many delays are incurred by Logan passengers who twid- 
die thumbs on the ground because of Massport’s managerially inept systems for bag- 
gage handling as well as chronically back dated, or entirely missing, departure and 

arrivals screens, or unreadable or useless wayfinding signs. I defy all passengers to 
find the one Northwest Airlines gate at Logan unless they know where it is ahead of 


- April 21, 1999 
Mader to Durand 
Runway 14/32 
Page 2 


ahead of time, in the far corner of the international terminal, with no sign and no 
reception area. Do we blame that kind of ill planning on lack of a runway too? 
Massport does not have its act together as an agency. Period. 


they made no sincere effort to find a real solution to the overall problem. That 0 y 
problem is much greater than Logan’s needing another runway. Logan Airport is too 

small now and certainly too small for the future. They chose to completely ignore 

that reality. 


I hope that you will find my comments helpful, not so much because they have an- 
Swered all the questions that need to be addressed, but that they have spoken to the 
many, many more questions which need to be raised and satisfactorily answered. 
Thank you for your consideration in these matters. 


Sincerely, 


Kiet Se fied 
ernice C. Mader 


Administrative Assistant to the Mayor 


To: Tre Blatt of the Execative Office of Environmental Attairs 
The MEPA Unit 


The Commonwealth of Massachusetts 


From: Bernice C. Mader, City of Quincy Representative eae 


Community Advisory Committee to Massport 
Re: Massport EIR Logan Expansion/Logan 2000 


OVERVIEW 
as well en the Pecan ne RIDEY Representative tothe Commanity Advisory Commie 
the CAC, for nese ce citeets Against Airport Noise and immed), oo 
the CAC, for nineteen years. 


to continue to operate, Massport has stretched ¢very airport parameter to its limit and 
beyond. Mo 5,000 oc 100 small now and certainly too small for the tenn 
century. No 5,000 foor, uni-directional commuter runway can address Logan Airport's 
overwhelming shortcomings. It has no more room to grow. 


quacy. The growth of the commercial passenger industry over the Past two decades has 
Cutstripped Logan Airport. Logan International Airport, in the site where it is currently 


91.3 


91.4 


91.5 


the alternatives in comparative form”; (b)”"to devote substantial treatment to each alter- 
Native considered in detail”; (d) “agencies shall inclade the alternative Of no action”. In 
1502.15, the EIS shall precisely describe the environment of the area itself and the area 
around it that “is to be affected or created by the alternatives under consideration”, 
They “Shall discuss the relationship of the Proposed actions to adopted or Proposed land 
Use plans, policies, Controls, and goals and objectives of affected communities, including 


new runway 14/32 and a new centerfield taxiway. Their Study is inadequate and out- 
dated and incomplete. It needs to be re-done. 


Airside Review Committee (ARC) that he was “going to look at all of the alternatives 


Binte wee cramine all of the alternatives”, within a few weeks after thet pleage’ Hr. 
Blute was in Washington advocating the runway to the federal Congressional delegation 
45 well as to the East Boston Chamber of Commerce. 


ARC was the formal, recognized Massport-designated team of both sides. Its mission was 
to listen to, and to question, in each other's presence, Massport’s consultant team’s data 


pnasteae Trent Period, when I was still chatr of the ARC, and later my successor, 1.7 
Tram, almost monthly calls were placed to Peter Blute and/or his Dinar 

of Aviation P » Betty Desrosiers, asking them where he was in his analysis. ‘The 

answer always came back that “he was examining alternatives”. 


We citizens came to know differently as we learned that Mr. Blute was lobbying various 
forces for his alternative of choice. He was making favorable presentations of Massport’s 
Choice to many local civic groups, by-passing the Officially appointed ARC. Mr. Blute 
Creda. dhe eeekk 19 uninitiated citizen and business groups who had neither tre tc. 
ground, the history or the information to ask him pointed. and probing questions. 


During this 18 month, Snexplained hiatus trom the EIR process, the ARC members 
received no information from the Massport consultant team. Citizens were told that 
Massport consultants and the FAA were “gathering data” and “working on things”. We 
all know that they were not gathering data for had they done so, then this EIR would 


When the EIR process suddenly resumed in 1998, just days after the state elections, the 
ARC members were dope eae Cware of its start up or of any new data the Massport 
Consultant team was developing. We were again circumvented from being part of the 


month suepantay mee the current chair, recelved a cal rom Massport, aher a 20 


aC members were outraged and rightfully so. Some data that had been used in the 
EIR were now over six years old. Neither citizens, nor their Consultant advisors, were 
weighs many ytict COPY of the Dratt until the day before the ARC mesa The Draft 


When it began its Public relations campaign after the state elections, Massport again 
based its case for the new Runway 14/32 upon the reduction of delays as being the 


tat ad ever coerce base Year for delays It chose the single worst year for delays 

that had ever occurred. That base year, 1993, was neither indicative nor typical of a 

normal year. In 1993, Massport incurred 19, 729 flight delays. Delays have never again 01 8 
“ppronened thet level. As itis, less than 4% of all fights at Logan are delaras ; 


study. ost methods were used by DOT and Massport to determine those numbers? 


U.S. corroms art bas quantified the delays of artine passengers and altines in term of 
being only ee tnky have Imagined the delay iampacts for those living on tree 
being only environmental, with no economic effects. That is a mistake. 


THE “INTERRUPTION DELAY FACTOR” 


The “interruption i AY tactor” represents the costs to businesses and workers who 
work on the ground under the noise of the flight paths. Their losses can be quantified in 


ig. 
bors] is $37,740 or $18.14 hour. However, because I want this analysis to be of the most 
conservative nature, I have arbitrarily chosen the rate of $7 per hour as being the aver- 
age lowest going rate for an hoarly job in Boston. 


91.10 


G hours, 7 v0" Om Average And not necessarily for 12 oF 18 boury day eset 
6 hoars. 


for three + dant metas that one third ofa millon people live under fight path noise 
Ctrenc,* ~ daV8 per week at about + six hours per day If we model the following 

* Masport models so many things including their delay costs ton 
what happens: 


airport delays represents only 20% of the “delay interruption Penalties” incurred by 
those who work on the ground. 


of the environment, not to mention the negative health effects of high blood pressure, 
stress, hearing loss and low birth weight babies? 


runway ent, 
Massport refuses to admit that 14/32 is simply a bottom line revenue issue allowing 01 11 


the harbor approach. 
“What Massport does not say or clearly demonstrate is where those thousands of new 
commuter operations will turn back-over land. With all of the flights Purported to be 


woes, In fact, it has not. Greene and Manchester airports have grown because 
of market forces and ease of use, Cheap airfares, such as those offered by Southwest 
Air, have lured to Greene. Easier traffic and co access to Greene 


‘absence of a comprehensive aviation Plan, and in being criticized for the lack of one, 
naming 


Massport has backed into 
their purpose, not because they 


Greene and Manchester as 
really planned to have them 


sending thousands of paying 


Costs but at the same time 


Customers to Rhode Island 
that it honestly wants to 


trom the Messechon sat acietts Highway Department to bulld direct wore ree 
from the Massachusetts Turnpike to the alrport 


for the Quarry Hills Golf Course project, To do so, the entrance ramp off of the South- Qj 13 
of large 18 whecied aera aes ate moved so tat It could accommodate mss ‘ 
ola ae 18 wheeled trucks delivering the dirt every day. In a period of six weeks, the 


at Logan. No one should propose that large-scale jet operations emanate from Hanscom, 
but it does offer a Perfectly suited, already existing facility for the commuter traffic that 
Logan is so anxious to e te. 


to examined. 28 for are dismiss the Idea oat of hand is not within the intent of the 
MEPA guidelines for alternatives, 


SUMMARY 
> Massport has not followed the NEPA/MEPA regulations and guidelines in how it 04 { 5 
has produced this report. It has done a very poor job of alternatives . 


and parsuing them in any meaningfal depth. The report must be done again. 


> handie agcPon which Logan International Airport stands fs oo small It cannot 9 17 
handle any more runway growth. It is out of space for any type of additions, : 


> Massport has been greatly concerned with last year’s $313 million loss which they 
fact thelr fae nured by delays to both the airlines and the pascenget™ In 91.19 


meeting these ene bass then the Authority must be substantially heeg jo, 
meeting those goals with the funds going to affected communities. 


> — Massport refuses to incoporate a legal document into the FAA Record of Decision 9]. 20 
that swears that runway 14/32 will be used ani-directionally in Pepetuity. 


> Massport has used Greene and Manchester Airports’ growth as a fallback to de- gf 2 
fend its lack of a comprehensive aviation Planning document for Massachusetts ' 
for the twenty-second century. 


4 new major international airport in Massachusetts, 


When it comes to Logan Airport, Massport has used the “Field of Dreams” Philosophy of 
aviation Planning - “build it and they will come”. But how will they come, and where 
thelr Cre a How will they walk, and how will te ease! thrive and hear 
their children laugh, and how will all of the long-suffering citizens enjoy the “Life, liberty 


EXHIBIT ONE - BERNICE MADER TO EOEA/MEPA - 


POPULATION FIGURES BASED UPON COMM. OF MASS. CENSUS DATA 1998 


= 628,400 
Braintree 32,800 
_ Brookline 55,700 
Cambridge . 101,500 
Chelsea 34,900 
Everett 35,700 
Hingham 19,900 
Hall 11,200 
Malden 55,900 
Medford ‘ 57,000 
Melrose , 27,000 
Milton 25,700 
Newton 82,400 
Quincy 89,800 
Revere - 44,200 
Somerville 79,000 
Swampscott | 13,400 
Weymouth 54,100 
Winthrop 17,200 


Grand Total 1,465,800 


EXHIBIT TWO - BERNICE MADER TO EOEA/MEPA - LOGAN EIR 
MODEL FOR “INTERRUPTED DELAY” FACTOR 
Boston's population of 628,400 [1998 census data] 
Add 222,000 in-bound commuting workers 


: POStOD & 


Add the populations from the other 18 communities, which is 837,400, to the 838,400 


lation wi ne Wight path noise 1675.5 [This figure is adjusted downward 
Oo ie tate Sccount for those people who might live in affected communities ang oe 
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Letter 91 

Community Advisory Committee 
Representative, Quincy 

Bernice Mader 


Topic 2 Comment Response 
Model .their data are old; they used their own rather than the ——_—- Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
| FAA's formula to model delays. They have data from _ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 


» 1998, why don't they use it? _ Chapter 1 and Appendix C include a description of FAA and 
_ U.S. DOT delay measures and their limitations, an 
_ explanation of computer models for estimating flight delays, 
_ and historical data on delays at Logan Airport and other major 
_ United States airports. The methodology used for the 
_ Airside Project includes the effects of constraints at 
_ Logan Airport, and produces lower delay estimates than FAA 
_ modeling. The FAA approved all the models, which have 
_ been validated in previously published studies of 
_ Logan Airport. 


_ The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and 
_ delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report 
_ for Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 

_ reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 

_ Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the 

_ RDSIM model and estimated that when activity reached 

~ 504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 

_ 260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 

_ forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 

_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet 

_ scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 

_ Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the 

_ Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that 

_ the Airside delays represent “a plausible and conservative 

_ estimate...” 


_ The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 
_ delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport's 

_ estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA’s 

_ 20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. 


» The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 

' not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred _ 
_ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
_ to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 
_ calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

- results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 

- conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 

_ analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 

_ Logan Airport. 
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Code Topic 1 


91.2 —— Regional _ Regional _ Massport dismissed all consideration of other altematives — The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
/ _ Transportation Alternatives —__in less than a few pages... _ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan — 
: : i _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 

_ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 

_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 

' Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 : 

_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

_ Numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 

_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

_ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

| recommended several improvement concepts, including 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 

" Studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 

_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995. Based on 

_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected and the 

_ most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 

_ considered in the Draft EIS/EIR. The alternatives analysis in 

_ the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is consistent with state and 

_ federal scoping directives for the Airside Project. The results 

_ of the Airside analysis indicate that alternatives that include 
_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 provide the most benefit in terms 
of delay reduction and ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


Environmental MEPA, — —_...Massport has violated both the spirit and the regulations In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
: Review FAA/NEPA | of the EPA, MEPA, and the FAA... _ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 


_ Process ! _ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
i _ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
' FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
» Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. 
_ Twelve meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 
_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
_and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, anda 
_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 
_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
_ industry experts. 


_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


91.4 Delay . / Model = ...Massport has used both outdated and worst case _ In response to the request made by the EPA, as well as by 
: _ scenario data as their base case and they have employed — EQEA in its MEPA Certificate on the Draft EIR, the 


_ highly irregular data-gathering methodologies. _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes delay and environmental 

: _ analyses for 1998 to reflect current conditions and to provide 
" context to the delay problem at Logan Airport. However, it 
_ should be noted that the appropriate comparison for 
_ assessing future year conditions and the effectiveness of the 
_ Airside Project, is a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to 
_ the No Action Alternative, not a comparison of the : 
_ Preferred Alternative to the base year. 


_ Adiscussion of current and historic conditions can be found 
_ in Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


' Massport never examines Logan Airport itself as it now 
| Need : _ exists. They talk extensively about delays but they never 
| mention the real problem at the airport — its size...is only 
: 48% of the minimum physical size of any new airport 
: Created today. 


: Regional Regional _ Massport clearly did not formulate a comprehensive 

| Transportation Airports _ Master Plan for Massachusetts’ aviation needs of the 

: / _ twenty-second century. As one reads the EIR, it is clear 

_ that Massport has not fully answered the requirements of 
_ the EIR process. The coverage given to the listed 

_ alternative choices is complete lipservice [sic]. .. Their 

_ study is inadequate and outdated and incomplete. It 

| needs to be re-done. 


nvironmental 
_ Review : _ process. 
_ Process i 


ieee Commi Muon Connie eta OR eG I ttc ce A 


Concerned about how Massport handled the public 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ Massportis constantly examining Logan Airport's current and 
_ future needs. The 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) is the latest 
_ ina series of intense reviews. Logan Airport's real estate is 

_ admittedly less than the desirable size. Since the existing 

_ area cannot be expanded, Massport proposed the 

_ Airside Project and is investigating other redevelopments to 

_ maximize efficiency. Runway 14/32 will be located on fill that 
_ was prepared for this purpose 25 years ago. The runway will 
_ Not increase airfield capacity, but will dramatically reduce 
aircraft and passenger delays during northwest wind 

_ conditions. 


The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
project adequately and properly complies with the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


There was an extensive public participation and review 

process during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public 

comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 

the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public : 

_ scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 

_ Subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To : 

assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with 

_ awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport 

_ Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), 
which consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 

_ representatives from 24 communities surrounding ; 

_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry : 

_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 

_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to : 

_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 

_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 

_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 

_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 

_ CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 

_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 

_ Logan Airport’s neighboring communities, and Massport held 

_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 

_ an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 

- comment period on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held 

_ two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 

_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 

_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and - 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 

_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. 

_ Twelve meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 

_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, anda 

_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 

_ industry experts. 


Topic 2 


Comment 


When Massport chose its base year for delays it chose 

_ the single worst year for delays that had ever occurred. 

| That base year, 1993, was neither indicative nor typical of 
_ anormal year...The snowfall of 96.3 inches...set a 

» record...Massport does not clearly delineate which 

: portions of the delays caused by "wind and weather" were 
: specifically attributable to snow, ice or other severe 

_ weather conditions... 


-Massport did not use the FAA method of 


 dollars...What methods were used by DOT and Massport 
_ to determine those numbers? 


.they have imagined the noise impacts for those living 
_ on the ground as being only environmental, with no 
_ economic effects. That is a mistake. 


_ In response to the request made by the EPA, as well as by 
_ EOEA in its MEPA Certificate on the Draft EIR, the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes delay and environmental 

_ analyses for 1998 to reflect current conditions and to provide 
- context to the delay problem at Logan Airport. However, it 

_ should be noted that the appropriate comparison for 

_ assessing future year conditions and the effectiveness of the 
_ Airside Project, is a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to 
_ the No Action Alternative, not a comparison of the 
_ Preferred Alternative to the base year. 


_ Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
' calculation...the cost of delays was said to be $313 million _ 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


A discussion of current and historic conditions can be found 
_ in Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


The delays analysis used ten years of weather datasothe 
_ characteristics of the weather in a single year did not strongly 


influence the results. 


discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 


_ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
_ and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 
estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 

_ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 

' methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
_ of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 

» estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 

» models, which have been validated in previously published 

_ Studies of Logan Airport. 


_ The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and _ 
_ delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report 

_ for Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 

_ reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 
_ Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the 
 RDSIM model and estimated that when activity reached 

_ 504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 

- 260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 

_ forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 


annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet 


_ scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 

_ Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the 

_ Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that 
_ the Airside delays represent “a plausible and conservative 

- estimate...” 


_ The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 
_ delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport's 

' estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA's 

- 20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. 


_ The cost of delay analysis presented in the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is based on 
_ amethodology recommended by the FAA. The cost of delay 
_ toa passenger ($27 per hour) is a weighted average cost for 
_ business and leisure passengers. Refer to FAA APO Bulletin 


APO-97-1. 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR respond to federal and state scoping directives 

_ and applicable FAA environmental orders and all other NEPA 
_ and MEPA requirements, and provide appropriate analytical 

_ content for assessing alternatives. 


_ According to 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact 

_ Statements Regarding Cost-Benefit analysis “ for purposes of 
_ complying with the act, the weighing of the merit and 

_ drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be displayed 

- ina monetary cost-benefit analysis...” 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
91.11 Noise _ Runway Use .Massport chooses to assert that all of its uni-directional 
i + commuter flights would enter and leave Logan via the harbor 
| approach. What Massport does not say or clearly 
_ demonstrate is where those thousands of new commuter 
| operations will tum back over land. 


~ Runway 14/32 


_ assertion of uni-directionalism.... 


Runway 4R. 


_ Appropriate supporting documentation will also be issued 
_ (@.g., appropriate designations in the Airport/Facility 
_ Directory, and Notices to Airmen or NOTAMS). 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves _ 
_ physical limitations that reinforce the 
_ unidirectional requirements of that improvement concept. The | 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 
_ within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades applicable 

_ FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 

_ precluding arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another 
_ factor limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the 

_ lack of available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the 

_ Runway 32. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


~The turboprop departures from Runway 14/32 are shownon 


_ Figure 6.2.4 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to cross the 

_ harbor and then the South Shore in areas that, for the most part, 
__are currently overflown. Jets are shown on Figure 6.2.3 of the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to depart over the harbor, just as jets 
"departing Runways 22L, Runway 22R, and Runway 15L do 
_ currently. The jets recross the North and South Shores in the 

_ same areas and altitudes as do the current departures from 

_ Runway 22L, Runway 22R, Runway 15L, Runway 9, and 


/ The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplementa 
_ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all 
aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 

_ Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 

» the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 

_ approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
_ allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 

_ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 


_ such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 


_ to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 

_ maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 

_ operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 

_ reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 

_ has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 

_ Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. Refer to Section 8.7 

_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR Draft Section 61 Findings, 

_ and the discussion in Section 8.5 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR regarding enforcement of unidirectionality of 
- Runway 14/82. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 2 


_ Regional _ If Massport is serious in its claims about Worcester 

| Transportation — Airports _ Airport, then it will acquire Worcester and work with the 

: _ Massachusetts Highway Department to build a direct 
_ connector road from the Massachusetts Tumpike to the 
 airport...We must examine what Hanscom can contribute 
' to the solution. 


Comment 


91.14 Regional -—=“Regional_~=S_—.. Masport never even considered the i g 
: _ Transportation — Airports _ brand new international airport. That is a mistake. They 
: : _ must at least seriously consider the concept. 


Letter 91: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Quincy, Bemice Mader 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) reports on 
: Massport's Alternative Fuels Vehicle program and on 

_ Massport's efforts to encourage the use of alternative fuel 
_ vehicles. 


_ Massport supports improved ground access to Worcester 

_ Regional, T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 

_ Logan airports. These projects are discussed in Section 2.9 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Since passengers do not 

_ travel between New England's regional airports, (e.9., 

| passengers do not first go to Manchester Airport before 
driving to Logan Airport) it is not clear why improved access 
_ between the regional airports would generate any benefit. 


| The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental : 
_ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
_ in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
_ serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
_ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 

_ operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
_ activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 

_ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

" newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

_ services to short-haul regional markets - Trenton, Buffalo, 
_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
_ operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 


established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 


_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 

_ aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will preventits 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
~ commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
_ a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

_ passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 

_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 

_ passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

_ commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

» (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 
_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

_ Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora discussion 
_ of Hanscom Field. 


: Comment noted. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code _Toplct Topic 2 Commer an Setorhe eae Lene 2 a. ae ee ar 
91.15 — Environmental © FAA/NEPA Massport has not followed the NEPA/MEPA regulations In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
i Review | MEPA _ and guidelines...It has done a very poor job of examining __EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

Process alternatives... ' EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 


_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the : 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. 

_ Twelve meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 
letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 

_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, anda 

_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 

_ industry experts. 


_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 

_ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan — 

_ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 

_ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 

_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 

_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 

_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

_ Numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 

_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

_ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 

- unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 

| Studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan | 

_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995. Based on 

_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected andthe 

_ most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 

_ considered in the Draft EIS/EIR. The alternatives analysis in 

_ the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is consistent with state and 
federal scoping directives for the Airside Project. The results 

_ of the Airside analysis indicate that alternatives thatinclude 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 provide the most benefit in terms | 

_ of delay reduction and ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Massport has chosen out-dated and worst case scenario = The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides updated information 

| delay data.... _ for 1998—the latest year for which actual Logan Airport data 

: _ are available. 1993 was adopted as the base year when the 

- Airside Improvement studies commenced in 1994. The 

_ primary function of the Base Year analysis is to calibrate the 

_ airfield operation models and environmental impact models. 

_ The benefits and impacts of the action alternatives 

_ (Alternatives 1, 1A, 2 and 3) are assessed by comparing 

_ these not with the base year, but with Alternative 4, the No- 

_ Action Alternative. The planning scenarios for 29, 37.5 and 

_ 45 million passengers represent a range of future activity at 
_ Logan Airport expected in th time frame. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code  Topic1 


Response 
_ Alternatives 


_ Logan Airport's real estate is admittedly less than the 

_ too small. It cannot handle any more runway growth. _ desirable size. Since the existing area cannot be expanded, 
i Massport proposed the Airside Project and is investigating 

_ other redevelopments to maximize efficiency. Runway 14/32 
_ will be located on fill that was prepared for this purpose 25 

_ years ago. The runway will not increase airfield capacity, but 
_ will dramatically reduce aircraft and passenger delays during 
rthwest wind conditions. 


~ Runway 14/32 


91.18 Environmental Public Process _ Massport's administration has circumvented and _ There was an extensive public particip 
_ Review _ dishonored its own citizen and business group, the ARC, _ process during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public 
_ Process _ by ignoring the ARC's stated mission and by trying to _ comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 


| manipulate the MEPA process to its advantage... _ the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public 
i _ scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 
_ subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To 
_ assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with 
_ awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Masspo 
Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), 
_ which consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 
" representatives from 24 communities surrounding 
_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 
_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 
_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 
_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 
_ CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 
_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
_ Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
- an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 
comment period on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held 
_ two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft | 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 

_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed _ 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 

: Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

" least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. 

_ Twelve meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 

_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 

_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 

_ Series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 

_ industry experts. 


oe a ae ee 


Tee , orn = oe of ae = dice ete Re A Season Pn, 
_ Need : 


_ $313 million loss...their figure is only 20% of what workers : 
_ and businesses on the ground have incurred as partof 
the "interruption delay factor’. i 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


_ FAA Record of Decision that swears that runway 14/32 
_ will be used uni-directionally in perpetuity. 


91.21 Regional —-‘Regiona p sed Greene and Manchester Airports’ 
| Transportation —_Airports » growth as a fallback to defend its lack of a comprehensive 
: : _ aviation planning document for Massachusetts for the 


_ twenty-second century. 


| The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental _ 
_ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all i 
_ aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 

_ Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 

_ the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 

_ approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 

_ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
_ such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
_ to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 

_ Appropriate supporting documentation will also be issued 

_ (eg., appropriate designations in the Airport/Facility 

_ Directory, and Notices to Airmen or NOTAMS). 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
_ physical limitations that reinforce the 
» unidirectional requirements of that improvement concept. The 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is | 
_ within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades applicable 

_ FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 

_ precluding arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another 
_ factor limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the 

_ lack of available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the 

- Runway 32. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 
' maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 
_ operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 


reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 


_ has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 

_ Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. Refer to Section 8.7 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR Draft Section 61 Findings, 

_ and the discussion in Section 8.5 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR regarding enforcement of unidirectionality of 
Runway 14/32. 


_ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 

_ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 

_ Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that 

_ service development and increased passenger traffic at these 
- airports are an important part of the region's long-term 
Strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 


Massport has actively encouraged the development of 


_ regional airports and use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airpor’s largest market, New York. 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 

_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
_ analysis supports the conclusion that greater use of the 

" regional airports will provide passengers within the service 

_ area of such airports with a viable alternative to 

_ Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport’s primary 
_ service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 

_ regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 

_ projects at Logan Airport. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 
Worcester Airport's potential. If that is so, let them » City of Worcester to aggressively market the : 
dvocate for a compressed development timeframe and Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its _ 
he funds necessary for Massport to purchase the airport, __ involvement with the Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 
ncrease its infrastructure and build a linking highway to operational responsibility of the airport on January 15,2000. 
he Massachusetts Turnpike. | By its agreement with the City of Worcester, Massport could 

_ assume ownership of the Worcester Regional Airport by 

_ 2005. On February 1, 2000, Delta Connection began serving 

_ Worcester Regional Airport with two daily nonstop roundtrip 

_ flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta. On July 6, 2000, 

_ American Eagle began service to New York JFK Airport with 

_ three daily nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. 

_ Massportis in ongoing discussions with other carriers 

_ regarding potential new services at Worcester Regional 

_ Airport. In addition, MassHighway is analyzing alternative 

_ highway routes that would improve surface access from I-90 

_ and 1-290 to the Worcester Regional Airport and filed an ENF 

_ in December 1999. MassHighway is in the process of 

_ preparing a Draft EIS/EIR, which is expected to be filed in 

_ October 2001. 


_ In addition to the Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has 

" pursued a variety of initiatives to promote the use of other : 
_ alternative regional airports and travel modes with the goal of . 
- relieving traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport. For i 
"example, in November 1999, Massport and Governor Cellucci 
_ co-sponsored a Regional Transportation Summit of the 

_ New England Governors and transportation officials. The 

_ Summit focused on joint marketing among the New England 

_ commercial service airports and the joint promotion of rail and 
_ road initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced 

_ regional transportation system. Refer to Section 2.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 

_ Massport’s regional transportation planning initiatives. 


_ MassHighway is analyzing alternative routes that would 

_ improve surface access from Routes I-90 and 1-290 to the 

_ Worcester Regional Airport. MassHighway filed an ENF in 

_ December 1999 and is in the process of preparing a Draft 
_ EIS/EIR, which is expected to be filed in October 2001. 


Letter 91: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Quincy, Bernice Mader 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Topic 2 _ Comment _Response 


_ Regional egional —-—_-Massport must examine the potential use of "The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ Transportation Airports _ Hanscom Field as the major operator for commuter _ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
_ operations for Massachusetts. That does not include large _ in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 


_ scale jet traffic. _ Serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
i _ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 

_ operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
__ activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 

_ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

' newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

_ services to short-haul regional markets - Trenton, Buffalo, 
_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
_ operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
_ aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
| commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

_ passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 

_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 

_ passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

_ commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

_ (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 
_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

_ Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
_ of Hanscom Field. 


~ As one of the considered 
_ study the prospect of siting a new major international ; 
airport in Massachusetts. 


: _ Transportation — Airports 


Kurt H. Walter 
30A Arlington Street 
Cambridge, MA 02140 


LETTER 92 


April 21, 1999 


Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary 
Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley —- EOEA No. 10458 

100 Cambridge Street, 20th floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Massport/ Federal 
Aviation Administration DEIS /DEIR. As a member of the Community 
Advisory Committee to Logan Airport (“CAC”) I have been involved in this 
issue since its inception. As you know, the CAC was one component of the 
Airside Review Committee (“ARC”) formed by Massport to provide input into 
the process during the development stages, the other being comprised of 
representatives from the business community. I concur with the report filed 
by the Consultants to the CAC and would like to take this opportunity to 
emphasize some points raised in their report. 


I first want to point out the lack of public participation in this process. 
From the first, the CAC’s involvement in the ARC project was minimal. There 
was no interaction between the CAC and Massport other than that which 
occurred at the irregularly scheduled meetings when Massport and their 
consultants presented their latest findings. If the CAC requested additional 
information beyond that presented by the Massport consultants, we were 
told either that it was not available or that the information we requested 
would be in the final report or that Massport was paying for a CAC 
consultant and the CAC could do our own analysis. Our complaints about 
the lack of comparable data (e.g. use of hours of delays rather than number 
of operations delayed, percentage increases in regional airports rather than 
actual operations, etc) produced no results. The Massport consultants 
steadfastly refused to provide any data that the CAC could use to counter 
the predetermined outcome of the study, which was that construction of 
Runway 14/32 was necessary. The DEIS/GEIR is unnecessarily complicated 


92.1 


by the lack of comparable data through out the report and | suggest that 
MEPA deny Massport’s application until all data regarding delays, traffic at 92 2 
Logan and regional airports, increased capacity, etc. is stated in number of 
operations. 


From the public testimony of the members of the business component 
of the CAC, it appears that the business community was extensively 
consulted on various matters, most Significantly the option of peak hour 
pricing. Massport’s selection of alternative 2 as the preferred alternative isa Q) 3 
business decision, not an environmental impact decision. The alternatives 
that include peak hour pricing clearly show a significant, timely delay 
reduction with minimal environmental impact. Massport’s not very impartial 
study of the impacts of peak hour Pricing on the small carriers should be 
discounted. Massport’s claim that peak hour pricing has not been 
implemented because some communities will lose service is ludicrous. 
People don’t cancel their vacation of business trips because the cost goes up 
ten dollars. Surely it is preferable for airline passengers to pay another ten 
dollars to spare the Boston area additional noise and environmental 
pollution. If Massport is so concerned with the loss of service to the 
communities served by the regional airlines, then Massport should subsidize 
them. 


Not only did Massport ignore the requests of the CAC, Massport also 
has not performed its duty to inform the general public of the potential 
impacts of Runway 14 /32 and of the existence of the MEPA process. 
Boston’s South End neighborhood has not been graced with a visit from 
Massport, despite numerous requests by city councilors and state 
representatives. Massport has also not deigned to respond to the many Q) 4 
requests of the Cambridge City Council for a meeting with them and the 
residents of Cambridge. Surely it can not be a coincidence that communities 
that can expect increases of to 300% were ignored, while every chamber of 
commerce in the eastern portion of Massachusetts has been recruited by Mr. 
Blute. Massport has made no attempt to publish the existence of the MEPA 
process in local papers. If community members did not inform them, citizens 
would not be aware of the potential impacts and the opportunity to comment 
to MEPA. MEPA should deny the DEIS/DEIR until every impacted 
community and their elected Tepresentatives have been visited by Massport 
and have been given the chance to submit their comments to MEPA. 


As the report of the CAC consultants makes clear, Massport can not 
deliver on its promise of maintaining Runway 14/32 as a unidirectional 
runway in perpetuity. Peter Blute claims that he will reach an agreement 
with the FAA which will substantiate this claim, but after three months, 
where is it? Even if such an agreement could be created, it could easily be 
overturned by an agency that is already seeking to overturn a state court 
injunction. What possible agreement could Massport and the FAA create that 


could be stronger than a court injunction? Massport is very careful to point 
out that they are not currently filing for the permits to create a bi-directional 


Runway 14/32 I urge you look beyond the current request and force 
Massport to calculate the impacts of a bi-directional Runway 14/32.. 
(Actually, I can’t understand why MEPA is reviewing permits for construction 
of a runway already prohibited by Massachusetts. Isn’t this process 
backwards? Shouldn't Massport succeed in lifting the court injunction before 
the DEIR/DEIS is filed?) 


tracks per runway to calculate noise impacts ~ and I doubt they used the 


flight track used by Massport to calculate noise impact. Even worse, 
Massport and the FAA have given up on improving Runway 27 compliance 
and told the public to learn to live with it. At the very least, Massport should 
use the current actual flight tracks to calculate noise impact in the 
DEIS/DEIR. 


As the Runway 27 situation has unfortunately proved, any 
commitments made by Massport and FAA are only as good as their 


92.5 


92.6 


92.7 


92.8 


environmental permits granted in the event of non-compliance. Community 
members and their elected officials need to have a true voice in the ongoing 
review process, rather than the lip service Massport currently gives public 
input and community Participation should be required in the drafting of the 
agreements. The agreements should also be included as an integral part of 
Massport’s filing with MEPA. Agreements binding parties to their 
commitments are a normal part of the business world and I fail to 
understand why the environmental process does not require them. No 
rational business person would enter into a contract which included such 
unsubstantiated promises. If the data submitted by the CAC consultants is 
not sufficient to allow you to deny Massport’s request, I urge MEPA to make 
your approval contingent upon the creation of contracts to protect the public 
and ensure that Massport and FAA honor the commitments they have made 
to the impacted communities. 


Sincerely, 


VAT a 


Kurt H. Walter 


KHW/kw 
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Letter 92 

Community Advisory Committee 
Representative, Cambridge 

Kurt H. Walter 


Code Topic 1 
924 


Response 


_ Environmental = Public Process _... | first want to point out the lack of public participation in — There was an extensive public participation and review 

| Review _ this process...The Massport consultants steadfastly _ process during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public 

_ Process : _ refused to provide any data that the CAC could use to _ comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 
i i _ counter the predetermined outcome of the study... _ the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public 


_ scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 
_ subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To 
_ assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with 
_ awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport 
_ Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), i 
_ which consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 

_ Tepresentatives from 24 communities surrounding 

_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry i 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants | 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 

_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 

_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 

_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 

_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the CAC 

_ consultants. In addition, Massport made 29 presentations to 

_ elected officials, most of whom represent Logan Airport’s 

_ Neighboring communities, and Massport held 45 meetings 

_ with community and business leaders, reaching an audience 
_ of more than 3,000 people. During the public comment period 
_ on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft | 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the : 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and | 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 

_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. 

_ Twelve meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 

_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
"and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, anda 

_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
industry experts. 


_ ..] Suggest that MEPA deny Masspor's application until ‘The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that "..the 


_ Environmental © MEPA 

| Review all data regarding delays, traffic at Logan and regional Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ Process _ airports, increased capacity, etc. is stated in number of _project adequately and properly complies with the 

: _ operations. Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 


_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999, 


Letter 92: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Cambridge, KurtH. Walter 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment _______ Response a 
Alternatives Preferred 


i ‘Massport’s selection of alternative 2 ‘(sic) as the preferred Altemative 1A is the preferred alternative. 


Alternative _ alternative is a business decision, not an environmental "The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental 


_ DEIS/FEIR contain analysis of PPP as a demand 

_ Management alternative at Logan Airport. PPP is not 
_ recommended for implementation at this time because airline 
_ Analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. 


_ impact decision. The alternatives that include peak hour 
_ pricing clearly show a significant, timely delay reduction 
_ with minimal environmental impacts. 


MEPA should deny the DEIS/DEIR until every impacted There was an extensive public participation and review 

_ Review | community and their elected representatives have been —_ process during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public 

_ Process : | visited by Massport and have been given the chance to comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 

: i _ submit their comments to MEPA. _ the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public : 
i _ scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 

_ subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To : 

_ assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with : 

_ awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport 

_ Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), 

_ which consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 

_ representatives from 24 communities surrounding 

_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry : 

_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 

_ forthe CAC to provide them with the capacity to 

_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 

_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 

_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 

_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 

_ CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 

_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 

_ Logan Airport’s neighboring communities, and Massport held 

_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 

_ an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 

_ comment period on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held 

_ two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
» input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and _ 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 

_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. 

_ Twelve meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 

_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
"and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 

_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 

_ industry experts. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


..l urge you look beyond the current request and force 
: Massport to calculate the impacts of a bi-directional 
_ Runway 14/32. 


| Review 
| Process 


q you ask Massport to calculate noise impacts 
_ using actual runway usage, not some unobtainable goal 
_ (referring to Preferential Runway Advisory System). 


~ PRAS, 
_ Runway Use 


Massport's noise contours are also misleading...Massport 
_ should use the current actual flight tracks to calculate 
"noise impact in the DEIS/DEIR. 


92.7 ~ Model 


| Noise 


__.... urge MEPA to make your approval contingent upon 

_ the creation of contracts to protect the public and ensure 

_ that Massport and FAA honor the commitments they have 
_ made to the impacted communities. 


Environmental MEPA 
_ Review : 


| Process 


92.8 


| The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all : 
aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 

_ Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 

_ the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 
"approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 

_ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
_ such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
_ to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 

_ Appropriate supporting documentation will also be issued 

_ (@.g., appropriate designations in the Airport/Facility 

_ Directory, and Notices to Airmen or NOTAMS). 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 

_ physical limitations that reinforce the : 
_ unidirectional requirements of that improvement concept. The 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 
_ within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades applicable 

_ FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 

_ precluding arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another 
factor limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the 
lack of available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the 

_ Runway 32. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 

_ Maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 

_ operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 

_ reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 

_ has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 

- Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. Refer to Section 8.7 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR Draft Section 61 Findings, 

_ and the discussion in Section 8.5 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR regarding enforcement of unidirectionality of 

~ Runway 14/32. 


uring very high demand periods, the controllers have litle or 


» no flexibility for runway selection and PRAS recommends an 
_ appropriate runway configuration given the extant demand. 

_ Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would give the controllers 

_ considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 

~ achievement of PRAS goals. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ demonstrates that the controllers have been improving 

_ performance with respect to PRAS recommendations. 

_ Section 8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains 

_ methods for more comprehensive monitoring of PRAS. These 
_ methods will be implemented as part of the mitigation 
program for the Airside Project. 


_ The noise analyses in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR are 
_ based on radar descriptions of the current existing flight 

_ tracks, except for the departure track for Runway 27. The 

_ departure flight track for Runway 27 is changing to the flight 
_ track recommended in the Runway 27 EIS. For studies of 

_ future events, a set of tracks more representative of the 

_ recommendations is appropriately used. 


_ Massport’s mitigation measures are reinforced through 
_ compliance with M.G.L. Chapter 30A, Section 61 and through 
_ specific state and federal certificates approving projects that 
_ have mitigation. The status of the Section 61 Finding 

_ commitments are tracked and reported in the Logan Airport 
_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). See also the Proposed 

' Section 61 Findings in Section 8.7 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR. 
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LETTER 93 


_ Dorchester Associations 


--One Barna kD 


Dorchester, MA 02124 
(617) 288-9035 
April 22, 1999 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
ATTN; Arthur Pugsloy, MEPA Unit. 

100 Cambridge ST, 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


RE: LOGAN ATRSIDK IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/REPORT 


EOKA __#10458 
Dear Secret.ary Durand: 


Dorchester Allicd Neighborhood Associations (D.A.N.A, ) represents the many 
diverse residents and neighborhoods of Dorchester as individuals and through their 
crime watch and Givic and neighborhood associations. 1 am the Dorchester Representa- 
Live appointed by D.A.N.A, to the Community Advisory Committee to Massport.. At the 
April 1999 D.A.N.A. meet.ing, a molion wag made, duly seeonded and unanimously passed 
fo oppose any expansion of Logan Internationa) Airport. D.A.N.A. ig opposed to the 
consteuction of new runways, specifically Runway 14/32 and we Are opposed’ to the 
construction of additional taxiwaya. 


The expansion of Logan Internationa] Airport. must be slopped. Logan Internation- 
al Airport. was built in a residential setling. While this may not have posed a problem 
75 years ago, today the increased dependence on air Lransportation in a densely 
populated urban arca makes this unacceptable. The residents of Lhe neighborhoods of 
Boston, including Derchester, and aj] the surrounding communtiies Loday suffer an 
unaccepLable level of noise and air pollution. No amount of noise miligation wil! 
solve Lhe problem we face when our windows are open or when we Ko oulside, No amount 
of noise miligation will address the very high Jevels of asthma and olher respiratory 
illness suffered by the residents of Boston. 


Mansport must not. waste taxpayer money huilding runway 14/32. Inatead, they mist 
diligently pursuc and maximize the use of an intermodal regional Lransportation Systom, 
The use of several airports located in various metropolitan areas does nol. solve the 
problems of noise and air pallution inthe city, it only spreads it around. The major 
growth in the area ig outside Lhe Interstate 495 area. With Fort Devens Jocated Jess 
than an hour from Hoston, the construction of a New England international regions, 
airport at Fort Devens with high speed rail links to the major metropolitan arcas is 
the mosl responsible approach. 


Massport has stated that. for Boston to be a "world class city" that attracts 
Lourtsts and conventioneers, Logan Internallona) Airporl must expand, Hoston is the 


Crand dame of American citics, with considerable historleal Significance made up of 
many unique neighborhoods. For Boston to be a “world class city" we must support. the 
neighborhoods. Otherwise, Roaton will have ho Neigthhorhoods, and she wil! become a 
giant. convention center, and business and indugteial park. Neither tourist uor 
conventioneers will be interested in coming to Boston, 


Ultimately, the environmental disaster called Lovan International Airport must. 
cease Loexist, reLurning Lo Boston and Winthrop the land that was theirs, Dorchester, 
Mast Boston and alt the surrounding communities deserve this, 

Three significant tiems which the DEIS/EIR dees nat. adequately address are: | 931 
"No credible case is made for building the proposed Runway 14/32 as a means Lo solve 
operational! delays al. Logan Internationa] Airport. Tt is oa thinly veiled capacity 
enhancing projech which will negatively effect Jarge numbers of people. 939 
The socio-economic and cuvironmental effeets from the proposed project on the inner . 
city and Che greater meLropolitan Boston area is not. adequately addressed. 


*The noise conlour mapa are illegible, making it impossible to determine Which 93.3 
: 


communities are most adversely efleeted by which conlour, it ds not a full diselosure 
document. 


On behalf of D.LALN.LA. and myself, [ support. the Review Comments on Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Dralt. Environmental tmpact. Report. for the Logan Airside 
Tmprovements Planning Project as presented by Masuachusetts Port. Authority dated 
February 1999, prepared by Robert. G. Burns of Monty Geltys, Mont.gomery Conau lt. ing 
Group, Ine, David Standley, P.E., Consultants Lo the Community Advisory Commit.tee to 
Massporl for the Community Advisory Commi Clee, dated Mare) 29, 1999, 


Therefore, we respectful ly request thal MEPA find Che DEIS/EIR to be inadequate and 
return il to the Masnachusetts Port Author3 ty. 


Sincerely, 


Pamcla A. Smith 
Dorchester Represental.ijve 
Communil._y Advisery Committee to Massport. 


Gch Arthur DPugsley, MEPA Unit 
Congressman J. Moakley 
Congressman M. Capuano 
Senator B. Joyce 
Senator S. Lynch 
Senator D. Wilkerson 
Representative T, Finneran 
RepresenlaLive G. Fox, 
Representative E. Malia 
Represenlative S, Qwens-Hicks 
Representative M. Walsh 
Councilor M. Feeney 
Councilor C, Yancey 
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Letter 93 


Community Advisory Committee 
Representative, Dorchester 
Dorchester Allied Neighborhood Association 


Comment 


' Need : _ Runway 14/32 as a means to solve operational delays at 
_ Logan International Airport. It is a thinly veiled capacity 

_ enhancing project which will negatively effect [sic] large 

_ numbers of people. 


Environmental Impacts 
_ Justice | proposed project on the inner city and the greater 
: : | metropolitan Boston area is not adequately addressed. 


Studies ‘The noise contour maps are illegible. 


' No credible case is made for building the proposed _ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
__ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The : 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the | 
» future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic : 
_ levels increase. 
_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 
_ Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
_ scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the : 
_ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has i 
" programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 
- associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
_ are described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 


_ Refer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

" discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. Low-income 
_ and minority populations were defined in accordance with 
_ Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order 

_ and the Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 

_ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of 

_ low-income populations was expanded to include households 
_ at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there 

_ is no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 
_ and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


The socio-economic and environmental effects from the 


Pamela Smith 


Response 


_ Refer to the new graphics in Chapters 4, 5 and6 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS: 


Letter 93:Community Advisory Committee Representative, Dorchester 
Dorchester Allied Neighborhood Association, Pamela Smith 


LETTER 94 


Mr. Robert Durand ‘ 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs : 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

100 Cambridge St., - 20" floor 

Boston, MA 02202 

ATTN: Arthur Pugsley 

MEDA Unit 

File Number — 10458 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


year. The fact that 54% of Logan passengers come from 128 and beyond makes Hanscom a perfect 
location for another usable airport. 


The EIS/EIR is a flawed report that should be withdrawn. It uses 1993 as the base year, but was not 942 
released until 1999. The weather data used is from 1981-1990, and weather patterns have changed since 

then. This report only goes out to the year 2010, which is only 11 years away. If the proposed expansion 

were to go forward, its completion date would be 2005. By Massports estimates, the delay problem will 

be worse in 2010 than it is today, even with the expansion, yet they have no plan to deal with this problem. 94 3 
This is a shortsighted approach to a long-term problem. A 20-year outlook should be used, and a second 


-Sincerely, 


John J. Mahoney 
Malden CAC Representative 


Y) 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 94 

Community Advisory Committee 
Representative, Malden 

John Mahoney 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 


Comment Response 


» Regional Regional _ There are other altematives and options that exist and | The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 

| Transportation — Airports _ should be implemented before a new runway and taxiway _ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan — 

| are employed. | Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 
i _ Runway incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 

_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 

_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 

_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

_ numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 

_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

_ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 

_ Studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 

_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995.Basedon 

_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected and the 

_ Most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 

_ considered in the Draft EIS/EIR. The alternatives analysis in 

_ the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is consistent with state and 

_ federal scoping directives for the Airside Project. The results 

_ of the Airside analysis indicate that alternatives that include 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 provide the most benefit in terms 

_ Of delay reduction and ability to achieve PRAS 


_ Analysis _ Base Year | ..Ituses 1993 as the base year, but was not released _ The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airp : 
_ Assumptions/ until 1999. The weather data used is from 1981-1990, and _ not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
' Methodologies _ weather patterns have changed... _ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
: _ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 

_ to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 

_ calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

_ results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 

_ conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 

_ analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 

© Logan Airport. 


_ Comparative analysis of 1981 to 1990 weather with 1989 to 
_ 1998 weather identifies no significant differences in statistical 
_ properties. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 2 Comment 
_ Planning his report only goes out to the year 2010, which is only 
_ Period 1 years away...A 20-year outlook should be used... 


Methodologies 


' airports... should be implemented before any 


_ Pricing 
/ Logan improvements are considered. 


(ero Commi naman Connie Geen Maun nee finns es a sees ee a I wl 


our pricing and the expanded use of other 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ Massport has developed a range of potential future traffic 
levels for planning purposes. For a variety of reasons, 

_ Massport believes that the forecasts described as 1999 and 
_ 2010 projections in the Logan Airside Improvements 

_ Feasibility Study, Phase | Report and the DEIS/EIR will not 

_ be achieved until after 1999 and 2010, respectively. The 

| Airport is likely to reach 29 million passengers (formerly the 

_ “4999” forecast) in 2003. Developments at the regional 

_ airports and Amtrak’s high speed Acela Express rail service 
_ to New York are expected to further slow Logan Airport's 

| passenger traffic growth. As a result, Logan Airport is now 

_ expected to reach 37.5 million passengers in 2015 and 

_ 45 million passengers in 2024. Thus the planning forecasts 

_ that underlie the delays and environmental analyses covera 
_ planning period that extends beyond 2020. Refer to Chapters 
_ and 4 of the Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR for a i 
_ complete discussion of the planning forecasts. 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 


_ DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 

_ demand management alternative at Logan Airport. The 
"analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 

_ airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 

_ capacity of the airport and provides an assessment of the 

_ extent of the benefits from PPP under such circumstances. 


Analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that i 
service development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 
strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
Massport has actively encouraged the development of 


_ regional airports and use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 
_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
_ analysis supports the conclusion that greater use of the 

_ regional airports will provide passengers within the service 

_ area of such airports with a viable alternative to 

_ Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport’s primary 
_ service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 

_ regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 

_ projects at Logan Airport. 
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Letter 95 

Community Advisory 

Committee Representative, Hingham 
Richard Goldhammer 


Comment Response 


_ What is the impact on our CHILDREN’S HEALTH WITH _ There is no evidence to suggest that the levels of 

_ THE PRESENT NUMBER OF FLIGHTS OVER OUR _ environmental noise generated by Logan Airport are a health 

| NEIGHBORHOOD?...WHAT ARE WE SUPPOSED TO DO tisk to residents. This is especially true in Hingham where DNL 
| WHEN FLIGHTS OVER HINGHAM TRIPLE? _ levels from Logan Airport overflights are on the order of 55 dB 
i _ orless, some 20 dB below the highest exposure levels 


experienced by communities much closer to Logan Airport. 


Enviromental "sad. ask you to find this environmental impact statement The altemative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping _ 
| Review : | inadequate and to recommend a regional solution to this _ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 
_ Process | issue. addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 


levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 
discussion of regional alternatives. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports and 
high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 
Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

_ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 

_ analysis in Chapter 2 indicates, these off-airport altematives are 

_ expected to reduce aircratt traffic growth pressures at 

_ Logan Airport, but they will not eliminate airside delays at 

_ Logan Airport that occur because of a third operating runway 

_ during periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, 

_ which specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and 

_ provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 

_ benefits will only increase in the future, even as developments 

_ atthe regional airports and high-speed rail to New York actto 

reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 
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Joseph S. Gulino : 
Melrose Representative to the Logan CAC LETTER 96 


25 Apple Hill Road 
Melrose, MA 02176 


a 


* April 20, 1999 


Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th F loor 
Boston, MA 02025 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


| am writing to ask you for your help in Opposing Massports expansion plans for 
Logan Airport. 


It is my feeling that given Massports increased air traffic projections, that this 
new runway does not begin to address delays at Logan Airport. 


Massport argues that this new runway will provide relief to the communities 
Surrounding the airport. That seems to be at odds with the opinions of the 
people who live in those communities. 


from an existing average of 90 operations per hour now. This would seem to me 
to be an expansion plan, and not a delay reduction plan, and this would also 
Seem to place. a greater burden on the communities, not any relief. 


| would argue that the burden of airport traffic should be shared by all 
communities that use the airport, kind of like a “pay to play" rule. By this | mean 
that Logan is at its Capacity and by Massports estimates, 40-60% of the people 
who use Logan live outside of the Route 128 belt. 


Logan is only 1,200 acres, and, as many Major airports go, relatively small in 
comparison to the newer, major 10,000 acre airports that have been built or 
expanded around the country. : 


| support Mayor Menino, Congressman Markey, Congress Capuano and other 

political and social leaders, as well as the the community group CARE's 96.1 
recommendation for a blue ribbon commission to Study and strategize on our 

regional transportation system and to look for long term solutions to the 
Commonwealth's transportation needs, including the siting of a new major 

airport. 


This would alleviate Safety and environmental concerns in the immediate 
Metropolitan area of Boston including but not limited to reductions in air and 
ground transportation in the City of Boston, reductions in noise and air pollution, 
and an increase in quality of life issues, etc., etc. 


| find it unconscionable that Massport to date has spent Millions of dollars, 

considers this new runway to be a delay reduction plan, and at the same time 

admits that they have failed to look at any long term solutions that are obviously 
necessary to bring our air transportation system into the 21st century. 46 ) 
Massport claims to be a good neighbor, and yet, as the City of Melrose ; 
representative to the CAC, | am a bit confused by this claim. | asked massport 

at a meeting of the Airside Review Committee (ARC), if they would come to our 

City to explain to our Mayor, Board of Alderman and our homeowners and 

taxpayers the effects of this new runway on our community. Betty Derosier, with 
Director Peter Blute, Standing right there, said that they would. But when | called 

at the request of our Mayor and Board of Alderman to schedule this meeting, 

Massport's response was " we have reconsidered our position with respect to 

individual community presentations" (see attached letter). 


Melrose has and continues to experience an increase in air traffic and noise, 
and | have come to the belief that it is expected to triple. Today, according to 
Massports estimates, Melrose experiences 4% of all airport traffic, which will 
increase to 12%. On current volume of 500,000 operations today, that is 
currently 20,000 flights per year increasing to 60,000 flights per year over 
Melrose and will increase to 90,000 flights per year when volume levels reach 
the expected 750,000 flights per year. Yet Massport doesn't consider Melrose to 
be adversely impacted. | find this outrageous and ask for your help in holding 
Massport accountable. 


Massport's computer generated flight models do not even show a jet flying over 
Melrose, yet I can look up in the skies on just about any given day and I can 
show you many jets flying over Melrose. 


Massport was very careful in documenting their public participation quota. 
However, it is my feeling that they shyed away from any real public participation, 


as evidenced by their eagerness to Push this project through in two months after 
a 20 month period of self imposed delay. 


I share the sentiments of many that this DEIS/DEIR document is flawed in it's 

selection of outdated weather and flight data information, its' lack of analysis 06 3 
and/or inclusion of potential solutions to delay and expansion scenarios (i.e. 

peak period pricing and Hanscom field, etc.) and it is my opinion that it is flawed 

in it's conclusion that this is the answer to reducing delays and solving the 
Commonwealth's air transportation needs. 


I urge you to join the political and social leaders, and the communities and the 
people who oppose this new runway and proposal, until such time as Massport 
updates it's data and considers and includes some long term solutions to this air 
transportation problem. 


Boston is a World Class City, and the people and businesses of the 
Commonwealth deserve a World Class and Long Term solution to their air 
transportation needs. 


Thank you very much for your help. 


ogeph S. Gulino, 
Melrose representative 
to the Logan CAC 


Attachment 


CC:John Silva, Manager, FAA Airports Division Environmental Programs 
John DeVillars, New England Regional Administrator EPA 
Melrose Mayor Patrick Guerrierro 
Melrose Board of Alderman 
State Representative Michael Festa 
State Senator Richard Tisei 
Logan CAC Chair 
CARE Board 
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Community Advisory 

Committee Representative, Melrose 
Joseph S. Gulino 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
96.1 ' Enviromental Blue Ribbon —_| support...recommendation for a blue ribbon commission —_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ Review | pANEL _ to study and strategize on our regional transportation __ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS 
| Process i _ system... _ to address specific issues identified by the FAA following input 


' from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA’s 
direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the 

© Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 

| were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the 

» direction of the New England Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel 

_ convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly with a 

_ final meeting in December of 2000. A total of 12 meetings were 

| held. To provide the appropriate background, the SDEIS Panel 

_ was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft 
_ EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written by members of the public, 
| concerned agencies and public officials responding to the Draft 
_ EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and written presentations from 
the Project's technical consulting team and other independent 

| industry experts. 


_ As summarized in the Draft EIS/EIR, a number of studies that 

_ address regional transportation planning issues have been 

' conducted over the last ten years. These studies have concluded 
_ that the Airside Project at Logan Airport, the expansion of the 
_ regional airports, and the implementation of high speed rail are all 

_ necessary for meeting the short-term and long-term inter-city 

_ travel needs of the New England region. These regional 

_ recommendations are in various stages of implementation. 


Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the entire 
| region's air transportation system, along with a discussion of 
"alternative modes, specifically high-speed rail, and describes the 


_ regional study and its major conclusions. i 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 a Response a = ae ee 
96.2. Environmental _ There was an extensive public participation and review process _ 
: | Review 


| process. _ during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public comments 

_ were received on the ENF after it was filed during the summer of 
_ 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public scoping sessions were 
held to provide community input to the subsequent state and 
' federal scopes for the project. To assure that the Airside analysis 
_ was conducted with awareness and input from all concerned 
"parties, the Massport Board established the Airside Review 
_ Committee (ARC), which consists of the Community Advisory 
_ Committee (with representatives from 24 communities 
_ surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants for 
_ the CAC to provide them with the capacity to professionally 
» assess the analysis and conclusions of the Airside Study. 
_ Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 16 meetings with the 
' ARC, an additional 15 meetings with just the CAC, and several 
| meetings with the CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 
_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
_ Logan Airport’s neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching an 
_ audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public comment 
_ period on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 

_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS 
to address specific issues identified by the FAA following input 

_ froma SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA’s 
direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the 

_ Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 

_ were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the 

| direction of the New England Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel 

_ convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly with a 
_ final meeting in December of 2000. A total of 12 meetings were 
' held. To provide the appropriate background, the SDEIS Panel 

_ was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft 
_ EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written by members of the public, 
_ concerned agencies and public officials responding to the Draft 

_ EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and written presentations from 
_ the Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
industry experts. 


| Process 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code 


Topic 1 


Topic 2 Comment 


__ and flight data information, its lack of analysis and/or 

_ inclusion of potential solutions to delay and expansion 
| scenarios (i.e. peak period pricing and Hanscom field, 
| etc)... 


..document is flawed in its selection of outdated weather 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 
The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides updated information for 
/ 1998—the latest year for which actual Logan Airport data are : 
: available. 1993 was adopted as the base year when the Airside 
| Improvement studies commenced in 1994. The primary function 


_ of the Base Year analysis is to calibrate the airfield operation 
_ models and environmental impact models. The benefits and : 
_ impacts of the action altematives (Alternatives 1, 1A,2and3) are | 
_ assessed by comparing these not with the base year, but with 
_ Alternative 4, the No-Action Alternative. The planning scenarios 
| for 37.5 and 45 million passengers represent a range of future 
: activity at Logan Airport expected in the 2010 to 2020 time frame. 


» Analysis of 1981 to 90 weather with 1989-98 weather identifies no 
_ significant differences in statistical properties. : 
_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


_ contain analysis of PPP as a demand management alternative at 
_ Logan Airport. PPP is not recommended for implementation at 
_ this time because airline overscheduling is not a major contributor 
| to current delays at Logan Airport. However, as a mitigation 
_ Measure, Massport has proposed to implement a Peak Period 

_ Monitoring System to determine if airline overscheduling is 

: emerging based on future growth in aircraft operations. Massport 
believes that initiation of this monitoring program will provide the 


| necessary market signals to encourage carriers to make efficient 
: use Of available facilities at Logan Airport. Should the monitoring 


_ program indicate that overscheduling conditions are likely to 

_ develop, Massport is prepared to initiate a process, as described 
_ in Section 4.5.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, to initiate the 

_ tule-making process to implement PPP at that time. 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field in 
_ the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
| Serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, : 
' already accommodates a significant number of aircraft operations _ 
| (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field activity 
_ includes private, business, charter, and air taxi operations that 
_ might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project : 
_ Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, 
' began commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, 
| Offering limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets 
| - Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware 
» (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also 
_ conducting operations between Hanscom and New York 
LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports commercial service 
_ at Hanscom Field consistent with its established policy (60-seat 
_ regulation), it believes that Hanscom Field will maintain its role as 
_ amajor general aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity 
| to Logan, Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will 
_ prevent its development as a significant commercial airport. 
' Additionally, commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely 
» to move a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 
' Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of passengers on 
_ Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to other Logan Airport 
_ flights. However, any new commercial service initiatives proposed _ 
_ for Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for consistency with the 
_ Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), its Annual Updates, and applicable 
_ tegulatory limitations, and shall be considered by the 
_ Hanscom Field Advisory Committee, Refer to Section 2.6 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field. The 
» environmental impacts of commercial services at Hanscom Field 
_ are summarized from the HGEIR and appear in Appendix B of 

" the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Deborah A. Santiano-McHatton 


89 Leverett Ave , os 
Beachmont, MA 02151 LETTER 97 
April 19th.1999 
‘ 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 


Boston, MA 02202 
RE: Draft EIR logan Airside Improvements - EOEA #10458 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Sunn ee 


logan Alrside Improvements Planning Project. Volume 3 p.1 “overview* 


2. Runway 14/32 


Runway 14/32 has been presented to the community as a way of reducing delay for 
Massport. It is also purported to distribute operations more evenly amongst neighboring 


conditions 14/32 could Possibly provide some relief to our community. However with 
Massports growth Projections, our neighborhood will retum to the same intolerable level 
in just a few years. 


3. Proposed Centerfield Taxiway 


The new centerfield taxiway will make runways 4/22 more attractive to use. This would 
offset the purpose of sharing the burden of operations with other communities. PRAS 
goals have not been met in the past and this timprovement will certainly not provide 
relief to Revere, East Boston, or Winthrop. 


4. Noise 


The Draft EIR addresses noise with updating aircraft's to Stage Three. Currently 85% 
of operation at Logan are Stage Three and all late night operation are restricted to 
Stage Three. Stage three is still q very noisy aircraft, loud enough to wake you up 
at 3AM. Therefore Stage Three is inadequate in resolving noise pollution. 

It should be mandated that all aircraft be no louder than 65 decibels. 


The Draft EIR does not provide any long term solution to Massports propensity to grow, 
nor does it address the consequences to the impacted communities, the injustice to the 
*close-in* communities. 


lam a life-long resident of Beachmont , the most highly impacted area of Revere, living 
within the 70 to often well above 85 decibel noise contour from Logan. Sound -proofing 
is not suitable mitigation for the environmental injustice inflicted upon us. We need strict 
night time curfews, effective from 10PM to 7AM. An operational cap should be 
implemented at Logan. With limited land size, hasn't Logan really reached it's capacity? 
Sound-proofing should be expanded to include central ait-conditioning. Trees should be 
planted to absorb some of the noise. Noise and air pollution monitors (such as those 


requested by our community and not received) should be made available to all 
impacted neighborhoods. 


Logan as it exist today is here to stay. With its own projection for growth, and subsequent 
noise, our neighborhoods will be extinct in the future. 


The Draft EIR fails to look seriously at a second major Airport, which would be the only 
real solution for impacted communities. 


Respecttully, 


La leit Lo Oat WZ Lh llr. 


Deborah A. Santiano-McHatton 


97.2 


97.3 


97.4 


97.5 


97.6 


97.7 
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Letter 97 

Community Advisory Committee 
Representative, Revere Alternate 
Deborah A. Santiano-McHatton 


Comment Response 


| Alternative _ Reduced _ We are opposed to the lowering of the decision point _ Reducing the current landing minimums for Runways 15R, 22L, 
: Approach _ minimum on runway 22L...This will mean more planeson and 27 at Logan Airport does not equate to a reduction in the 
_ Minima | tunway 4/22 during bad weather... _ existing levels of safety. Aircraft would follow the same arrival 


_ paths, at the same altitudes as today, but the location at which 
_ amissed approach procedure would be initiated would be 

_ moved closer to the airport. Ideally, whenever possible, the 

_ lowest minimums are used to ensure the greatest availability of 
_ a runway during poor weather. Although normally categorically 
_ excluded from the NEPA review, the Airside Project study 

_ included modeling of changes in runway availability due to 

_ reductions in the approach minimums and an analysis of the 

_ potential impacts on community noise exposure that may result. 
_ Appendix D indicates a 0.1 percent increase in equivalent jet 
arrivals on Runway 22 and no increase in equivalent jet 

_ departures on Runway 4 with the 37.5M High Fleet and 

_ Reduced Minimums. 


...there is no relief to us in high Northeast winds with 14/32 
_ operating. With mild weather conditions 14/32 could 
_ possibly provide some relief to our community. 


In high northeast winds, Runway 4R is the primary runway. 
_ However, in milder northeast winds, Runway 14/32 would 
provide some relief. 


The new centerfield taxiway will make runways 4/22 more The taxiway improvements are designed to improve 
_ Improvements __ attractive to use...this ‘improvement will certainly not | ground movement efficiency and safety, and to reduce taxiing 
| provide relief to Revere, East Boston, or Winthrop. _ delays; thereby reducing associated noise and emissions. 
: _ When using Runways 22L/R for departures, the Centerfield 
_ Taxiway would provide an alternate taxi route for Runway 22L 
_ departures to bypass the queue for Runway 22R, thereby 
_ reducing taxiway congestion and associated noise and 
_ emissions. Runway 22L departures represent less than 
_ ten percent of the total departures. Under existing conditions, 
_ aircraft needing to depart on Runway 22L (typically heavy jets, 
_ such as 747s with long takeoff distance requirements) must 
_ wait in the queue on Taxiway November with aircraft departing 
_ on Runway 22R. With the Centerfield Taxiway, aircraft 
_ departing on Runway 22L could depart quickly after reaching 
_ the runway end, and the number of aircraft queuing on 
_ Taxiway November should decline. Also, the aircraft on the ; 
_ Taxiway November should be smaller, implying lower noise and 
air quality emissions. With the addition of Runway 14/32, use of 
_ Runways 22R and 22L for departures would decline. i 


_ Therefore Stage Three is inadequate in resolving noise ‘Stage 3is not the final answer to aircraft noise. However, the 
_ Aircraft _ pollution. It should be mandated that all aircraft be no louder _ retirement of hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft, the continued 
_ than 65 decibels. _ development of quieter aircraft, and the ongoing research for 


» quieter future aircraft offer significant hope for the future. 

_ However, a noise limit of 65 dBA, which is well below the 
"federal limits for automobiles and trucks, is not appropriate for 
aircraft. 


Tonerer. Containing a ety Coniico Re nesone “PASO AIG TLL Dia Sal en fe a ee 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code bee Topic 2 Comment Response 


..[The Draft EIR does not] address the consequences to The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 

he impacted communities, the injustice to the ‘close-in’ _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 
communities. | populations were defined in accordance with Federal Executive 
Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the Council on 
Environmental Quality’s guidance on environmental justice. In 
addition, the analysis of low-income populations was expanded 
to include households at 150 percent of poverty level. This 
analysis found that there is no high and adverse i 
disproportionate impact to low-income and minority populations 
caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income or 
» minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population within 
_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is minority, 

_ compared to the Suffolk County minority population of 

_ 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within the 

_ 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 

_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 

_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour associated 

_ with the Preferred Altemative includes a predominately 

_ Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is predicted under 
_ worst case assumptions to experience an increase of 0.6 dB or — 
_ less. Under FAA standards, this change is not a significant 
_ adverse impact. The minority and low-income populations in 

_ South Boston and East Boston affected by the 
_ Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are almost identical to 
_ the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL contour for the 
_ Preferred Alternative does not extend into Jamaica Plain, 

_ Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the increased noise 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour will be provided to affected 

_ communities in the form of residential sound insulation. 


_ Adiscussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is presented 
in Section 6.8 of Supplemental | DEIS/FEIR. 


» Sound Sound-proofing is not suitable mitigation for the Sound insulation does not totally mitigate aircraft noise. 
- Insulation _ environmental injustice inflicted upon us. _ However, it reduces the noise inside the dwelling unit to 
i improve the indoors environment and reduce the impact on 
indoor human activities, such as speech communication and 
_ sleeping. 


_ While the implementation of the Preferred Alternative would 

_ bring additional homes within the criteria for inclusion in the 

» sound insulation program, the inside of these homes will have 
_ lower noise levels than they would have had without sound 
insulation under the No Action Altemative. 


_ Comment noted. 


Regional Regional The Draft EIR fails to look seriously at a second major 


977 
: Transportation 


Conservation Law Foundation — ~. LETTER 98 


April 23. 1999 


U Robert Durand _ 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
106 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 
Attention: MEPA Office (Arthur Pugsley) 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division. ANE-600 

New England Region 

Federal Aviation Administration 


Re: — Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 


Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report. EOEA #10458 


Gentlemen: 


Enclosed tor filing please tind‘the Comments of the Conservation Law 
Foundation on the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Dratt Environmental 
Impact Statemenv Report submitted by the Massachusetts Port Authority. CLF urges the 
Massachusetts Secretary of Environmental Affairs and the Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Administration to find that the DEIS/R is inadequate. and to require that 
Massport prepare a Supplemental DEIS/R. 


While an extremely valuable asset for Boston and the region. Logan Airport has 
serious environmental impacts. ranging from the noise Impacts of planes to the motor 
vehicle air pollution attributable to the airport. New England's largest generator of motor 
vehicle trips. CLF is very skeptical of the need for either expanded runway capacity at 
Logan or a new regional airport. either to reduce delays or accommodate passenger 
growth. The sought-after benefits of such facilities can be obtained through less 
environmentally harmtul means: namely. if Logan operated more etfic‘ently (through 
“peak hour pricing™ or other runway pricing retorms) and better use was made of intercity 


‘Conservation Law Foundation . 
Tail service as well as other regional airports which travelers could reach by © 
_ environmentally responsible modes of transportation, including rail: 


Massport was tasked with analyzing in the DEIS/R whether these measures could 
be alternative means for addressing flight delays at Logan. Unfortunately, Massport did 
an inadequate job of performing this analysis. Accordingly, Massport has failed to make 
Its case that the proposed “airside improvements,” of which Runway 14/32 is the most 


Massport’s failure adequately to consider administrative measures like peak-hour 
Pricing and the potential of rail and other airports as alternative ways of addressing 


agencies in Massachusetts to initiate a planning process, in partnership with officials from 
Rhode Island and New Hampshire and with other stakeholders from around the region, to 
deveisp 2 workable, sustainable Sitaiegy for handiing inter-city travel demand in the 
region. The plan would address both goals for use of rail service and other airports and 


Very truly yours, 


ila Gllilys. (Prva flag. Cafe L. Kighig 


Stephen H. Burrington : Bennet Heart Seth L. Kaplan | 
General Counsel Senior Attommey Staff Attorney 
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COMMENTS OF THE CONSERVATION LAW FOUNDATION 
ON THE LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/REPORT 


EOEA No. 10458 
per 23, 1999 
Submitted by Seth L. Kaplan, Bennet Heart, and Stephen H. Burmington 
I. Introduction | 


The Conservation Law Foundation (CLF), a member-supported, non-profit 
environmental advocacy organization founded in 1966, has been involved with Logan 
International Airport related issues for many years. CLF’s mission is to work to solve the 
environmental problems that threaten the people, natural resources, and communities of 
New England, and the plans and actions of the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) at 
Logan Airport have regularly warranted our attention. Historically, when the subject of 
meeting increasing demand for air travel in the region has come up, one of two options are 
put on the table: Logan cannot grow to accommodate projected demand, so we need to 
build a “second airport” (in a location with no transit/rail access) or Logan needs to grow 


mates ene et oe Rare? «ay 
even 1 it ts at the expense of neighboring communities. CLF has Feiected hath positions, 


Severai years ago CLF opposed pians to “bank” iand for a second regionai airport on the 
grounds that no such facility would be needed if Logan operated more efficiently and 
better use was made of existing regional airports and rail. CLF has also argued, in 
comments on Logan plans filed under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 
(MEPA), that Massport should use “peak hour pricing” to help de-congest Logan's 
runways and reduce the disproportionate use of the airport by smaller planes. 


Massport now comes forward, in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report 
(DEIS/R) under consideration. with a highly controversial proposal to build an additional 
runway at Logan -- a proposal Massport unsuccessfully advanced thirty years ago -- and 
make certain other infrastructure and operational changes, The stated surnose oft 
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TaStrUcture anc cperationa: changes is to address flight 
delays at Logan, not expand Logan's capacity. Given the magnitude of the proposal, the 
clear direction provided by the Secretary of Environmental A ffairs’ November 1995 
Certificate on the Environmental Notification Form (ENF), and the over three years that 
Massport has had to prepare this DEIS/R, Massport should have retumed with a document 
containing a first-rate alternatives analysis, both with respect to peak period pricing and 
other landing fee reforms, as well as the role of other airports and rail travel. 
Unfortunately, however, the DEIS/R alternatives analysis fails on both counts. First, 
Massport’s submission fails to adequately assess the potential to reduce delays and make 
Logan more efficient through better administration of the existing airport -- like revamping 
landing fees and implementing “peak-hour pricing,” a measure that would discourage small 
planes from clogging the airport during busy times. Second, it fails to adequately consider 
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the potential of other airports in the region and rail service to, in conjunction with runway _ 


pricing reform, handle enough of Logan’s present and future business so as to largely 
alleviate the delay problem flagged by Massport. Most notably, Massport fails to consider 
the potential for T.F. Green Airport in Warwick, Rhode Island, and the Manchester Airport 
in Manchester, New Hampshire, to service more than merely their discrete geographic 
areas. These “regional reliever” airports already serve, and can provide far greater service 
in the future to, the Greater Boston metropolitan area. This is similar to the function that 
Newark Airport serves in the New York City area, and that Dulles and Baltimore- 
Washington Airports serve in metropolitan Washington, D.C. 


Massport’s failure to adequately consider administrative measures like peak-hour 
pricing and the potential of T.F. Green and Manchester airports is related to a larger and 
more serious problem: the absence of a regional strategy for dealing with Massport’s 
ominous growth projections for Logan. Massport estimates that, whether or not the 
proposed runway is built, Logan's present level of 26.5 million passengers per year will 
grow to between 37.5 and 45 million passengers by 2010. A major regional planning 
initiative is needed right now -- before additional capacity is provided at Logan -- to 
address how to plan for this projected demand in the most efficient and environmentally 
sensitive way possible. 


Essentially, Massport is proposing a short-term solution to a long-term problem. If 
the DEIS/R is accurate, then the “sirside improvements” Massport Proposes will simply 
reduce delay at Logan temporarily until the unrelenting surge in passengers using Logan 
and resulting airplane operations overwhelms even an expanded airport. Massport’s failure 
to address the long term, however, does not mean that the DEIS/R adequately addresses the 
short-term question of delay and what alternatives exist to remedy that situation. The 
DEIS/R fails to address. in an effective, appropriate and sufficiently thorough manner, a 
number of important issues identified in the Secretary’s Certificate on the ENF. 
Consequently, the EOEA Secretary pursuant to his authority under the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act. as well as the Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) in her role as the federal official who will have to issue a record of 
decision for this process, should require that a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report be prepared to deal with the issues which have not been adequately 
addressed in the DEIS/R. Hi would not be sufficient ie address the Geficiencies identified in 
the following comments, and the deficiencies identified by other commentors, in a Final 
EIS/R. The breadth and depth of the deficiencies are such that they require the preparation 
of a Supplemental DEIS/R which will begin to address the critical issues and concems 
overlooked in the DEIS/R. 


While the supplemental DEIS/R is being prepared, Massport can, in cooperation 
with the FAA, initiate a revised landing fee and peak period pricing pilot program. 
Working with the FAA to develop and implement such a pilot program would effectively 
insulate such a program from the legal challenges which undermined Massport’s 1988 
effort to reform Logan's landing fees to improve airport operations. The results of such a 
pilot program can be incorporated in the suppiementai DEIS/R. Additionally, during this 
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same critical time period Massport will be able to better assess the emerging reality of 
high-speed rail in New England. The supplemental DEIS/R should reflect actual data, and 
enhanced projections based on such data, from the actual operation of Amtrak’s Acela high 
speed rail service as well as revised data and projections concerning the use and role of the 
other regional airports. Finally, while the supplemental DEIS/R is being prepared, we 
urge Massport and other leading state officials to join with their counterparts in Rhode 
Island and New Hampshire, along with other interested parties throughout the region, to 
develop a workable, sustainable plan for inter-city travel in New England. The plan would 
address both the roles the different airports and rail services should be serving and how 
best to allow these a:rmorts te niav those roles by, zmong other measures fostering clean, 
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II. The alternatives analysis in Massport’s DEIS/R is inadequate and requires 
that a Supplemental DEIS/R be prepared. 


A. Massport fails to adequately assess the potential to address Logan’s delay 
problems through better use of other airports and rail travel. 


The Secretary of Environmental A ffairs left no doubt in her Certificate that the 
“off-airport alternatives” to Logan expansion, namely better use of other airports in the 
region and rail travel, had to be thoroughly examined in the DEIR. Noting that this issue 
had “generated substantial and thoughtfu! commentary Som many sgencies, citizens, and 
organizations” and that she herseif had “spoken at iength” on the “need for an analysis of 
increased use both of other regional airports and intermodal transportation as viable 
alternatives to increased operations at Logan” in her Certificate on Massport’s 1994 
Generic EIR for Logan, the Secretary stated that “the Draft EIR should discuss these off- 
airport alternatives and analyze the potential each has to divert passengers and/or cargo 
from (and lower the operational impacts of) Logan Airport.” (ENF Certificate, p. 3) 
Massport does discuss these issues, of course, but in an entirely inadequate manner. 


Massport asserts that no matter what happens at other airports and on the rail 
system, the number of passengers demanding flights to or from Logan will rise to between 
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7.5 and 48 million hy 2010. This is hecance Maseport concludes that the best that can be 
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hopec for :rom “regional aitematives” :s a diversion of 7.4 mullion passengers, an amount 
about the size of the growth projection range. Massport essentially says that no matter 
what happens with other airports or rail, there still will be a delay problem. There are at 
least three problems with Massport’s approach. First, it is entirely reactive rather than 
proactive; Massport does not concem itself with what significant steps it might take to 
boost this diversion number (although Massport’s recent renewed interest in making better 
use of Worcester Airport is an encouraging development). A second closely related 


problem is Massport failure to assess, with or without such an enhanced Massport role, the 


potential of rail travel and other airports, most notably T.F. Green and Manchester airports, 


to handle more of the traffic currently being, or projected to be, handled by Logan. Third, 
Massport ignores the possibility that under different growth scenarios for other airports, 
Logan Airport’s flight mix, so inefficientiy burdened with small general aviation and 
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regional carriers, could be significantly altered so that Logan’s flight operations per year 
could decrease enough to alleviate delays. 


i. Massport’s passive approach to regional alternatives. 


Massport offers a disappointingly passive approach when it comes to the potential 
to serve travelers through facilities other than Logan. Massport suggests that the only role 
it can play regarding “alternative travel choices to provide relief to Logan” is to assist in 
their “promotion.” (DEIS/R at 2-38.) Asan independent quasi-public authority Massport 
has broad powers allowing it to engage in a wide range of activities. If, for example, 
Masspori were ic determine that entering ints a Memorandum of Undersianding with 
Amtrak under which Massport agreed to subsidize increased service to and from South 
Station to help reduce delay at Logan, there would be no legal impediment to the execution 
of such an agreement by Massport. Massport’s varied aviation, maritime and development 
activities demonstrate the many roles that a public authority can play. Indeed, even if we 
were to accept the falsely limited notion of Massport’s role as a “promoter” of regional 
alternatives, there is no analysis of the effect that different degrees and types of efforts in 
this area by Massport would have on use of such “alternative travel choices.” What 
Massport should have done is present a wide range of alternatives in the DEIS/R in which 
enhancements, improvements and changes to a wide range of regional transportation 
facilities were proposed and analyzed and the role that Massport could play in facilitating 
these enhancements. improvements and changes was described. 


ii. The emerging role of rail for travel within, as well as to and from, New 
England. 
L The coming of Acela: three hours door to door from Boston’s Financial 


District to Midtown Manhattan. 


Massport acknowledges that high speed rail in the Boston to New York corridor is 
imminent and will capture some of Logan’s Boston to New York traffic. Massport relies 
on outdated 1994 Amtrak data for its projections, however. Since the preparation of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report and 4(f) Statement for Northeast Corridor 
Improvement Project Electrification in 1994 by the Federai Railroad Administration, more 
refined projections cf ridership on the new high speed Aceia service have been prepared 
and utilized by Amtrak. In the Supplemental DEIR, Massport should utilize Amtrak’s 
most current ridership projections. Moreover, as noted above, requiring the preparation of 
a supplemental DEIS/R will give Massport the gift of time, time that will allow it to utilize 
an analysis of the acrwal operations of the new Acela High Speed Rail as well as updated 


projections of total ridership based on new data gleaned from actual operations in the 
supplemental EIS/R. 


oe The T.F. Green connection: the DEIS/R ignores the critical rail 


developments in the Boston/Rte. 128 Station/Providence/T.F. Green 
segment of the Northeast Corridor. | 
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The DEIS/R fails to mention the proposed construction of a major new intermodal 
transportation facility which will reshape even further our regional transportation system: 
the train station at T.F. Green Airport in Warwick, Rhode Island. A NEPA Environmental 
Assessment is being prepared for the station, and construction should be completed and the 
station operational by the end of 2001. The State of Rhode Island and the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts have entered into an agreement regarding the extension of MBTA 
commuter rail to T.F. Green. CLF has learned from Amtrak’s Vice President for Policy 
and Planning that Amtrak will stop Acela Express (high speed) trains at T.F. Green station 
if there is sufficient passenger demand and that all Acela Regional (conventional Amtrak 
Service) trains are expected lo stop there. He suggested that it 1s possible that Amtrak 
operations at T.F. Green may follow a pattern similar to its past operations at the 
Baltimore-Washington International Airport (BWI) station. When BWI Airport Rail 
Station opened for operations Amtrak scheduled stops at that station for approximately 
one-third of the trains on the corridor passing the airport. Today, only one Amtrak train 
traversing that corridor fails to stop at BWI Airport Rail Station, all other Amtrak trains 
(roughly 90% of Amtrak trips in that corridor) stop at BWI to pick up and discharge 
passengers. 


The DEIS/R simply ignores these facts, which, in the very near future, will make it 
much easier for people in Boston and the southern suburbs of Boston in or near the Route 
128 corridor to gain access to T.F. Green Airport in Rhode Island. As discussed above, the 
massive iNortheast Corridor rail improvement and electritication project will speed rail 
travel on the existing Northeast Corridor, the passenger rail route connecting 
Massachusetts and Rhode Island. The agreement between the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts and the State of Rhode Island to extend commuter rail service to the T.F. 
Green train station, coupled with Amtrak service, will provide frequent service between the 
T.F. Green Station and Massachusetts stations such as South Station and Back Bay Station 
in Boston and Route 128 Station. which sits at the intersection of the towns of Dedham, 
Westwood and Canton and where the MBTA is presently building a 2.670 space parking 
garage. This direct service might be augmented by proposed Rhode Island Department of 
Transportation rail shuttle service which would provide rapid and continual service 
between the Providence train station and T.F. Green. No attempt is made in the DEIS/R to 
discuss these rapidiy approaching changes in the rail corridor between Boston and Rhode 
Island and to assess the impact that these changes wiil have on passenger behavior and 
choice and resulting demand, congestion, delay (or reductions in such factors) at T.F. 
Green and Logan. 


3. Amtrak service to Portland: an impending reality and a service with great 


potential, especially when high speed rail service and possible air passenger service 
at Pease are considered. 


Amtrak service on the Portland-Boston corridor is scheduled to commence in 1999. 
The Transportation Secretaries of Massachusetts, New Hampshire and Maine have jointly 
requested that Amtrak convert this line to hi gh-speed service. This line passes very close 
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to Pease International Tradeport. an airport with tremendous unused runway capacity, and, - 


evidently, there is a rail right of way from this corridor to Pease which could be used to 
easily ferry passengers from Amtrak trains to Pease. 


While the DEIS/R does discuss the upcoming restoration of passenger rail service 
on the Portland-Boston corridor. there is no sophisticated quantitative analysis of the 
impact that such service would have on the regional transportation system and no mention 
of Pease in this context. The DEIS/R fails to present alternatives which would increase the 
use of this rail service so there is no study of whether such alternatives would reduce delay 
induced by small plane traffic between Maine communities and Logan. Additionally, the 
DEiS/K shouid have acknowiedged the possibie introduction of high-speed rail to this 
corridor and analyzed the impact that such a change would have on demand for service at 
Logan. 


iii. The role of other airports in the regional transportation system. 


The DEIS/R’s analysis of the role that other airports in the region can play fails to 
address the possibility that travelers from within Route 495, and even in some cases within 
Route 128, will choose to use other airports besides Logan. The DEIS/R only examines 
the ability of airports like Manchester, T.F. Green and Worcester to “recapture” their local 
markets from Logan, overlooking the ability of these airports to attract passengers from 
metropoiitan Bosion and from the rest of the region. This deficiency ignores a 
phenomenon occurring at this very moment, as Southwest Aurlines aggressively and 
successfully markets its Manchester and T.F. Green service to residents of metropolitan 
Boston. All the airports of New England. from Bradley which could serve as an alternative 
hub for major carriers to the smallest municipal airport which can provide a home for a 
two-seater General Aviation craft. should be integrated into such an analysis. Of course, 
growth at other airports would have to be carefully managed and should be integrated into 
the regional ground transpontation network so travelers are using environmentally 
responsible modes for travel to and from these airports. A well managed regional 
transportation system may, for example, mean that a resident of Auburn would drive or 
take a bus to Worcester Airport (instead of the longer and more environmentally harmful 
drive to Logan) while a resident of Norwood might take a train to T.F. Green Airport in 
Rhode Island. Specific concerns. not addressed in the DEIS/R, about some of the key 


regional airports appear below. 
1? Manchester Airport 


As noted above, the ENF Certificate required that Massport look beyond its current 
role and examine “off-airport” measures that could be taken to address the delay problems 
that Massport cites in the DEIS/R. The failure of the DEIS/R to present alternatives which 
would encourage greater use of Manchester Airport as an alternative to Logan is a clear 
example of the failure of the DEIS/R to comply with these directives, 


The DEIS/R does take note of the increased passenger load passing through 
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Manchester Airport, one of the fastest growing airports (in terms of passengers) in the 

nation. Inexplicably, however, the DEIS/R fails to consider that Manchester Airport may 

be drawing passengers from the Boston metropolitan area now and fails to project any 

measurable use of Manchester by travelers with trips originating within the Route 495 8 { { 
corridor. The supplemental DEIS/R needs to take a more sophisticated approach to its : 
analysis of the role of Manchester- e.g., looking at current and future use of Manchester by 

business travelers going to and from hotels and businesses on and within Route 495 for 

example. ; 


Beginning more than !0 years ago some ef the more progressive regional and 
municipal governments in southem New Hampshire began to push tor a re-introduction of 
passenger rail service into that area. Recently, the New Hampshire Department of 
Transportation requested that the MBTA extend its commuter rail service into New 
Hampshire to effect such a restoration, opening a dialogue between those agencies that is 98 | 2 
still in progress. At least one possible route for rail service into New Hampshire would 
allow for direct service to Manchester Airport. The supplemental EIS/R should include an 
analysis of the opportunity for rail service to Manchester Airport, including what Massport 
and its sister agencies can do to bring this about, and an analysis of the likely impact of this 
service on airport passenger demand. 


2 T.F. Green Airport 


Y.F. Green Airport in Warwick, Khode isiand presents an only partly realized 
opportunity for our regional transportation system. It can do far more than “recapture” its 
local market from Logan- the role assigned it by the DEIS/R, and with proper non- 
automotive ground transportation links it can do so ina very environmenially responsible 98 | 3 
fashion. The failure of the DEIS/R to adequate account for the current trips by Boston area 
travelers who travel by air from T.F. Green in order to make use of Southwest Airlines’ 
discounted service is a significant deficiency. The failure of the DEIS/R to factor in future 
use of T.F. Green by the residents of Greater Boston is an unfortunate logical extension of 
that first failure. Compounding these mistakes is the total failure of the DEIS/R to 
consider the changes in the regional rail system which will make travel to T.F. Green from 
Boston and along the rail corridor between Boston and Providence much easier. These 
changes are discussed at length above and must be factored inte any analysis of the role 
that T.F. Green can piay in the regionai transportation system in generai and in relief of 
Logan in particular. 


3. Worcester Airport 


The supplemental DEIS/R must contain a thorough examination of the facilities 9814 
and potential of Worcester Municipal Airport. The new arrangement under which 
Massport will operate that airport will facilitate an active Massport role in fostering and 
building that airport. Alternatives for enhanced ground transportation facilities to and from 
Worcester Airport, including rail and shuttle bus should be developed, analyzed and 
presented in the supplemental DEIS/R, along with possible future passenger and operations 


projections for the Worcester Airport, so the impact they will have on operations at Logan, 
as well as the environmental impacts of such changes, can be fully understood and 
considered. 


4, Hanscom Field 


The DEIS/R fails to fully propose, develop and analyze potential roles that the 
Massport operated civilian facility at Hanscom Field could play in the regional 
transportation system. At the very least, alternatives that provide for increased use of 
Hanscom for General Aviation (GA) use should be developed and analyzed. One possible Q 8 | A 
modei for use of Hanscom couid be the roie that Teterboro Airport in New Jersey plays in : 
the New York metropolitan area. That airport does not have any significant passenger 
terminal facilities but has successfully shouldered the GA and helicopter load for New 
York City, moving this smaller air traffic out of the “stream” competing for landing and 
takeoff space at the three major airports operated by the Port Authority of New York and 
New Jersey. Measures that would discourage the airplanes responsible for the 25,000 
annual GA operations that the DEIS/R forecasts for the foreseeable future from using 
Logan should be studied in tandem with measures that would encourage such planes to 
land at Hanscom or other “reliever” airports outside of Boston, ranging from the regional 
airports discussed above to the small GA only airports throughout the region. 


iv. Massport faiis to adequateiy assess the potential for other airports in 
the region and raii to receive a significant engugh portion of Logan’s 

air traffic — particularly small carriers — to improve Logan’s delay 

problem and dispense with the new runway proposal. 


Massport claims that proposed Runway 14/32 is needed to deal with the problem of 
northwest or southeast winds currently hampering operations by forcing Logan to use two 
rather than three runways, thereby reducing the operations per hour rate by 25%, from 120 
to 90.' Massport’s view is that the new runway will permit Logan to function more often 
at its maximum capacity of 120 operations per hour, thereby reducing delay. Massport 
does not even pay lip service to the important possibility of solving this same delay 98 1 6 
problem by another means: diverting a sufficient percentage of Logan’s flight operations to : 
other airports and rail so as to reduce Logan's operations per hour to 90. "Under this 
scenano, wiih the exception of about 10 days a year, the northwesv/southeast wind problem 
disappears -- without having to build a new runway -- because with these wind conditions 
Logan can handle up to 90 operations per hour. Particularly if the bulk of the diverted 
flights were small planes — see discussion below on peak period pricing and other runway 
pricing reforms — Logan’s efficiency would improve, as operating small planes on the same 
runways/flight paths as large planes causes additional delays (small planes need to be 
spaced further from large planes because they can have difficulty flying in the “wake” of 
large planes). 
sa og 


1 . . . . 
Massport asserts that approximately 10 days a year Logan experiences severe northwest winds that forces it 
to operate just one runway, which limits it to 60 flight operations per hour. 


B. Massport fails to adequately assess the potential to address Logan’s delay 
problems through peak penod pricing or other runway fee reforms. 


A central mandate of the ENF Certificate, which Massport voluntary agreed to 
undertake, was an analysis of peak period pricing and other administrative measures 
designed to alter the mix and timing of airplane operations in and out of Logan in order to 
better manage the Airport and reduce delay. That this would be a critical element of the 
DEIS/R inquiry makes considerable sense when Logan’s flight mix is considered. 
Approximately 90% of Logan’s passengers are accommodated on about half of the flights 
in and out of the airport. The other haif cf the flights carry ihe remaining 10% of the 
passengers. This is a highly inefficient use of limited runway space, and, it is our 
understanding, is atypical for major American airports. The notion of imposing a pricing 
mechanism that would discourage small planes in the peak hours, and/or that would lead to 
some trip consolidation so that the total number of small plane operations decreased, while 
still insuring that essential service to other cities in the region continued, has significant 
appeal. 


Massport, unfortunately, has not presented a credible analysis of peak period 
pricing (and does not address any other possible runway pricing reforms). Rather than 
setting out to figure out what it would take in the way of peak hour pricing or other runway 
pricing reforms io achieve significant deiay reduction benefits at Logan, Massport instead 
Sets Out to answer the question: “What effect wouid a very low peak hour fee ($150 per 
flight) have on operations and delay at Logan?” Just as discouraging is the limited analysis 
given this watered down version of peak period pricing. 


There are only a few select sources of data on the effect that administrative delay 
reduction/capacity management programs like non-weight based landing fees peak period 
pricing will have on actual operations at an airport. Limited efforts in the New York 
metropolitan area can be analyzed. Previous experiments overseas, like the Sydney 
(Australia) effort referenced by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in its 
comments on the NEPA scope. can be considered. The actual operation of the withdrawn 
Program for Airport Capacity Efficiency program (PACE) at Logan, discussed below, can 
be considered and re-evaluated in light of applicable federal law and regulations. None of 
these data are considered in the DEIS/R. 


Massport’s analysis applies a blunt single price formula to current operations and 
assumes that air carriers will react in simplistic ways- either by canceling flights or moving 
a few “shoulder” flights out of the peak period window. Other potential responses of 
carriers to such a scheme, including using larger aircraft for fewer flights, are ignored. As 
a result, Massport never even considers the possibility that a runway pricing system could 
be imposed that materially alters the flight mix at Logan so that a significant number of 
small flights are diverted elsewhere, canceled, or consolidated into fewer larger plane 
flights. Were this to happen such that total operations per hour were markedly reduced, 
runway pricing reform could meaningfully aid with the northwest/southeast wind delay 
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problem Massport describes. 


i. Massport should look to its own experience for evidence of the salutary 
effects that revised landing fees and peak period pricing can have on 
airport operations. 


In December 1987, Massport introduced its Program for Airport Capacity 
Efficiency (PACE). The purpose of PACE was to eliminate a de facto subsidy for small 
aircraft operations and reduce airport congestion. To achieve these ends, PACE included 
both a restructured landing fee and “peak-hour pricing”, an additional fee for landing 
during congested rush hour periods. The new ianding lee went inte effeci on J iy 2, 1988 
and was used until December 22. 1988 when the U.S. Secretary of Transportation ruled 
that the restructured landing fee had not been calculated properly and that the exception in 
the program designed to protect smaller regional airports did not apply to enough such 
airports. This ruling was upheld (and a court decision in favor of the restructured landing 


fee was reversed) in New England Legal Foundation. v. Massachusetts Port Authority, 883 


F.2d 157 (Ist Cir. 1989). The peak-hour pricing portion of PACE was never instituted. 


In February 1989 -- two months after the PACE landing fee was discontinued -- 
Massport issued a summary” of the PACE fee’s remarkably favorable impact on Logan’s 
operations: 
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l. Uii-timie perfomance at iL 


(limproved. Not oniy did ihe 
percentage of on-time departures increase markedly, but Logan’s relative on-time 
performance rose steadily in comparison to the performance of other busy airports 
around the country. In September of 1987, when DOT started issuing “report 
cards” grading on-time performance at the nation’s 27 busiest airports, Logan 
ranked 21st. In September of 1988, [Logan] had moved up to 12th: in October, 
{Logan was] 11th: in November [Logan] ranked 10th; and, by the end of December, 
when DOT ruled against PACE, [Logan] had achieved the astonishing rank of 2nd- 
best in the nation for on-time performance. 


significantiy iarger airpianes. This action spread the cost of landing tees over more 
seats per trip, and reduced the number of flights on heavily waveled routes, thus 
improving the efficiency with which the commuter carriers used Logan’s finite and 
valuable airfield capacity. Some carriers increased their fares in response to the 
new fees, but the fare increases did not slow the growth of ridership. 


3. Thanks in part to Massport’s “Essential Air Service” Exemption Pro 


smaller commuter markets suffered no adverse consequences from the higher 
] 


landing fees 


? PACE Update, February, 1989 by Thomas P. Champion, Assistant to the Executive Director, Massport 
(hereinafter “PACE Update”). 


‘ 


4. General aviation (GA) traffic at Logan declined by about one-third, but did aot 


disappear. Since the per-hour cost of operating business jets and turbo-props has 
always been high, the PACE landing fee had no effect on this segment of the GA 
population at Logan, which continued to use the airfield with its accustomed 
frequency. Smaller, single engine aircraft did make less frequent use of Logan, 
although this change did not result in the “diversion” of traffic to Hanscom Field. 
Since travelers who used these small aircraft tended to be traveling within a 150- 
mile radius of Logan, and since most of them were using private planes to move to 
and from markets which were also served by served by scheduled commercial 
service, Massport staff correctiy predicted that the users of these smaiier pianes 
simply switched over to scheduled air service or to some other mode of 
transportation. Perhaps the most interesting GA statistic is that more than half of 
the private aircraft using Logan during the PACE fee period were traveling to or 
from points which offered scheduled air service. In other words, general aviation is 
demonstrably more a tool of convenience and luxury than of necessity. 


(PACE Update; p. 3.) Both the Secretary of Transportation and the First Circuit stated in 
their decisions concerning PACE that a program with the substantive effects of the PACE 
program could be successfully implemented by Massport, if it was developed and 
implemented correctly. 


in i993, Massport made a weili-reasoned preseniation of a revised program that was 
designed to conform with federal law as articulated by the Secretary of Transportation and 
the First Circuit. This presentation described a specific peak-hour pricing proposal and 
showed that, if this proposal was implemented, it would reduce peak-hour flights by 10- 
17.5 percent. (Massachusetts Port Authority, "Logan Airport Peak Hour Pricing" (Apr. 
1993) (Attachment 1); Arthur D. Little, Inc., for the Massachusetts Aeronautics 
Commission. "Strategic Assessment Report -- Final Report," p. 4-42 (July 1993).) 


Like PACE this program moved Logan away from a traditional landing fee based 
solely on the weight of a plane and levied landing fees based partly on the weight of the 
plane and partly on an operations charge based on the type of plane with an additional peak 
period fee tor peak period landings and take-offs. Massport withdrew this proposal prior to 
implementation. 


It is important to recognize that peak-hour pricing affects congestion levels 
primarily by causing modest shifts in departure times and types of aircraft used, not by 
dampening passenger activity. According to Massport, a reduction in peak-hour 
congestion would "come mainly from a reduction in commuter [flight] activity during peak 
hours, especially in markets with ready commuting alternatives." (Massport, "Logan 
Airport Peak Hour Pricing.") Massport "does not expect that any of the commuting 
markets served by Logan Airport would suffer a significant reduction in access to the 
airport." (Id.) Roughly one-third of the reduction in peak-hour flight activity would result 
from a rescheduling to off-peak hours. (Id.) Peak-hour pricing is projected not only to 


Sr 0497 


I 


result in a substantial reduction in delays at Logan, but to reduce average costs per 
operation for flights with about 110 passengers or more. (Id.) 


From passengers’ point of view, the perceptible effect of peak-hour pricing would 
be a substantial reduction in delays. "During peak periods, Massport would expect a 5% 
reduction in the use of the airfield to cause at least a 20% drop in average expected flight 
delays." (Id.) Since Massport expected that peak-hour pricing would result in a 10-17.5 
percent reduction in peak-hour flights, travelers would thus experience a 40 to 70 percent 
reduction in delays. 


Passengers wouia ioi experience a noiiceabie reduction in service. iMassport 
calculated the estimated impact on the number of peak-hour weekday seats available on 
flights between Logan and 49 airports in the eastern United States and Canada. Overall, 
only 3 percent of peak-hour seats (not all seats) in those markets would be canceled. 
(Massport, "Logan Airport Peak Hour Pricing Plan.")° Three-quarters of those markets 
would experience the cancellation of 3 percent or less of peak-hour seats, and 22 of them 
would experience the cancellation of no peak-hour seats at all. (Id.) Ticket prices for the 
49 markets would increase a mere | percent (id.) -- a price well worth paying for the 
substantial reduction in delays, and the avoided taxpayer outlays and environmental 
impacts that building new runway capacity would entail.4 


The benefits of peak-hour runway pricing would therefore be substantial and 
Wideiy sharea. iraveiers wouia senetit rom icwer cosis, reduced deiays, and the use of 
larger, safer, more comfortable aircraft. Communities around Logan Airport, Hanscom 
Field and other existing or potential airports would avoid airport expansion undertaken to 
accommodate the inefficiencies of heavy reliance on small aircraft. Such communities all 
share a strong interest in the adoption of peak hour pricing at Logan Airport. The 
Commonwealth as a whole would benefit from avoiding the potentially huge capital and 
operating costs of accommodating a continuation or growth of existing inefficiencies. The 


> The reduction in the number of peak-hour flights in the 49 regional markets was estimated to be 7 percent -- 
more than double the estmated reduction in the number of peak-hour seats, which is as it should be. It should 
be noted that two markets in which Massport predicted the most flights would be canceled -- Boston-Portland 
and Boston-Bangor. which would lose 2! percent and 15 percent of peak period weekday flights, respectively — 
both experienced an explosion in the number cf daily flights during the early 100 recescion: Haston. Portland 
daily departures grew by i2! percent in 1988-2993, and Bostoa-Bangor daily cepartures grew by $Z percent in 
that period. (Massport, "Logan Airport Peak Hour Pricing Plan.") With peak-hour pricing, Portland would still 
have twice as many flights as it did in 1988, and Bangor would have roughly one and three-quarters as many 
flights as it did then. (Id.) The two markets would have only 9 and 14 percent fewer peak-hour seats, 
respectively, than in 1993 (id.), and about the same number of daily seats. 


* A few regional airports served by flights to and from Logan do not have runways that can accommodate 
jets. It is CLF's understanding, however, that all or virtually all the airports which Massport predicted would 
have fewer weekday peak-period flights to and from Logan can accommodate jets. One airport with a notable 
lack of jet capacity is the Provincetown Airport ~ which Massport predicted would experience no decrease in 
weekday peak period flights or seats, and where the impact of peak hour pricing would be reflected solely ina 
fare increase of 12 percent. (Massport, “Logan Airport Peak Hour Pricing Plan.") 


region and nation would benefit from more energy-efficient flight operations. 


It is not surprising that the national jury of experts who heard testimony at "The 
Boston Conference" in 1994 included peak-hour runway pricing at Logan Airport in the 
recommendations it issued. The jury wrote: 


[T]he Commonwealth should adopt "congestion pricing" (charging landing fees 
that increase at peak travel times) to mitigate bottlenecks and delays at Logan that 
would impede the region's future economic growth. The Jury believes that this 
approach offers a relatively inexpensive and flexible demand management strategy, 
proionging the use of Logan at its present iocation without requiring controversial 
runway expansion. 


(Harvey M. Gantt, et al., "The Boston Conference Final Report: National Jury 
Recommendations," pp. 4-5 (Aug. 24, 1994).) 


No justification is given in the DEIS/R for the failure to propose and study an 
alternative applying a more complex pricing mechanism, like that presented by Massport in 
1993 or discussed by the Boston Conference, augmented by a range of peak hour fees (as 
contemplated by the 1993 proposal). Such an alternative should be a prominent feature of 
the supplemental DEIS/R. 


Discussion ana study of such an aiternative must inciude an examination of varying 
levels of peak period fees. Additionally, such an analysis should not restrict itself to an 
assumption that significant delay reductions through runway pricing reform occur only 
when the airlines “overschedule” and attempt to have more than 120 operations per hour 
occur at Logan. As noted above, Massport should be directed in the supplemental DEIS/R 
to consider what it would take in the way of peak period pricing or other runway pricing 
reforms to bring Logan’s operations per hour number closer to 90, thereby largely 
obviating the supposed need for an additional runway. A full range of possible carrier 
reactions should be considered. such as moving to larger planes or the consolidation of 
existing companies providing service to smaller airports. 


ii, Fhe Federal program to maintain air service to isclated smaller 
airports, a Massport version of such a program, or a joint 
Federal/Massport implementation of this program may reduce or 
eliminate Massport’s “market access” concerns regarding smaller 
airports. 


The federal Essential Air Service (EAS) program is intended to ensure that 
communities with relatively low commercial airplane traffic do not lose service entirely, it 
is deeply disturbing that the DEIS/R does not examine the mitigating effect that this 
program might have on Massport’s concerns regarding reduction in service to certain 
outlying communities. The U.S. Department of Transportation (“DOT”) administers the 
EAS program by determining the minimum level of service required at each eligible 
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community. DOT specifies a hub through which the community is linked to the national 
network, a minimum number of round trips and available seats that must be provided to 
that hub, certain characteristics of the aircraft to be used, and the maximum permissible 
number of intermediate stops to the hub. Where necessary, DOT subsidizes a carrier to 
ensure that the specified level of service is provided. 


A review of the DOT website indicates that EAS is subsidizing air service from 
Logan to: Augusta/Waterville, ME; Bar Harbor, ME; Rockland, ME; Rutland, VT; and 
Keene, NH. Additionally, that website indicates that the following destinations from 
Logan have been deemed eligible for EAS subsidies: Bridgeport, CT; New: Haven, CT; 
Bangor. ME; Portiand, ME; Presque isie/Houiton. ME; Hyannis, MA; Martha’s Vineyard, 
MA; Nantucket, MA; Laconia, NH; Lebanon, NH/White River, VT; and 
Manchester/Concord, NH. More details about the federal EAS program may be found at 
on DOT’s website at http://ostpxweb.dot.gov/aviation/rural/ruralair.htm. 


There are three ways Massport can pursue an EAS subsidy for service to given 
community. First, it may try to initiate DOT review of a community which is not currently 
eligible for an EAS subsidized carrier (assuming that no carrier or only one carrier 
currently provides service to that community). (See 14 C.F.R. § 325.10.) Second, 
Massport may submit a proposal to DOT for “Enhanced Essential Air Service.” Under an 
Enhanced “EAS” program, either a) Massport would provide 50% of the subsidy for the 
proposed service (and DOT wouid provide the other 50%) or b) DOT would pay 100% of 
the subsidy but review the proposal! for success after 2 years. Finally, Massport could 
implement its own EAS program which mirrors (or closely follows - subject to DOT’s 
approval) DOT’s program. (See New England Legal Foundation v. Mass. Port Authority, 
883 F.2d 157 (1st Cir. 1989)). If it chose to create its own EAS program without 
developing it jointly with FAA. Massport would have to pay the subsidy itself either by 
cash payment or by special adjustment to landing fees.” 


The full analysis of revised landing fees and peak period pricing in the 
supplemental DEIS/R must include a thorough discussion and review of the Federal EAS 
program and how it would eliminate, reduce or mitigate the negative effects on air service 
to outlying communities. 


iii. The “Case Studies” appended to the DEIS/R fail to prove thata 
sophisticated and properly developed and implemented reform of 


landing fees and/or peak period pricing scheme would harm the Cape 
and Islands. 


The “Regional Carrier Case Study” and “Cape Cod [& Islands] Case Study” in 
Appendices F and G of the DEIS/R are a cursory review of the economic development 
strategy of that part of Massachusetts and the role that air travel plays in that strategy and a 


‘The Massport EAS program was struck down in part because it did not include as many communities as the 
federal version. 
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very simple analysis of the possible impact that the simplified peak period pricing scheme 

discussed in the DEIS/R might have on that service. No attempt is made in these 

appendices, or elsewhere in the DEIS/R, to consider other alternatives which might satisfy 98 20 
the transportation needs of these communities. We cannot know if high speed ferry 

service, enhanced bus service or rejuvenated rail service (or some combination of these or 

other options) could compensate for any adverse effect on air service brought about by 

runway pricing reforms - this analysis is simply not present in the DEIS/R. 


Additionally, the analysis in these appendices fails to take into account the 
possibility that any landing fee reform program and/or peak period pricing scheme would 
inciude an essentiai aif service exception to ensure there would be adequaie basic service to 
regional airports. it also fails to consider the potential palliative effect of the federal 
Essential Air Service (EAS) program discussed above. 


III. The capacity increasing potential of proposed Runway 14/32 should be studied 
and the environmental impacts of the capacity increase assessed. 


Massport states that proposed Runway 14/32 would not result in any additional 
capacity at Logan since it would not allow Logan to exceed its current ceiling of 120 flight 
operations per hour in any given hour. But the new runway would allow Logan to handle 
120 flights per hour more of the time, which, when Massport’s ominous growth projections 
for Logan are considered, sureiy wouid resuit in more passengers and filghis at Logan with 8 y 
the runway than without. According 16 Masspom's projeciions, ihe delay hours are to ' 
mount at Logan with or without the new runway, but Massport contends that the delays 
will be considerably worse without the new runway. Really dreadful delays would 
presumably influence air carrier business decisions and passenger travel decisions such that 
Logan without the new runway would handle fewer flights and passengers than Logan with 
the new runway. The extent of this proposed increase in Capacity must be studied and its 
environmental impacts. both airside and groundside, analyzed. 


IV. Technological advances and changes which could change airport operations 
Should be studied in the supplemental DEIS/R. 


A conversation with a tormer Chairman of the Massport Roard of Directors with 
over 30 years of experience in the operations and pianning of airports yielded the 
observation that in the late 1960’s and early 1970’s (when Runway 14/32 was first 
proposed) there was a general belief that there would be a surge in the number of travelers 
traveling by air during the next 30 years and that this required a large scale program of 
building runways at existing airports to handle this increase. Of course, half of this 
prediction was completely accurate. Far more people travel far more miles by air today 
than in 1969. However, advances in technology- notably the proliferation of larger aircraft 
and advances in electronics (and in particular avionics) have enabled many of the airports 
that were in use at that time to handle the increased traffic without significant additional 
runway space. 


15 


It is reasonable to ask if history might repeat itself? Could advances in technology 
significantly reduce delay at Logan and other airports- not just in good weather but in bad 
as well? Is there current or anticipated technology that should be studied as an alternative 
to some or all of the airside improvements proposed by Massport? Massport summarily 
States that delays “caused by most weather conditions cannot be eliminated.” (DEIS/R p. 
1-3.) Are the prospects for technological advances to facilitate airport operations in 
adverse weather conditions really this bleak? Perhaps so, but we simply do not know 
based on the DEIS/R. Doing this analysis may require a more sophisticated presentation of 
the causes of delay at Logan. For example, how much delay is due to fog reducing 
visibility, how much is due to snow buildup on runways? This is precisely the type of 
aiternative which shouid have been the subject of analysis in the DEIS/R and its absence is 
yet another reason why a supplemental DEIS/R is required. : 
V. The DEIS/R does not adequately address the Environmental Justice 

questions critical to both federal and Massachusetts environmental review 


Executive Order 12,898, entitled “Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” requires each federal 
agency to identify and address environmental and health effects of its activities that 
particularly burden minority and iow income communities. (Exec. Order No. 12,898, § 1- 
101, 59 Fed. Reg. 7,629 (1994).) A purpose of the executive order is to “reinforce” 
agencies’ obligations under NEPA and Title V1 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. (See 62 
Fed. Reg. 18,378 (1997).) The executive order, like NEPA and MEPA, is intended tc force 
agencies to improve their decisionmaking Processes. It focuses on both minority and low- 
income communities, whereas Title VI applies only to discrimination based on race, color, 
or national origin and does not directly address poverty issues. (See President Clinton, 
Memorandum for the Heads of all Departments and Agencies (Feb. 11, 1994).) To achieve 
its goals, the executive order relies on existing environmental and civil nights laws, 
particularly NEPA and Title VI. a 


In response to the executive order, the U.S. Department of Transportation has 
prepared an environmental justice strategy (60 Fed. Reg. 33,896 (1995)) and issued an 
Order on Environmental Justice. (62 Fed. Reg. 18,377 (1997).) Like the executive order, 
the DOT Order draws on existing laws, “primarily NEPA fand? Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Aci of 1964.” (62 Fed. Reg. 18,378 (i997).) The DOT Order “is intended to insure that a 
process for the assessment of environmental justice factors becomes common practice in 
the application of [NEPA, Title VI] and related[] statutes.” (Id.) Incorporation of 
environmental justice principles in all DOT activities is to be accomplished, by “fully 
considering [those] principles throughout planning and decision-making processes in the 
development of programs, policies, and activities, using the principles of the National 
Environmental Policy Act.” (Id. at 18,379.) 


The DOT Order provides that NEPA and other statutes will be administered so as 


to identify, early in the development of an activity, the risk of discriminatory impacts so 
that appropriate action can be taken. (Id. at 18,380.) In implementing NEPA, “where 


16 


98.22 


relevant, appropriate and practical.” DOT agencies are to obtain information about the 
population served and/or affected by race, color, national origin, and income, along with 
information about steps to guard against disproportionately high adverse impacts. Id. 

_ “[D]isproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority populations and low-income 
populations” are to be avoided by, inter alia, proposing measures to avoid, minimize, 
and/or mitigate such impacts; providing offsetting benefits and opportunities to enhance 
communities, neighborhoods, and individuals affected by the activities involved; 
considering alternatives that would avoid or minimize such impacts; and eliciting public 
involvement and “soliciting input from affected minority and low-income populations in 
considering alternatives.” (Id.) An activity that will have a disproportionatelv adverse 


effect on minority or iow-income populations is to be carried oui “only if further mitigation 
measures or alternatives that would avoid or reduce the disproportionately high and 
adverse effect are not practicable.” (62 Fed. Reg. 18,380.) DOT’s findings and analysis 
made in fulfillment of these requirements “must be appropriately documented, normally in 
the environmental impact statement or other NEPA document.” (Id.) 


Federal agencies are required to comply with executive orders and with their own 
regulations and guidelines and DOT states in its order that “{c]ompliance with Executive 
Order 12,898 is an ongoing responsibility.” (62 Fed. Reg. 18,379 (1997): see also Delaney 
v. EPA, 898 F.2d 687, 693 (9th Cir. 1990) (agency must adhere to own guidelines); Steven 
Ostrow, Note, Enforcing Executive Orders: Judicial Review of Agency Action Under the: 
Administrative Procedure Act, 55 Geo. Wash. L. Rev. 659 (1987).} 


The absence of any substantive environmental justice analysis in the DEIS/R even 
remotely meeting the requirements of the executive order and the DOT Order is especially 
shocking considering the location of the project: in East Boston, a community where, as of 
1990, 18 percent of the residents were of Hispanic origin, 13 percent were members of 
non-white minorities. and 18 percent were white people with incomes below the poverty 
level. (See U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, “1990 Census of 
Population and Housing,” Summary Tape Files 1, 3.) The Asian-American and Hispanic 
groups in the East Boston community is believed to have grown since 1990 and the 
impacts of this project on those communities, as well as the minority and low-income 
communities in Logan’s flight path, should have been considered for the purposes of both 
NEPA and MEPA review. 


While the environmental justice issues and analysis raised by the executive order 
and DOT Order, and which underpin EPA’s extensive comments on this subject, are 
derived from Federal law, policy and orders the principles, information and analysis on 
which EPA relies on fully applicable to the MEPA process and provide further reason to 
conclude that the DEIS/R is inadequate. The Secretary of Environmental Affairs has the 
statutory and regulatory tools and the ability to address the critical environmental justice 
raised by EPA and ignored by Massport. The MEPA process can play a pivotal role by 
ensuring that minority and low income communities do not shoulder a disproportionate 
share of the environmental effects of projects such as the one under consideration here. 
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VI. Additional environmental concerns not adequately addressed in the DEIS/R 


The discussion of impacts of the proposed airside improvements on the Boston — 98 24 
Harbor Islands is facially inadequate. The effort to use the provision in the Boston Harbor 
Islands National Recreational Area statute (16 U.S.C. § 460kkk) which states that Logan 
air traffic passing overhead is not “constructive use” of the park National Recreational 
Area as a general NEPA and MEPA waiver is plainly improper. These provision simply 
means that overflights of the Islands cannot be deemed “use” of the Islands for purposes of 
Section 4(f). It has no effect on the requirement of NEPA and MEPA that all alternatives 
be analyzed to determine their full noise and visual effects on humans camping on the 
Harbor isiands and in boats in the vicinity of the Isiands, as well as on ali animals in and 
around the Islands. 


The discussion of the Upland Sandpipers who currently nest in the path of the 
proposed Centerfield Taxiway references the mitigation plan which has been developed by __ 
Massport, in consultation with the Massachusetts Heritage & Endangered Species 98) 5 
Program. This plan may be adequate but it should be fully aired prior to its inclusion in a 
Final EIR/S. Moreover, no case has been made yet in any environmental review document 
that all efforts have been made and exhausted to avoid or reduce impact on this State listed 
species and that mitigation by creating new habitat far from this site which will benefit 
other members of this species is the appropriate course. 


The air quality analysis in the DEIS/R has serious deficiencies, as demonstrated by 
the comments of Dr. Henry S. Cole. As Dr. Cole observes, the total absence of an analysis 
of the air quality effects of particulate matter with a diameter of less than 2.5 microns (PM 
2.5) from aircraft, increased motor vehicle emissions and emissions outside of Route 128 
or with an altitude greater than 3,000 feet are all glaring omissions. Moreover, Dr. Cole 98.26 
makes important observations about the potential air quality effects of the unchecked 
growth with is assumed in the EIS/R as well as the potential unstudied health hazards 
which may be present in the vicinity of Logan at this moment. A supplemental EIS/R is 
needed to lay out alternatives which are intended to address these concerns and to analyze 
the effects that all alternatives may have on air quality, both in the immediate vicinity of 
Logan and throughout the region. Such studies should also look at the cumulative effect 
of large amount of emissions occurring at peak cir travel hours and determine if a peak 
period pricing scheme couid have a positive impact on air quality by dispersing NO, and 
other emissions more evenly of the course of the day. 


VI. Conclusion 


For the foregoing reasons, Massport has failed to make its case that it needs 
Runway 14/32. The alternatives analyses, both with regard to peak hour pricing/runway 
pricing reform and the role of other regional airports and rail, as discussed at length above, _ 
need serious additional work. Accordingly, a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 98.2 / 
Statement/Report is warranted. The time necessary to do a credible job on the SDEIS/R 
may permit Massport to analyze actual data from the forthcoming Acela high-speed rail 
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service and collaborate with the FAA on a peak period pricing/runway pricing reform 
experiment. Finally, we strongly urge that, in conjunction with the thorough alternatives 
analyses necessary for the runway proposal, Massport leadership and other appropriate 
Massachusetts state officials join with their counterparts in Rhode Island and New 
Hampshire, along with other interested parties throughout the region, to develop a 
workable, sustainable plan for inter-city travel in New England. The plan would address 
both what roles the different airports and rail services should be serving as well as how to 
achieve these results. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 98 
Conservation Law Foundation 
Stephen H. Burrington, General Counsel 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
98.1 Alternatives Peak Hour |... fails to adequately assess the potential to reduce delay je 
i _ Pricing _... by implementing “peak-hour pricing,.”... _ DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 


_ demand management altemative at Logan Airport. The analysis _ 
_ indicates that PPP is an effective option when airlines schedule 
_ beyond the normal hourly operating capacity of the airport and 
| provides an assessment of the extent of the benefits from PPP 
_ under such circumstances. See Section 4.5.4 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Massport fails to consider the potential for T.F. Green _ The regional airport diversion analysis presented in the Airside 
. Transportation Airports _ Airport ...and the Manchester Airport ...to service more than _ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR was 
f _ merely their discrete geographic areas. _ based on objective service area assumptions. Each service 
: _ area was defined solely by driving time criteria. In other words, 
_ each regional airport's service area consists of cities and towns 
_ for which it is the closest airport, regardless of the availability of 
_ more extensive services and/or lower airfares at more distant, 
_ but larger airports such as Logan Airport. Thus, the service 
_ areas for T.F. Green/Providence and Manchester airports 
_ extended into portions of northem and : 
_ southeastern Massachusetts; areas normally considered part of 
gan Airport's primary market area. i 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ Code Topic 1 _Topic 2 Comment 


_ Regional 
_ Transportation Airports 


A major regional planning initiative is needed right n now. 


Letter 98: Conservation Law Foundation, Stephen H. Burrington, General Counsel 


Response 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS 
_ to address specific issues identified by the FAA following input 
: from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA’s 

| direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the 

_ Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 

_ were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the 

_ direction of the New England Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel 

_ convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly with 

a final meeting in December of 2000. A total of 12 meetings 

» were held. To provide the appropriate background, the SDEIS 

_ Panel was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, 

_ the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written by members of 

_ the public, concerned agencies and public officials responding 

_ tothe Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and written 

_ presentations from the Project’s technical consulting team and 

_ other independent industry experts. One of the issues that the 

_ FAA directed the group to discuss is the inclusion of additional 

_ data related to regional transportation alternatives in the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Over the last ten years, various agencies and : 
_ transportation planning organizations have conducted a number 
| Of studies that address regional transportation issues. These 

_ studies form the basis of a comprehensive regional 

_ transportation strategy that includes the Airside Project at 

_ Logan Airport, expansion and growth of the regional airports, 
__ and the implementation of high-speed rail and other regional rail 
_ projects. All these measures are necessary for meeting the : 
_ short-term and long-term inter-city travel needs of the 

- New England region. These regional recommendations are in 
"various stages of implementation. By the end of 2000, Boston 

_ residents had several altematives to Logan Airport including 

_ Worcester Regional Airport, Manchester Airport, 

_ T.F. Green/Providence Airport, Pease International Tradeport, 

_ and Amtrak's high-speed Acela train service. Refer to 

_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a complete 
discussion of options to Logan Airport. 


| Massport has a history of engaging in cooperative 
"regional transportation planning and continues its efforts to 
_ promote an efficient and balanced regional transportation 

__ system. Massport’s most recent endeavors include its 

_ assumption of operating responsibility for the 

_ Worcester Regional Airport in January 2000 and its 

_ co-sponsorship of the Regional Transportation Summit of 

' New England Governors in November 1999. Refer to 

_ Section 2.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of 
_ Masspor'’s initiatives in support of regional transportation 

_ alternatives. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code _Topic1 Topic 2 Comment ee 
984 —— Environmental © MEPA _ The breadth and depth of the deficiencies are such that they 
: _ Review require the preparation of a Supplemental DEIS/R .. 


| Process 


: 98.5 » Alternatives 


99 
| pricing program. 


jate implementation of a pilot peak period 


| Program 


98.6 ‘Regional | Passenger Rail Request emerging reality of high-speed rail be assessed. 
: Transportation | : 


98.7 | Regional _ Passenger Rail | [Request that Massport] present a wide range of 
: Transportation "alternatives. ..in which enhancements, improvements and 
' changes to a wide range of regional transportation facilities 
_ were proposed and analyzed and the role that Massport 
could play i in facilitating these enhancements... 
988 = Regional _ Passenger Rail Incorporate more current Amtrak projections i in analysis. 


Transportation 


98.9 Regional 


~ Passenger Rail 
» Transportation 


_ T.F. Green Airport and Route 128 Stations. 


Letter 98: Conservation Law Foundation, Stephen H. Burrington, General Counsel 


_ DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 
_ demand management altemative at Logan Airport. The analysi 
_ indicates that PPP is an effective option when airlines schedule 

_ beyond the normal hourly operating capacity of the airportand 
_ provides an assessment of the extent of the benefits from PPP 

: under such circumstances. See Section 4.5.4 of the 

i Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Provide rail discussion/analysis that includesnew 


Response 


In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 


EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS 
_ to address specific issues identified by the FAA following input 
| from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA’s 
direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the 
" Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 

_ were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the 

| direction of the New England Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel 

_ convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly with 
_ a final meeting in December of 2000. A total of 12 meetings 

_ were held. To provide the appropriate background, the SDEIS 
_ Panel was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, 

_ the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written by members of 

_ the public, concerned agencies and public officials responding 
_ tothe Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and written 

_ presentations from the Project's technical consulting team and 
_ other independent industry experts. 


_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


e Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 


_ The analysis of regional altematives. presented i in ‘the Airside 

_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR relies 

_ onair to high-speed rail diversion estimates published in the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and Section 4(f) Statement, 

_ Northeast Corridor Improvement Project, prepared by the 

_ Federal Rail Administration in October 1994. In preparingthe 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport contacted Amtrak for more 
_ recent estimates, but Amtrak did not have any 
_ updated ridership estimates that could be released to Massport. 
_ Amtrak's written response to Massport’s request for updated 
_ tidership numbers is contained in Appendix B of the 


‘ematives is comprehensive 


g 
and reflects all the major recommendations of various regional 
_ planning studies that have been conducted over the last 
_ decade. These include expansion of the regional airports and 
_ development of high-speed rail in the Boston-New York market. 


/ Refer to response to Comment 98.6. 
"Refer to Section 2.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora. 


_ discussion of the Warwick train station and people mover 
_ connection to T.F. Green/Providence Airport. : 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ Code Topic 1 _Topic 2 _Comment 
98 10 


Regional. Passenger Rail Provide detailed ! quantitative ar analysis that the restoration of - 
| Transportation | passenger rail service would have on Portland-Boston 
: i _ corridor including potential connection to Pease. 


Regional 
_ Airports 


| Transportation _ at current and future use of Manchester by business 
: _ travelers going to and from hotels and businesses on and 


within Route 495 .. 


_ Regional Passenger Rail _ should include an Fan of the the opportunity for rail 


“98.12 | 
| | renee service to Manchester Airport, .. 


Regional 
_ Transportation Airports 


[Does not adequately] account for the current trips by 

| Boston area travelers who travel by air from T.F. Green ... 
| [or] ... to factor in future use of T.F. Green by the residents 
_ of Greater Boston ... 


“98.13 


Regional 


98.14 


_ Transportation Airports 


: potential of Worcester Municipal Airport. 


Letter 98: Conservation Law Foundation, Stephen H. Burrington, General Counsel 


nig & Sisuraedinien 


"The restoration of Portland- Boston rail service was analyzed in in 
_ the Draft EIS/EIR. According to the Portland Rail study, more 

_ than 99 percent of travel in the Portland-Boston corridor is by 

_ automobile. The same study estimated that restoration of the 
"rail service would have no impact on the amount of travelers 
__using air because the rail travel time is not competitive with the 
_ air mode. Additionally, the air market is estimated at 

_ only 100,000 annual passengers. This is less than : 
_ one-half of a percent of Logan Airport's total passenger traffic in 
| 1999. Refer to Section 2.4 of the Draft EIS/EIR. 


_needs to J take a more sophisticated approach to.. ‘looking 
_ discussion of air service development at the Manchester Airport 
__ and Logan Airport passenger diversion to the 


Refer to Section 2.9 of the ‘Supplemental DEI 
_ description of all ground access improvement projects at the 
_ regional airports that are currently in the environmental planning : 


Since 1995, Massport has worked closely ‘with the 
_ City of Worcester to aggressively market the 
_ Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 
_ involvement with the Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 
_ Operational responsibility of the airport on January 15,2000. By 
_ its agreement with the City of Worcester, Massport could 
_ assume ownership of the Worcester Regional Airport by 2005. 
_ On February 1, 2000, Delta Connection began serving 
_ Worcester Regional Airport with two daily nonstop roundtrip 
_ flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta. On July 6, 2000, 
_ American Eagle began service to New York JFK Airport with 
_ three daily nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. i 
_ Massport is in ongoing discussions with other carriers regarding 
_ potential new services at Worcester Regional Airport. In. . 
_ addition, MassHighway is analyzing altemative highway routes 
_ that would improve surface access from I-90 and 1-290 to the 
_ Worcester Regional Airport and filed an ENF in December 
_ 1999. They have begun the preparation of a Airside Project 
_ Draft EIS/EIR for these improvements. 


- Must contain a thorough examination of the facilies and 


Response 


Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 


Manchester r Airport. 


or construction phases. 


The T.F. Green/Providence and Manchester airports have 


_ experienced significant traffic growth over the last several years 
_ asa result of new low-fare, jet airline services to short-and i 
_ medium-haul destinations. The emerging role of these airports 
_ in serving the region's demand is documented in Sections 2.3 
and 2. -4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ In addition to the Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has 

_ pursued a variety of initiatives to promote the use of other 

_ alternative regional airports and travel modes with the goal of 

__ relieving traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport. For example, 
_ in November 1999, Massport and Governor Cellucci 

_ co-sponsored a Regional Transportation Summit of the 

_ New England Governors and transportation officials. The 

_ Summit focused on joint marketing among the New England 

_ commercial service airports and the joint promotion of rail and 
_ toad initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced regional 
_ transportation system. Refer to Section 2.2 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of Massport’s 
_ regional transportation planning initiatives, 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 7 = ; 
98.15 _ Regional _ Regional __... altematives that provide for increased use of Hanscom _Refer to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
| Transportation Airports _ for General Aviation (GA) use should be developed and _ description of Hanscom Airfield’s role as a general aviation i 
: _ analyzed. _ feliever airport for Logan Airport. Hanscom Airfield currently has 


_ six times the general aviation activity of Logan Airport. General 
aviation users of Logan Airport must pay a landing fee, while 

| there is no landing fee charge at Hanscom Airfield for 

' general aviation users. 


98.16 — Regional _ Massport does not even pay lip service to the important _ Refer to response to Comment 98.2, the regional diversion 
| Transportation Airports _ possibility of solving this same delay problem by another | analysis presented in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, and the 

: | means: diverting a sufficient percentage of Logan’s flight _ PPP case studies in Appendices F and G of the Draft EIS/EIR. 
| Operations to other airports and rail so as to reduce Logan's : 
| operations per hour to 90. 


Alternatives Peak Period 


. has not presented a credible analysis of peak period 
pricing ... 


: Refer to response to Comment 98. 1 


_ Refer to response to Comment 98.1. 


Alternatives Peak Period 
: _ Pricing 


No justification is given ... for the failure to propose and 
| study an alternative applying a more complex pricing 
mechanism, ... 


Peak Period The full analysis of revised landing fees and peak period The PPP exemption analysis in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
| Pricing _ pricing ... must include a thorough discussion and review of _ responds to the directives of the EOEA Secretary in his 
: _ the Federal EAS [Essential Air Service] program ... _ Certificate on the Draft EIR. A discussion of Massport’s 


_ proposed PPP Exemption Program, which covers all EAS 
_ eligible communities in New England with a Boston service 
_ designation, is discussed in Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental 


: : : _ DEIS/FEIR. 

98.20 Alternatives Peak Period No attempt is made ... to consider other alternatives which —_ Refer to Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemen S/FEIR, whic 

: : _ Pricing _ might satisfy the transportation needs of these [Cape Cod] _includes an analysis of a PPP exemption program for small air 
: communities [if peak period pricing were implemented]. » service communities. The analysis shows that the carefully 


- crafted exemption program maintains service to small 
_ communities without diluting the overall delay reduction benefits 


9821 = Altematives Runway 14/32 __... the new runway would allow Logan to handle 120 flights Logan Aipor’s normal airfield capacity is 
: i ! per hour more of the time, ... The extent of this proposed _ approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity is ; 
_ increase in capacity must be studied and its environmental _ available at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the time. 


_ impacts, both airside and groundside, analyzed. _ Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain this 

: - capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that now 
_ require controllers to operate on only one or two runways, 
_ compared to the typical three-runway configurations used at 
_ Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.6 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the operational benefits of the 
_ Preferred Alternative and to Chapter 6 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR fora discussion of environmental impacts of 


_ Preferred Alternative. 
98.2 _ Delay Model [Request] a more sophisticated presentation of the causes Delays occur when wind or weather conditions require the use 
_ Assumptions/ _ Of delay at Logan. _ of configurations with fewer than three active runways, when 
_ Methodologies _ poor weather requires increased separation distances between 


__ aircraft, or when airlines schedule more flights than 

_ Logan Airport can handle. The Airside Project is designed to 

_ feduce delays at Logan Airport from adverse winds and taxiway 

_ congestion by addressing constraints at Logan Airport. Delays 

_ Caused by conditions at other airports or other factors, such as 

_ mechanical failure, are not addressed since Massport cannot 

_ influence these delays. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a discussion of the FAA 

_ and U.S. DOT measures of delay and historical data, along with | 
» comparisons of Lagan Airport with other United States airports. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 
98.23 Environmental Demographic 


_ Justice 


| Data 


98.24 
: Parkland 


98.26 


_ Methodologies 


| Environmental 
| Review 
| Process 


98.27 


- Open Space/ p 


“Rare Species 


_ Analysis : Air Quality 
_ Assumptions/ Model 


Comment Response 


i " [Concemed about] the absence of any substantive - Refer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental L DEIS/FEIR fora 

| environmental justice analysis ... _ discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. Low-income 
: _ and minority populations were defined in accordance with 

_ Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order r, 
__and the Council on Environmental Quality's guidance on 

_ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of 

_ low-income populations was expanded to include households 
_ at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 
_ no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income and 
minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


The discussion of impacts of the proposed airside The Boston Harbor Islands, while within the 

| improvements on the Boston Harbor islands is inadequate. No Action Alternative (Alternative 4) 

_ 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level (dB DNL) contour, will have no 
_ noise increase with the Preferred Alternative. Refer to 

_ Section 6.3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional 
discussion of parklands relative to the Preferred Alternative. 


This plan may be adequate but it should be fully aired prior The concept mitigation plan presented in the Airside Project 

_ toits inclusion in a Final EIR/S. _ Draft EIS/EIR has evolved through discussions between 

i _ Massport, the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 

_ Endangered Species Program (MNHESP) and the 

_ Massachusetts National Guard. Based upon this coordination, 
_ Massport has developed a MOU with Massachusetts National 
_ Guard for long-term management of the mitigation site at 

_ Camp Edwards once Massport has funded the initial grassland 
_ restoration project. Furthermore, MNHESP has issued a draft 
_ Conservation and Management Permit incorporating permit 

_ conditions. Copies of the MOU and the draft permit are 
ntained i in | Appendix E of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


: The air quality analysis in the DEIS/R has serious — Particulate Matter (PM) emission factors for aircraft are 
_ deficiencies, as demonstrated by the comments of _ Very limited, at best, and nonexistent in most cases. Therefore, 
_ Dr. Henry S. Cole....effects of particulate matter with a _ as a conservative, worst-case assumption, the air quality 


diameter of less than 2.5 microns ... _ analysis assumed that all PM is less than ten microns in 
: _ diameter. No emission factors or approximation methods are 
Vailable for PM 2. 5. 


-...aSupplemental Draft Environmental Impact. —~—~—~—~—*~«#Refer to response to Comment 98.4, 
_ Statement/Report is warranted. 


Construction and General Laborers’ Union Local 22 
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April 22, 1999 LETTER 99 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Atta: MEPA Office . 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge St., 20* Floor 

Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Laborers’ Local 22 1s writing today in full support of Massachusetts Port Authority's 
Airside Improvement plan for Logan Intcrnational Airport. Loca! 22 firmly believes that this 
project is necessary to reduce delays, improve the quality of life of our members and provide 
much needed employment opportunities. 


Delays at Logan are consistently among the worst in the United States. These delays are 
not only inconvenient, they are costly. In 1998 delays at Logan cost airlines and thcir passengcts 
nearly $310 million. These losses ultimately affect the livelihood of many working men and 
women as it impedes the ability of Boston and the region to compete in a global economy. 


A major component of the Airside Improvement project, Runway 14/32, provides 99 | 
significant noise relief for our members living in the highest impacted noise areas of East 
Boston’s Bayswater, Revere’s Beachmont and Winthrop’s Court Road and Point Shirley as well QQ 2 
as South Boston’s Castle Island area. The new unidirectional Runway shifts 75,000 flights over : 
the water father than other communities. The proposed centerfield taxiway and other 99 3 
improvements would further enhance air quality by reducing aircraft idling and queuing on the ' 
airfield and reduce ground noise trom taxying aircraft to adjacent neighborhoods. 


With an annual economic impact of $5 billion, Logan Intemational Airport is directly 
responsible for creating more than 15,000 jobs in this area, many of which are the hard working 
men and women of Laborers’ Local 22. 


It is therefore, without reservation, that Laborers’ Local 22 wholeheartedly supports 
Airside Improvements at Logan Airport and eagerly looks forward to the project’s approval. 


Louis A. Mandarini, Jr. 
Business Manager 


Thank you for your attention to this matter. 


LAM/1s 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Letter 99 
Construction and General 
Laborers’ Union Local 22 


Louis A. Mandarini Jr., Business Manager 


Response 


Comment 
Comment noted. 


...Runway 14/32, provides significant noise relief for our 

_ members living in the highest impacted noise areas of 

_ East Boston's Bayswater, Revere's Beachmont and 

| Winthrop's Court Road and Point Shirley as well as South 
Boston's Castle Island area. / 

The new unidirectional Runway shifts 75,0000 flights over Comment noted. 

he water rather than other communities. 


The proposed centerfield taxiway and other improvements Comment noted. 
_ would further enhance air quality.... 


99.2 Noise =—SRunway 14/32 


| Taxiway 
_ Improvement 


Alternatives 


99.3 


Letter 99: Construction and General Laborers’ Union Local 22, Louis A. Mandarini Jr., Business Manager 
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“cou ao LETTER 100 


Please respond to:. 

38 New Hampshire AV 
Massapequa, NY 11758 
April 16, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 


Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 

100 Cambridge Street 

20" floor 

Boston, MA 02202 

SUBJECT: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Boston-Logan International Airport 

REFERENCE: Draft EIS/EIR 

Dear Sir: 


These comments are submitted by Continental Airlines and supplement and expand upon 
the statement made at the April 8, 1999, public hearing on the subject project held at the 
Holiday Inn, 225 McClellan Highway, E Boston, MA. 


My name is Glenn Morse. I am Senior Director, Industry Affairs, for Continental 
Airlines. Prior to joining Continental Airlines 14 months ago, I served as Managing 
Director, Regional Operations, for the Air Transport Association. ATA is the trade 
association for all the major US passenger and cargo airlines. In my role with ATA, | 
worked closely with FAA and Massport to implement environmentally acceptable air 
traffic and airport improvements to reduce the historically high level of delays at Logan. 
As a result of this involvement, Massport asked me to co-chair the Airside Review 
Committee which was formed to insure active and extensive community involvement in 
the planning and environmentai Processes associated with the Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project. 


The Airside Review Committee was comprised of community and business 
Tepresentatives and served as a technical liaison between Massport and the many diverse 
constituencies around Logan. 


In order to further assist the community in the review Process, Massport allocated funds 
to the Logan Community Advisory Committee (CAC) for an independent consultant to 


Director, Massport). 


The purpose of this introduction is to describe briefly the extensive coordination process 
which Massport used to foster understanding of the various components of the proposed 
Logan Airside Improvement Project. 


Continental Airlines supports implementation of all of the airfield improvements and the 
instrument approach minimums reductions contained in Massport’s preferred 
improvement Alternative 1A. 


Alternative 1A consists of: 


Unidirectional Runway 14/32 

Midfield taxiway 

Minimums reductions for Runways 15R and 33k, 22% and 27 
Extension Taxiway D ? 

Realignment of Taxiway N 

Southwest taxiway optimization 


For the record, we concur with Massport’s decision to exclude implementation of peak 
hour pricing from the preferred alternative at this time because of its limited delay 
reduction benefit as identified in the Draft EIR/EIS; its adverse economic impacts; and a 
firm belief that it does not address the primary causes of delay at Logan —wind and 
weather. 


We support all of the taxiway improvements, most importantly the midfield taxiway, 
because they will enhance the safety and efficiency of aircraft movements on the airport. 


We support the reduction of minimums as proposed because these operational 
improvements will enhance the safety of our Operations, increase the reliability of our 
operations, and reduce the adverse environmental consequences of unnecessary missed 


100.1 


100.2 


100.3 


100.4 


approaches and the delays and airborne holding that result. In some circumstances it 
may also give the tower the ability to change arrival runways to reduce dwell and/or 
persistence, and better achieve PRAS goals. 


Finally, Continental supports the construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32. Everyone 
acknowledges that 14/32 is not a silver bullet for all of the delays that occur at Logan. 

However, in good weather, when the winds are from the northwest, there is typically only 

one arrival runway, Runway 33L. This causes extraordinary arrival delays and holding. 1 00.5 
When the winds are very strong, all of Logan’s traffic must use a single runway for 


arrival and departure, and delays can exceed four hours. This has been a problem at 

Logan in the past, is a problem how, and will continue to be a problem in the future 

regardless of the growth in passengers or operations. 

The new runway, as Proposed by Massport, will eliminate most of these delays and their 

adverse impact on the communities around Logan. Contrary to the assertions of those 

opposed to the runway, Runway 14/32 does not increase "the overall capacity" of the 1 00.6 
airport: it does increase the arrival capacity of the Runway 27/33L configuration in good 


weather to the level achievable with the other two primary configurations of Runways 
4L/R and 9, and 22L/R and 27. 


The delays which occur when the airport operates on the Runway 27/33L configuration 100 / 
during heavy traffic periods cause adverse impacts on the communities around Logan in , 
the following ways: 


1. Late flights arrive and depart later in the evening during more noise 
sensitive hours and are exempt from Massport’s existing noise rules. 


2 Aircraft holding to land increase noise and emissions over communities around 
the airport. 
3. Finally, and probably most important, these delays cause the tower to 


use the higher capacity "north/south" runway configurations more frequently. 
This has occurred in the past, and as the Draft EIS/EIR states — will occur more 
frequently in the future as traffic increases. (See Draft EIS/EIR Figure 4.5-3, 
"Jet Overflights by Operating Direction are more Balanced with Runway 14/32," 
page 4-38). 


The following discussion expands on this last point: 


In order to mitigate the delays which occur in northwest wind conditions, the 
FAA uses other runway combinations with greater arrival capacity. This 
increases noise impacts in the communities north and south of the airport affected 
by those runways, and ultimately prevents FAA and Massport from achieving 
long standing, community supported Tunway use goals. The attached runway use 
Statistics for turbojet aircraft compiled by Massport for the period 1980 through 
1997 clearly show this preference for a higher capacity runway configuration 


starting in 1992. This was precipitated by the worsening delay situation during 
northwest wind conditions at Logan. FAA statistics show that delays at Logan 
per 1,000 operations increased progressively from 32.8 in 1991 to 34.6 in 1992 
and peaked at 39.2 in 1993. 


The four pertinent statistics are: 


Runway 33L arrivals 
Runway 27 departures 
Runway 4R arrivals 
Runway 9 departures 


Prior to 1992, average annual use for these operations was: 


Runway 33L - Approximately 30% annually and never less than 25%, 

Runway 27 - Approximately 18% annually and never less than 14.1%, which 
occurred in 1986, when the runway was closed for 
approximately six weeks for rehabilitation, 

Runway 4R - Approximately 31% and never more than 37.3%, 

Runway 9 - Approximately 22% and never more than 26.4%. 


Beginning in 1992, in order to reduce delays, the tower began to use Runway 4R 
for arrival (with Runway 4L) and Runways 9 and 4R for departure in lieu of 
Runway 33L for arrival and Runway 27 for departure. As a result, the use of 
Runway 27 for departure dropped to 10%, hit a significant low of 4% in 1993, 
and has averaged 12% since 1992. Similarly, Runway 33L arrivals dropped to 
17% in 1992, and hit a low of 15% in 1993, and have averaged less than 20% 
since 1992. Runway 4R arrivals increased to a high of 44% in 1993, and have 
averaged 40% since 1992, and Runway 9 departures increased to 31% in L902, 
and 33% in 1993, and have averaged over 30% annually since 1992. 


The FAA continues to use the higher capacity "north/south" configurations in 
order to reduce delay and improve airport efficiency. 


In conclusion, at current or any future traffic levels, Runway 14/32 limited to | 00.8 
unidirectional use provides safety, capacity and environmental benefits and reduces 

delays when winds are out of the northwest and contributes to the achievement of 

existing runway use goals. 


Continental believes the draft EIR/EIS adequately addresses all of the critical 
environmental and operational issues associated with this important airport improvement 
program and reaches the most beneficial conclusion for the users of Logan Airport, the 
communities around the airport, the City of Boston, and the State of Massachusetts. That 
conclusion is a recommendation to adopt Alternative 1A including the construction of 
unidirectional Runway 14/32 as the preferred development alternative. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 


Sincerely, 


ibene Vharas 


Glenn Morse 
Senior Director 
Industry Affairs 


Attachments (2) 


ce: B. Desrosiers, Massport 
T. J. Kinton, Massport 


ATTACHMENT 1 oa 


Massport CAC Position Paper to Peter Blute, Exec. Dir., Massport 4/9/1997 Page 2 


throughout the Surrounding affected communities. It is not enough to formally review, 


decide and mitigate or compensate for aspects of a particular project. Each change must 
be regarded as an Opportunity and a reason to reassess the totality of Logan’s impacts, 
and to readdress them as constructively as possible. Proposed changes do not happen 
in a vacuum; they accumulate individually into the totality of the whole picture of 
impacts. 


In the case at hand, Massport's stated rationale for Proposing the 
Project” is to reduce operational delays to carriers and Ppassenge 
tions and facilities, or lack thereof, at Logan. You must see that 
ities tying in Logan’s shadow do not care about the impacts of 
public ( which include themselves) or their air carriers, exce 
defays may cause increased impacts on those communities. 


“Airside Improvements 
TS resulting from condi- 
the residential commun- 
delays upon the traveling 
pt to the extent that those 


Qur responsibility, as the CAC, is to seek improvements in 
overail and in each community, 
those of the business sectors, 


environmentai conditions, hoth 
. It follows then that our reactions will often differ from 
those having heen ably represented on the Airside Review 
Committee. The role of the CAC, whether as part of the ARC, or independentty, is to study 
and discuss the materials presented and otherwise available data bearing on the issues, 
and to advise the ARC and Massport regarding community concerns. 


and 
e been invoived eariier, what 
The information presented and the manner of presentation 
in understanding the details of the Proposals and the concems and 
objectives of the project proponents. Our consuitant team has been provided reasonable 


opportunities to further expiore the analyses conducted by your staff and consuitants as 
well. 


We appreciate having been afforded some means of conducting independent reviews, 
while we were excluded in the initial process and should hav 
was done cannot be undone. 


has been very heipfui 


= 
- 


Massport’s consuitants have presented information and anatyses which depict the 
Proposed project elements as being of value in reducing. operational delays to aircraft 
operations, and their being essentiaily benign or even environmentaily beneficial given 
certain critical assumptions. Our consuitants have advised us that on the tecAnicai level 


those analyses and evaluations are rationai and competentiy performed, and that the 
data upon which they are based are reasonable. 


You must understand, however, that those analyses, 
are employed, while inarguably “state of the art”, do n 
over the days, nights and years of “living with Logan”. 
real “misery index”, 


and the measures of impact which 
ot reflect our reai world experience 


We use the unquantifiable but very 


a reflection of the cumuiative impacts of extended periods of near- 
constant noise bombardment, interrupted sieep and relaxation, smeil, soot and concem 
for safety. 


Are things getting better? Individual aircraft are quieter and cleaner but there are so_ 


RUNWAY AR AUVAL USE PERCENTAGE BY MONTH ANU YEAR (1900-1997) 


(lunbowtot Arrival Oporations) 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 100 
Continental Airlines, Inc. 
Glen Morse, Senior Director, Industry Affairs 


Code ‘Topic 1 


Topic 2 Comment 


_ Preferred __...Supports implementation of all of the a 
| Alternative _ improvements and the instrument approach minimums 

i » reductions contained in Masspor''s preferred improvement 
Alternative 1A. 


_ Alternatives 


Alternatives 


: implementation of peak hour pricing from the preferred 
altemative at this time... 


_ Alternatives 


Taxiway 
_ Improvements 


We support all of the aes improvements, most 
_ importantly the midfield taxiway, because they will enhance 
he safety and effic 


: : We support the reducti ums as proposed... 
| Approach _ some circumstances it may also give the tower the ability to 
_ Minima _ change arrival runways to reduce dwell and/or persistence, 
and better achieve PRAS goals. 


/ 100.4 _ Alternatives 


“Continental supports ‘the construction of unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32...when the winds are from the northwest, 

_ there is typically only one arrival runway, Runway 

_ 33L...This has been a problem at Logan in the past, is a 

_ problem now, and will continue to be a problem in the future 
regardless of the growth i in passengers or ‘Operations. : 


Altematives Runway Use 


100.6 © Alltematives. Runway 14/32 ~Commentnoted, 


.Runway 14/32 does not i increase "the overall capacity" ‘of 
the airport... 


The delays which occur when the airport operates onthe Northwest winds | requiring ‘the us use se of Runway 33L or 27/33L are 
_ Need : _ Runway 27/33L configuration during heavy traffic periods + = a major source of Logan Airport's delays. Runway 14/32 would 

: | cause adverse impacts on the communities around _ substantially reduce these delays and the resulting i 
Logan... environmental impacts. ; 


_.at current or any future traffic le way 


Alternatives Runway Use Comment noted, 


_ limited to unidirectional use provides safety, capacity and 

_ environmental benefits and reduces delays when winds are 
_ out of the northwest and contributes to the achievement of 
» existing runway use goals. 


A Delta Air Lines 
John Boatright LETTER 101 


Vice President . UY P 1/4 7 
Properties and Facilities April 8, a 


Director of Aviation 

Massachusetts Port Authority gr 
One Harborside Drive, Suite 200S 

East Boston, Massachusetts 02128-2909 


Mr. Thomas J. Kinton, Jr. a Lb 


Dear Tom: 


This letter will serve as notice that Delta Air Lines is in support of the Airside 
Improvement Planning Projects as outlined in the Delay Reduction Program 

package proposed by Massport for Logan International Airport. In particular, 

the construction of the new uni-directional runway 14/32 would vastly improve 1 01 a 
the efficiency of the airfield during certain wind conditions and reduce the 

delays otherwise experienced when these conditions exist. During such times, 

the airport is constrained and must operate at a level far below the normal 

airfield capacity due to the lack of an efficient runway configuration needed to 

meet the operational requirements that are addressed by other runways in 

different wind conditions. 


Along with the construction of the new runway, the other projects outlined in 
the Airfield Improvement Planning Projects package will provide for even 
greater efficiencies and benefit to the airport. 


Respectfully, 


ce: Mr. Danny Quillen, Delta Air Lines, Inc. 
Mr. Harold Bevis, Delta Air Lines, Inc. 
Mr. Dave Bushy, Delta Air Lines, Inc. 
Mr. Larry Aldrich, Delta Air Lines, Inc. 
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Letter 101 
Delta Airlines 


John Boatright, Vice President, 
Properties and Facilities 


Code _Topic1 Topic 2 
101.1 Alternatives © Runway 14/32 y 
: i (ould vastly improve the efficiency of the airfield during 
ertain wind conditions and reduce the delays otherwise 


Letter 101: Delta Airlines, John Boatright, Vice President, Prop 


A. Delta Air Lines 


Bush 
a ale LETTER 102 
Flight Operations 


Mr. Peter Blute 

Executive Director and CEO 
Massachusetts Port Authority 
One Harborside Drive, Suite 200S 
East Boston, MA 02128-2909 


Dear Mr. Blute: 


On behalf of the Delta Air Lines Flight Operations Department, I would like to 
express my support for the Logan Airside Improvements Project and the 
construction of a new uni-directional commuter ninway as a key element in 
this major delay reduction initiative. 


This new runway will play a major role in enhancing airport operations and | 0 y { 
reducing delays, particularly during strong northwest wind conditions which : 
limit all aircraft operations to Runway 33L. These conditions result in * 

frequent and often extensive delays that inconvenience our customers, disrupt 

our otherwise enviable on-time performance, and cost our company hundreds 

of thousands of dollars annually. My personal experiences as Chief Pilot for 

Delta in Boston provided me with first-hand knowledge of the need for this 

runway, as well as the fact that it will not increase noise to airport neighbors. 


Construction of the new runway 14/32 will be a substantive investment in the 
future of the city of Boston and Logan Airport as a major gateway for air travel 
in the Northeastern United States. Delta Air Lines strongly recommends 
moving forward with the Airside Improvement plan. 


Sincerely, 


cc: Mr. Thomas Kinton, Director of Aviation—Massachusetts Port Authority 
Mr. Scott Yohe, Senior Vice President—Government Affairs 
Mr. Harold Bevis, Vice President—Public Affairs 
Mr. John Boatright, Vice President—Properties & Facilities 
Mr. Danny Quillen, General Manager—Public Affairs 
Mr. Larry Aldrich, Regional Director—Properties & Facilities 
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Letter 102 

Delta Airlines 

David Bushy, Vice President, 
Flight Operations 


Comment Response 


| This new runway will play a maj g airport 
operations and reducing delays, particularly during strong 

_ northwest wind conditions which limit all aircraft operations 
© to Runway 33L. 


ayer ion Ceeresereree sere 


L me! 


East Boston Eagle Hill Civic Association 


Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary 


Executive Office of Envi ental Affai 
me eee LETTER 103 
Boston, MA 02202 East Boston. MA 

mie March 12, 1999 
Dear Mr. Durand, 


Op 
Tunway 14/32. According to Massport’s EIS report, the runway will reduce delays only 20% of the time AN D 1 03 1 


highest concentration of children and schools in East Boston. With 14/32, operations on runway 27 (impacting | i] 3 2 


will increase from 18,000 to 56,495 annually. Operations on Tunway 33 (affecting East Boston, Chelsea, 
Charlestown, Hull, Revere, Somerville, Cambridge, Winthrop, Melrose) will increase from 6,082 to over 21 ,000 
annually. Yet, Massport continues to downplay these impacts as “environmentally insignificant.” 

Massport’s EIS report doesn’t mention that fact that since 1992, delays at Logan have decreased. This 
information is publicly available in the Federal Aviation Administration’s 1998 ACE (Airport Enhancement 

Capacity) Report and on the website www.asc.faa.gov. The only reason that Massport can claim that Logan has 1 03.3 


Massport’s EIS represents the interests of airlines and airport-related businesses, all of whom stand to make big 
city is increased by runway 14/32. The EIS does not consider health impacts 1 03 4 


Massport claims to be a “good neighbor,” yet they secretly met behind closed doors with Tepresentatives of the 
media and business sectors to gamer their support before publicly announcing plans to build 14/32. The Globe, 
the Herald and most major TV networks came out in favor of the Proposal even before the MEPA environmental 
impact report was Published! Is this fair play? Is this being a good neighbor? Despite Massport’s economic and 
Political advantages, residents of East Boston and Greater Boston will fight this proposal by every means 
available. We hope we can count on your support. 


Sincerely, : 
4 
Ey ee ae een 
Debra L. Cave, President 
East Boston Eagle Hill Civic Association 
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Letter 103 
East Boston Eagle Hill Association 
Debra L. Cave, President 


Code ‘Topic 1 Comment Response 


Purposeand __...the runway will reduce delays only 20% of the time AND | Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
| Need _ Reduction _ would be effective only until the year 2003, when delays at 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
_ Logan will retum to present levels. | are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 


/ | as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
: : Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of the 
regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
| _ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue over 
: time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that 
_ delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic levels 
increase. 


... 14/32 will increase flights on existing runways 27 and _ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 

| 33. -operations on runway 27...will increase from 18,000 to Preferred Alternative would promote runway use in a manner 

| 56, 495 annually. Operations on runway 33...will increase that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 

| from 6,082 to over 21,000 annually. _ number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, i 
: Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number of 
equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the same. 
The difference in these communities would be fewer nighttime 
| Operations and more daytime operations but the same noise 
_ impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to 
_ Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) would increase, 
: / _ but most of these are non-jets. These runway operations are 
_ currently running well below the PRAS goals, and the 

: _ unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow the controllers to 

"approach, but still remain below the annual goals for these 
| operations. Additionally, by increasing the number of operations 
_ over water, Runway 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours 
of dwell and persistence over populated areas in accordance 
with short-term PRAS goals. 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a discussion of the FAA . 
_ 1992, delays at Logan have decreased. If their goals were and DOT delay measures and historical data, along with 


_ Runway Use 


lassport's EIS report doesn't mention that fact that since 


| set at a more realistic 90 planes per hour (used in other _ comparisons of Logan Airport with other United States airports. 
_ urban airports), Logan would not have a serious delay _ FAA Opsnet delays at Logan Airport peaked in 1993, declined 
: | problem. _ for two years and are rising again. Arrival delays, which would 


be directly affected by Runway 14/32, have risen steadily since 
1994. Airfield capacity is a function of the runways in service, 
the fleet mix using them, prevailing weather conditions, and 

_ FAA air traffic control procedures. Massport cannot arbitrarily 

_ define the runway capacity and regulate airline schedules. The 
_ highest capacity configuration at Logan Airport today for three 
_Tunways in good weather i 


Letter 103: East Boston Eagle Hill Association, Debra L. Cave, President 
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Code = Topic1 Topic 2 Comment 


Response 
| 103.4 Environmental —_ Impacts _ The EIS does not consider health impacts environmental = Massport has provided the City of Boston 


_ Justice __ and quality of life issues of Boston's inner city residents. _ agencies with air quality and emissions data. 


_ In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health 

_ data, including mortality and morbidity from each neighborhood 
in Boston and cancer incidence data available from the 

Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These data 

_ indicated that causal relationships cannot be determined at this 

_ time. A review of the 1999 Report to the Mayor, Health of : 

"Boston prepared by the Boston Public Health Commission 

_ leads to a similar conclusion. In addition, Massport has shared 

_ the results of the Soot Deposition Study with public health 

| agencies and is cooperating with the Harvard School of Public 

Health on the South Boston Particle Source Apportionment 

_ Study. 

Information on public health issues is provided in Chapter 6 of 

the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


pi 


Regional 


_more flights should be directed to Hanscom Airport...By 


Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 


| Alternatives == Airports increasing air traffic at Hanscom, Worcester, Manchester _ includes T.F. Greer/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
ut ¢ _ and Providence to the maximum capacity possible, | Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that service 
_ Masport will avoid future delays at Logan.... _ development and increased passenger traffic at these airports 


are an important part of the region’s long-term strategy to 
accommodate passenger and activity growth. Massport has 
actively encouraged the development of regional airports and 
use of other options, including high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s 
largest market, New York. Regional service was examinedin 
i _ Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the 

i : _ conclusion that greater use of the regional airports will provide : 
| passengers within the service area of such airports with a viable 
"alternative to Logan Airport. Since demand within 
» Logan Airport's primary service area will remain strong, the 

| improvements at other regional airports will not eliminate the 

| need for airside projects at Logan Airport. 


_ With recent service developments, Manchester and 
__T.F. Green/Providence airports, are becoming 
"attractive alternatives for Logan Airport passengers that 
_ originate in communities north and south of Routes I-95 and 

_ |-495. By its agreement to assume operational responsibility 

__ and the eventual ownership of the Worcester Regional Airport, 

_ Massport is working to increase air services at 

_ Worcester Regional Airport and is working to increase the 

_ airport's role in accommodating air travel demand generated in 

_ communities west of I-95 and I-495. 


_ Delays occur when wind or weather conditions require the use 

_ of configurations with fewer than three active runways, when : 
_ poor weather requires increased separation distances between 
"aircraft, or when airlines schedule more flights than 
_ Logan Airport can handle. The Airside Project is designed to 
_ reduce delays at Logan Airport from adverse winds and taxiway | 

_ congestion. 


Letter 103: East Boston Eagle Hill Association, Debra L. Cave, President 


LoGaN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FinaL EIR 


gots: Tope! TOES. = Nn a ae Response : 
103.6 Alternatives | Peak Period ——— Massport...should give peak hour pricing a year-long trial | The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR‘a ppl FE 


| Pricing _ implementation before proposing the construction of any _ contain analysis of PPP as a demand management alternative 
| new runways. _ at Logan Airport. PPP is not recommended for implementation 
| "at this time because airline overscheduling is not a major 
_ contributor to current delays at Logan Airport. However, as a 
: _ mitigation measure, Massport has proposed to implement a 
_ Peak Period Monitoring System to determine if 
| airline overscheduling is emerging based on future growth in 
_ aircraft operations. Massport believes that initiation of this 
_ monitoring program will provide the necessary market signals to 
| encourage carriers to make efficient use of available facilities at 
+ Logan Airport. Should the monitoring program indicate that 
_ overscheduling conditions are likely to develop, Massport is 
__ prepared to initiate a process, as described in Section 4.5.4 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, to initiate the rule-making 
_ process to implement PPP at that time. 


Letter 103: East Boston Eagle Hill Association, Debra L. Cave, President 
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LETTER 104 


Mr. Robert A. Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge St. Rm. 2000, Boston, MA 02202 


PO Box 512 7 


: Eagle Hill 
Dear Mr. Durand, East Boston. MA 


02128 


The more we hear Massport and business sectors (most of whom do not live in Boston) promote runway 14/32, the 
angrier we get. Massport has misrepresented the truth and manipulated data to support the runway. Massport’s 


environmental impacts for the worst affected communities, but will remove incentive to immediately implement 
regional transportation planning. 14/32 will not solve the root causes of delays at Logan: 


mean modest air traffic expansion for rural communities abutting Hanscom, but considering that the noise contour | 04 2 


#2 Logan has no major feeder airports. If you look at the airports that rank higher than or roughly the same as 

Logan in delays, you will note that ALL of them have two, three or more major feeder airports. San Francisco has 

SFO Intemational, Oakland International and San Jose Intemational all within 20-45 minutes of San Francisco. New 104.3 
York has Kennedy, La Guardia and Newark all within 30-45 minutes of town. If Massachusetts had a second 

intemational or national airport within an hour of Boston, imagine how quickly delays at Logan would go down! 


#3 Massport sets unrealistic flight per hour goals, given its densely populated, urban surroundings. 120 planes 

per hour (24 hours per day!) should not be allowed. Were Massport to use the more realistic number of 90 planes 

per hour, Logan would have no delay problem. Abutters of Logan are in desperate need of noise relief, not noise 1 04.4 
increases. We sincerely hope that your agency will consider these issues and reject Massport’s EIS. By doing so, 

Massport will receive a strong message that it needs to design a long-term, socially-responsible, regional air traffic 


plan for the 21st century. Thank you. Bese os : 


Debra L. Cave, President 
East Boston Eagle Hill Civic Association 


Letter 104 
East Boston Eagle Hill Association 
Debra L. Cave, President 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
» 104.1 | Analysis _ Base Year _ Massport's EIS in inadequate because itis basedon 1993 pp! provides updated information for 
' Assumptions/ | figures...According to the FAA...delays at Massport are / 1998—the latest year for which actual Logan Airport dataare 
' Methodologies — "significantly lower today than in 1993..,1998 data shows  _ available. 1993 was adopted as the base year when the Airside 
i i | that Logan's delay situation is improving... _ Improvement studies commenced in 1994. The primary 
i function of the Base Year analysis is to calibrate the airfield 
_ Operation models and environmental impact models. The 
_ benefits and impacts of the action alternatives (Altematives 1, 
_ 1A, 2 and 3) are assessed by comparing these not with the : 
_ base year, but with Alternative 4, the No-Action Altemative. The 
_ planning scenarios for 37.5 and 45 million passengers 
_ represent a range of future activity at Logan Airport expected in — 
_ the 2010 to 2020 time frame. Analysis of 1981 to 90 weather 
» with 1989-98 weather identifies no significant differences in 
_ Regional » Regional : Small planes and corporate jets should be sent to Hanscom 


Alternatives _ Airports | Airport... _ airport to Logan Airport, already accommodates a significant 

: _ number of aircraft operations. In 1998, it accommodated 
_ 183,000 general aviation operations compared to 
_ 32,000 general aviation operations at Logan Airport. The 
_ Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, charter, and 
_ air-taxi operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. 
_ While approximately 45 percent of commercial aircraft activity at 
_ Logan Airport is on small planes, Massport plays no role in the 
_ decisions of private airlines regarding air service routes or : 
_ service levels. Airlines are unlikely to move a significant number 
_ of these flights to Hanscom Field, since approximately 

_ 50 percent of passengers on these flights connect to other 

lights operated at Logan Airport. 


104.3 Regional - Regional _ Logan has no major feeder airports...If Massachusetts had Because the development of a second major airport would 
_ Alternatives _ Airports _ asecond international or national airport within an hour of ——_require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
: Boston, imagine how quickly delays at Logan would go _ review in addition to a multi-year construction period, this option 
» down! - is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast demand 


_ over the next 20 years. Service developments at other 

» surrounding airports, including Manchester, 

__T.F. Green/Providence and Worcester Regional airports, 
_ preclude the need for a second major airport. 


Massport set unrealistic flight per hour goals...Were Airfield capacity is a function of the runways in service, the fleet 
_ Massport to use the more realistic number of 90 planes per ~_mix using them, prevailing weather conditions, and FAA air 

_ hour, Logan would have no delay problem. _ traffic control procedures. Massport cannot arbitrarily define the 
: _ Tunway capacity nor airline schedules. The highest capacity 
_ configuration at Logan Airport today for three runways in good 

_ weather is about 120 operations per hour. Proposed airside 
_ improvements, such as Runway 14/32, are intended to fill in the 

_ capacity gap which exists under some conditions such as 

_ northwest wind and to reduce delays at those times. 


LETTER 109 


Mr Arthur Pugsley, Reviewer 


Exedcutive Office of Environmental Affairs 


100 Cambridge Street 

Boston Massachusetts 02202 ‘ 
RE:EOEA #10458 

Dear Mr Pugsley: 


These comments are submitted for the East Boston Land Use Advisory Council 
after duly noticed meetings and votes taken according to its by-laws. The Council 
is an East Boston community group, organized in 1968 and in continuous 
session since that time. The mission of the Council, hereinafter called LUC is to 
provide a forum and advocacy for zoning, licensing, recreational and planning 
issues which generally affect the quality of community life in East Boston and 
these comments are submitted in accordance with that mission and purpose. 


The referenced Draft EIS/EIR has been submitted in support of Massachusetts 
Port Authority (MPA) proposal called Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project (the Project), and, after due consideration LUC has voted, on March 25, 
1999 and April 1, 1999 to request the Secretary to reject this Document and the 
Project proposed thereby. 


Statement of Proposal 


The referenced document Proposes that MPA build a runway, 
compass points 140/320 degrees, a centerfield taxiway, and, in the 
Federal submission, a reduced approach height minimum to 18’ all 
proposals being for the purpose of claimed operation delay 
management and improved operation safety. Document specifically 
States that no increase in operation capacity is facilitated by the 
specific “airside improvements” and that the impacts of the “airside 
improvements” be considered and evaluated separately from 
previously proposed and implemented “groundside improvements” 


Analysis of Proposal 


LUC submits that the Proposal overstates and fails to analyze 
correctly the delay situation at Boston-Logan International Airport 
and further states an inaccurate picture of delay trends and 
forecasts. The proposal is further flawed by failure to present and 
analyze alternative delay reduction strategies that would reduce 


delays without implementing the runway/ taxiway build schemes and 
their accompanying environmental and economic impacts on the 
affected communities. These failures violate the requirements of 
both NEPA and MEPA requiring comparative alternative analysis to 
“build” and further, the requirement in both Acts to not “segment” 
the impacts of related components of a proposal such as 
“Groundside” and “Airside” which are clearly related in their 
cumulative impacts on the affected communities. 


The argument of MPA that “Groundside” (passenger handling) and 
“Airside” (aircraft handling) are severable, and that neither, alone or 
cumulatively generates traffic and Capacity expansion is, on its face, 
tenuous and based on assumptions that deny a reasonable view that 
these developments are closely related and necessarily cumulative in 
their environmental impacts. While it is true that MPA will not control 
Passenger and cargo operation growth at Logan, the reasoning is not 
that such growth cannot be controlled and managed, but rather that 
to exercise such control would be contrary to the fundamental 
economic purposes of MPA’s development. The growth of operations 
and ensuing revenues Support MPA’s financial strength and to limit 
this growth would impair MPA’s revenue stream and, thus, its bond 
covenants. MPA will not take measures to limit or manage operation 
growth, and, froma strictly economic standpoint, should not do so. 
Applicable law, however, including National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969, Department of Transportation Act of 1966 and 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act set a much broader scope 
of requirements for review of the Project’s supporting off- 
documentation. Specifically, the following items should be required 
to be addressed in the Project documentation: 


1. Discussion of diversion of cargo operations to off-airport the off- 105.1 
alternatives. 


2. Considering the Off-airport alternatives as separate scenario for 105.2 
evaluation in DEIS/DEIR process. 


3. Evaluation of MPA-owned Hanscom Field as a reliever airport for 105 3 
general aviation operations, origin/destination regional non-jet : 
traffic, and short-haul origin/destination jet traffic. 


4. Consideration of #3 and other sitings for a second major 105 4 
Massachusetts Airport, with particular consideration of 1996 ’ 
Executive Order relative to environmental justice. 


5. Analysis of existing delays at Logan owing to specifically 105 5 
wind/weather effects and indirectly from delay at other airports. 


LUC submits that such indirect delay will not be relieved by the 
Airside project, and should not be included in the alleged benefit 
thereof. 


6. Documentation of history of PRAS (preferential runway 105 6 
assignment) as management tool and analysis of problems with : 
implementation thereof. : 


The Secretary should determine that significant planning deficiencies 
exist in the DEIS/DEIR and a new Draft document(not an amended 
version) be submitted. 


The “base year” of 1999 does not adequately reflect changes since 

that time, and a base of 1998 extending to 2020 should be required 105.7 
as proportionate to severity of impacts and to implement appropriate 
planning horizons. For example, delays at Logan have not 

significantly increased 1993 according to FAA modeling standards 

and therefore do not justify MPA’s projections for future delays. 

Further, weather data does not allow for significantly changed 

weather conditions in the period from 1981-1990 to present. 


Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be 105 8 


considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft 
operations directly because of the sought-for effect of delay 
reduction. 


The projected increases in passenger demand and capacity to 
handle such demand from the airside/groundside expansions will be 
met by increased “passenger jet” operations. The overflight impacts 
on 15/33 communities including East Boston will be 
disproportionate and the noise reduction benefits of stage 3 
conversion are mostly already realized since only about 15% of the 
fleet remains to be made stage 3 compliant. 


Further, the number of extremely noisy nighttime jet operations 
already required to be stage 3 compliant are seen to double in the 
foreseeable future and therefore no further noise reduction benefit 
whatsoever is to be derived on these increases. 


Project documents tout the noise mitigation to be achieved through ; 
additional soundproofing treatment in impacted community. This 
benefit, such as it might be, will be disproportionately unavailable 105.9 


In the poorer impacted communities because of the greater 
likelihood that residences will be non-compliant with relevant 
building codes and economic ability to achieve code-compliance is 
disproportionately lacking. 


Alternatives to the build proposal are required to be “ rigorously 105 10 
explored and evaluated” and alternatives, which were eliminated : 
from detailed study, should be explained referencing briefly reasons 

for eliminating these alternatives. 


The economic benefits of Logan are incorrectly conflated with those of 
Boston itself but the loss from the Boston-area impacts are conveniently 
neglected. 


Boston worked best in a transportation environment predominantly 
emphasizing rail and water transport. The siting of Logan into preexisting 
urban areas was attempt to to gain advantage over other further-out 
airports. But the advantages gained, even temporarily thereby, have been 
constantly attended by disproportionately severe and unjust impacts. The 
current proposal is a clear and unfair extension of this bad history, and 
must be rejected to force a more rational approach to regional 
transportation solutions. 


East Boston Land Use Advisory Council 


CC:Hon. Paul Scappicio 
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Robert F. Strelitz 


Code ‘Topic 1 Comment Response 
105.1 = Regional Discussion of diversion of cargo operations to off-airport___ Refer to the Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on 
: _ Transportation 


_ the off-altermative [should be discussed]. | the DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. The potential diversion of cargo 
: _ operations was not specifically analyzed because cargo operations 
_ account for only two percent of aircraft activity at Logan Airport and 
_ since most all-cargo aircraft operate during off-peak hours, cargo 

_ operations do not contribute to delays at Logan Airport. However, 
"all cargo operations were included in the future fleets analyzed in 

_ the Airside Project. Additionally, some cargo is now being diverted 

_ to regional airports as indicated by the strong growth in 

_ cargo services and air cargo activity at the regional airports. 


: Regional ' Regional ' Considering the off-airpo he regional alternatives were explicitly considered in the delay 
_ Transportation Alternatives _ scenario for evaluation in DEIS/DEIR process [should be reduction and environmental analyses by studying a range of 
: | discussed]. _ future demand and activity levels. Passenger levels analyzed 
: _ cover a range from 29M passengers to 45M passengers. Similarly, 
_ 510,000 to 656,000 future aircraft operation levels were analyzed. 
The use of variable long-term passenger and operations forecasts 
allow for uncertainty relating to the rate of future economic growth, 
_ the development of high-speed rail alternatives, the acceptance 
and usage of video-conferencing, and the role of regional airports. 
The delay reduction analyses indicate that the proposed airside 
improvements, as well as the regional alternatives, are necessary 
for accommodating current and future levels of demand. 
valuation of MPA-owned Hanscom Field as a reliever The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
: airport for general aviation operations, origin/destination  DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field in 
"regional non-jet traffic, and short-haul origin/ destination the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which serves 
_ jet traffic [should be discussed). as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, already 
: accommodates a significant number of aircraft operations (183,000 
operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field activity includes private, 
_ business, charter, and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 
_ Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, 
_ Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began commercial 
_ scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 
_ Services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford 
_ (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), and 
_ Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting operations 
_ between Hanscom and New York LaGuardia Airport. While 
_ Massport supports commercial service at Hanscom Field 
_ consistent with its established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport 
_ believes that Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major 
_ general aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to : 
~ Logan, Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
_ commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 
_ Significant number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, 
_ since approximately 50 percent of passengers on Logan Airport's 
_ commuter flights connect to other Logan Airport flights and a 
_ significant number of passengers are travelling to Boston. 
_ However, any new commercial service initiatives proposed for 
Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for consistency with the 
_ Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be 
_ considered by the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer 
_ to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of 
_ Hanscom Field. 


405.2 


_ Transportation 


Letter 105: East Boston Land Use Advisory Council, Robert F. Strelitz 


et 
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Code ‘Topic 1 _Topic 2 Comment Response 
105.4 Regional Regional _ Consideration of ...[Hanscom Field] and other sitings for Because the development of a second major airport would 
| Transportation Airports _ a.second major Massachusetts Airport, with particular ‘require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
i : ' consideration of 1996 Executive Order relative to _ review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this option 


' environmental justice [should be discussed]. _ is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast demand 
over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field’s potential service area 
_ overlaps with the service areas for several airports that already 
_ have the necessary infrastructure for commercial service. These 

| airports are the Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and 
_ Worcester Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major / 
_ improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside facilities 
_andairfields. ae ee 
sting delays at Logan owing to specifically Delays occur ‘when wind or ‘weather conditions require the use of 

_ wind/weather effects and indirectly from delay at other configurations with fewer than three active runways, when poor 

' airports [should be discussed]. _ weather requires increased separation distances between aircraft, 
_ orwhen airlines schedule more flights than Logan Airport can 

_ handle. The Airside Project is designed to reduce delays at 

_ Logan Airport from adverse winds and taxiway congestion by 

_ addressing constraints at Logan Airport. Delays caused by 

_ conditions at other airports or other factors, such as mechanical 

- failure, are not addressed since Massport cannot influence these 

| delays. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR also contains a discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT 

_ delay measures and historical data, along with comparisons of 

/ Logan Airport with other United States S airports. 


: Documentation of history of PRAS.. ‘as ‘management — _ The Supplemental ‘DEIS/FEIR includes a discussion of PRAS~ 

_ tool and analysis of problems with implementation _ including its historic development and the performance relative to 

| thereof [should be discussed}. the goals over time. PRAS goal achievement has improved 

i _ considerably over time, particularly since the installation of the 
_ Enhanced PRAS in 1993 and the Revised PRAS in 1996. Chapter 
_ 8 also outlines a monitoring program that will provide regular 

_ updates on PRAS performance and serve as an aid to identify 

_ problems or areas for improvement. 


he "base year" of 1999 [1993] does not adequately he projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are not 

_ Assumptions/ _ reflect changes since that time, anda base of 1998 _ based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred during 

Melee extending to 2020 should be required.. z 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the Airside Project : 
: _ Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective to the delay problem 

_ at Logan Airport and for use in model calibration. The analysis 

_ contained in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has been updated to 

_ include modeled delay results for 1998 to provide more 

_ current context to airfield conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to 

_ Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the 

_ delay analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 

Logan Airport. 
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1058 Environmental NEPA _ Federal planning policy establishes that this project must _ Implementation of the elements of the recommended | 
| Review _ be considered and evaluated as stimulating growthin _—Airside Project, specifically unidirectional Runway 14/32, would not / 


- Process _ aircraft operations... _ increase Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of approximately : 

: : _ 120 operations per hour. This capacity is available at Logan Airport 
| approximately 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 
_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of strong : 
' northwest winds that now require controllers to operate on only one 
_ or two runways, compared to the typical three-runway 
_ configurations used at Logan Airport. 


_ The runway will substantially reduce the delays that now occur 
_ during northwest wind conditions. Preventing these delays will 
_ fepresent a real benefit to the passengers and airlines that 
Currently experience them. However, because these wind 
_ conditions and the associated delays are not regular or predictable, 
_ and cannot be readily anticipated, it is not expected that their 

_ prevention will stimulate growth in Logan Airport passenger 

: demand above and beyond the rates that would have occurred 

_ without the runway. Instead, growth in Logan Airport passenger 

- demand will be principally driven by local and national economic 
_ Conditions, competition and pricing within the airline industry, and 
the distribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 

_ Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. Refer to the 
discussion in Section 4.2 in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Sound -soundproofing treatment...will be disproportionately _ Federal requirements typically exclude the FAA from any 
- Insulation ' unavailable in the poorer impacted communities _ responsibility to bring a building up to code when the structure is 
» because of the greater likelihood that residences willbe sub-standard but otherwise qualifies to participate in an airport 
_ non-compliant with relevant building codes... _ sponsored sound insulation program. However, to address impacts 


in particular projects such as the proposed Airside Project, FAA 

has discretion to use grant funds to bring buildings up to code as 

part of the mitigation program to the extent such improvement are 
_ required to proceed with the sound insulation work. The mitigation 
program for the Airside Project includes use of grant funds for such 
purposes. For the eligible residences, the FAA will fund building 
code improvements, to the extent necessary, to implement 
effective sound insulation treatment. 


105.10 Environmental =MEPA ———_ Alternatives tothe buid proposal are required tobe ‘The Airside Project Draft EIGVEIR and the Supplemental 
_ Review : : "rigorously explored and evaluated" and alternatives, DEIS/FEIR respond to FAA scoping directives, applicable FAA 
Process _ which were eliminated from detailed study, shouldbe © _ environmental orders and all other NEPA requirements. 


_ explained referencing briefly reasons for eliminating 
these alternatives. 


| F i I | S NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIAT ION, INCORPORATED 
Post Office Box 961, Back Bay Annex, Boston, MA02117 


LETTER 106 


April 22, 1999 


Secretary Bob Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Environmental Impact Review 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02108 


FAX 617-727-1598 
Attention Arthur Pugsley 
The Ellis Neighborhood Association, located in the South End, would like to comment on the 


Massachusetts Port Authority Proposal to add a rmway and reconfigure taxi ways at Logan Airport to 
reduce delays at the facility. 


End will increase from roughly 18,000 a year to over 40,000 a year, and then grow from there. This is an | () 6 | 


Some of these planes are so noisy, one has to stop conversations until the plane has passed. These 
planes should be banned from using Logan. 


Other planes fly so low they take a long time to rumble by. These planes should be directed to fly 
over the ocean until they reach an altitude high enough so the sound is dissipated (and then hopefully tum 
toward land at someplace other than over the city). 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 


Very truly yours, 


th S. Boveroux 
President 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 106 


Ellis Neighborhood Association, Inc. 
Elizabeth S. Boveroux, President 


Code 


/ 106.1 


| _ Itis estimated that the flights over the South End will 
/ _ increase from roughly 18,000 a year to over 40,000 a 
: _ year... This is unacceptable. 


Response 


Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in substa’ 
noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would enable the air 
traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the PRAS goals and 
decrease the population that is most severely affected. For 
example, implementation of the Preferred Alternative will 
reduce the population affected by Day-Night Sound Level 
values greater than 70 dB by four percent with the 29 M Low 
Fleet scenario, by 67 percent with the 37.5 M High Fleet 
scenario, and by 39 percent with the High Regional Jet Fleet, 
while increasing the population exposed to 

Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB by 

two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these three 
fleet scenarios, respectively. 


i 


Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter 106: Ellis Neighborhood Association, Inc., Elizabeth S. Boveroux, President 
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j EMC Corporation 


171 South Street 508.435.1000 


Hopkinton. MA USA www.emc.com — 
01748-9103 : LETTER 107 
To: Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
From: Richard J. Egan, Chairman, EMC Corporation 
Date: April 8, 1999 


Subject: Massport’s Plan to Improve Logan Airport 


This note is sent in support of Massports plan to improve the timeliness, safety and environment 
of Logan Airport and it’s surrounding area. 


My reasons for this are best described by the attached Op-Ed piece which appeared in the March 
28" edition of the Boston Herald. 


Additionally, I have Studied this plan and firmly believe that it will in fact improve the overall] 
environment by decreasing the noise and jet exhaust over the adjacent inhabited areas. 


T hope that your Study-of this matter is not diverted by the Opponent’s claims that other regional 
airports are a better solution. 


Respectfully yours, 


RJE:mlh 
mepa0407.doc 


Enclosure 


Economy deniands new Tunway 


Do you realize our region’s link to global such that when winds blow from the North- 
markets, tourism dollars, customers and west, delays can total thousands of hours. F 
conventioneers can be shattered by some- .. -This problem will not gO away on Its own. 
thing as simple as 4 strong northwest wind? Logan’s delays will worsen if nothing is 

_ That key Link is Logan Airport. And when done, and the cost fo our economy will 
northwest winds prevail, as they often do, continue to grow. The issue has been-talked. 
Logan can operate only two of its runways about for more than 20 years, and for 20 
—— and sometimes only a single runway. years the problem has gotten worse. 

No surprise, then, that when it comes to _ Should we wait until companies start to 

. time-wasting and money-wasting delays, _ pack their bags in search of a More efficient 

— Logan is one. of . the ‘Wansportation link? What about when large , 
| Richard J. worst airports in. the conventions pass on Boston's new conven- 
EQ AN country. In fact, Logan's tion center because getting into the city is 
. airfleld is so inadequate too much of a hassle? We cannot afford to - 
that, according to Massport, it cost corpora- wait any longer. mi 7 
Gons more than $310 million in lost Produc- I'm concerned enough about Logan and 
tivity last yea. 2 . . its ability to keep this state tied to the global 
' Consider my Company, EMC Corp. We economy that I have set up a coalition of 
are now the largest computer Company more than 50 Massachusetts CEOs who 
headquartered in Massachusetts, Every day, want to help Massport make Logan better, 
several hundred EMC sales reps, engin: --The Logan On Time Committee is com- 
and executives fly in and out of Logan — as posed of com anies like Gillette, Anal 
do their thousands -of counterparts from Devices Teradyne and Fidelity. All tol 
other companies. Clearly, and EMC's 3.800 these corporations employ 500,000 people 

Massachusetts workers have a me alae mR this ree Banog are sor panies where 

in Logan Logan is our teway to the wo ousands of workers travel for a living: 

But we find it incredible that on a bright, companies where jobs, profits and state tax 

Clear, sunny day, with not a Snowflake in revenues 5 aon On getting from Boston to 

sight, flights into Logan can be delayed up ‘other cities, urope, Asia and the rest of the 
to three hours -.. all due to weather. world quickly and reliably. Our group Is 
As a coastal airport in New England, Lo- working overtime to make sure rt 

Ban Is subject to the whims of Mother Na- goes ahead with construction of a new mun- 

ture. Snow, ag ae poor visibility all can way. ; ; 

Cause delays. Wt e I am never happy to My business depends on Logan to suc- 

hear that EMC employees and customers ceed, so I am making its success my busi- 
are affected by delays ar Logan, at least itis ness The Pace of EMC's business doesn't |. 
understandable when a foot of snow has slow down when there are northwesterly 

fallen or fog is blanketirig Boston. - . Winds. Neither should Logan's. nah 8 

* The cause of the problem is simple: There : 

have been no.umprovements made to Lo- Richard J. Egan ts founder and chairman 

gan’s airfield in over 20 years. To meet peak’: of EMC Corp. of. Hopkinton, a provider of + }- 
demand, ' Logan ‘needs three mmways In enterprisé Gomputer storage systems, .-2* 

MPeranos TH mbSup.of Lopaals airfield is,, softwere. gid services, we oe 


bed 
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EMC Corporation 
Richard J. Egan, Chairman 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


his problem will not go away on its own. Logan's delays 
will worsen if nothing is done,... The pace of EMC's 

' business doesn't slow down when there are northwesterly 
' winds. Neither should Logan's. 


Comment noted. 


Excavating & Building Material 


Teamsters, Chauffeurs and 29 Farragut Road ofa 
Heipers al i Gi 7) 464-3379 > ae 
Affiliated with the International Arotharhood of Teamsters Fax (617) 464-2379 Ce De 
a 
ee LOCAL UNION 379 
PAUL V. WALSH >. MAHONEY 
CECAETARY-TREASLIER 
PROG EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

eae LETTER 108 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge St., 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


The Intemational Brotherhood of Teamsters Union, Local 379, is writing today in 
full support of the Massachusetts Port Authority's Airside improvement plan for Logan 
Intemational Airport. Local 379 firmly believes this project is necessary to reduce 
delays, improve the quality of life of our members and provide much needed 
employment opportunities. 


Delays at Logan are consistently among the worst in the U.S. These delays are 108.1 
not only inconvenient, they are costly. In 1998 delays at Logan cost airlines and their 
Passengers hearly $310 million. These losses ultimately affect the livelihood of many 
working men and women as it impedes the ability of Boston and the region to compete 
in a global economy. 


A major component of the Airside Improvement project, Runway 14/32. provides {(}§ 2 
significant noise relief for our members living in the highest impacted noise areas of ‘ 
East Boston's Bayswater, Revere’s Beachmont and Winthrop’s Court Road and Point 
Shirley as well as South Boston’s Castle {sland area. The new unidirectional Runway 
shifts 75.000 flights over water rather than over communities. It also allows noise 
impacts to be spread more equitably across communities. The proposed centerfield 1 08 3 
taxiway and other improvements would further enhance air quality by reducing aircraft : 
idling and queuing on the airfield and reduce ground noise from taxing aircraft to 
adjacent neighborhoods. 


With an annual economic impact of $5 billion, Logan international Airport is 
directly responsible for creating more than 15,000 jobs in this area, many of which are 
the hard working men and women of Local 379. 


It is therefore, without reservation, that Local 37 


9 wholeheartedly support's 
Airside Improvements at Logan Airport and looks forward to the Projects approval. 


Thank you for your attention to this matter. 


Sincerely yours, 


LLCO CAMA. 


Paul V. Walsh 
Secretary-Treasurer 
Principal Executive Officer 


PVW/mec 
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Letter 108 

Excavating & Building Material 
Teamsters, Chauffeurs & 

Helpers -- Local Union 379 

Paul V. Walsh, Secretary-Treasurer 
Principal Executive Officer 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


~ Comment noted. 


' Purposeand _—_— Delay ..firmly believes this project is necessary to reduce 

_ Need | delays... These delays are not only inconvenient, they are 
_ costly...itimpedes the ability of Boston and the regional to 
ompete in a global economy. 


- Cumulative _..Runway 14/32, provides significant noise relief for our _ Comment noted. 
_ mpacts _ members living in the highest impacted noise areas of East 
' Boston's Bayswater, Revere's Beachmont and Winthrop's 
' Court Road and Point Shirley as well as South Boston's 


- Castle Island area. 


uld further enhance air quality... 


Vavid &. WoeInstell 
Chief of Administration 
and Government Affairs 


82 Devonshire Street on : 
Boston, MA 02109-361 09 
Phone: 617 563-6578 LETTER | 
Fax: 617 476-7356 

E-mail: david.weinstein@fmr.com, 


April 23, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley--EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20" floor 

Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Fidelity Investments is a global financial services company and the largest mutual fund 
firm in the United States. We have 12,600 employees in Massachusetts, including nearly 
10,000 at our world headquarters in Boston. We are the largest private employer in 
Suffolk County and the 4" largest private employer in Middlesex County. 


For a large, growing company like ours, the proximity of a convenient airport offering 

reliable and safe air travel is an absolute necessity. We strongly support the 109 1 
modernization of Logan Airport and the construction of runway 14/32 because an : 
inefficient Logan hurts the Productivity of businesses, wastes time and money and 

negatively infpacts the local and regional economy. 


We have other major operations within New England, in New Hampshire and Rhode 
Island, and in five other states. A convenient, efficient airport is a critical factor in 
deciding where to locate and where to grow. It is no accident that our New Hampshire 


only because it helps serve our employees in other locations, but also alleviates Logan’s 
congestion and contributes to a diversified and robust New England economy. 


Logan Airport has an annual economic impact of $5 billion, Providing jobs for 15,000 
citizens and Supporting more than 100 airport-related businesses. Put simply, Logan 
contributes $13.7 million to the local economy every single day. While ranking 11" in 
operations among U.S. airports, Logan has the 6"-worst delay problem. In 1998, Logan 
suffered from 120,000 delay hours at a cost of $319 million. 


In 1998. Fidelity Spent almost $50 million in airline tickets -- about 75 percent of which 
Was travel through Logan. Fidelity employees traveled on more than 100.000 flights to 
and from Logan last year. Employees at a company like ours, with headquarters in 
Boston, must be able to travel easily and without undue delay to other locations in the 
U.S. and around the world. With 15 million customers in all 50 States, we have customers 


wherever airplanes can fly. 


Unfortunately, we have an airport that often does not work. We must do better for our 
€conomic vitality today and for the future fiscal health of the Commonwealth. 
Construction of runway 14/32 should lead to greater growth, new jobs and a competitive 


regional economy leading into the 21* century. 


ih 
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Letter 109 

Fidelity Investments 

David C. Weinstein, Chief of 
Administration and Government Affairs 


Purpose and ~—Airfield 
_ Need _ Capacity 


Code ‘Topic 1 


We strongly support the modernization of Logan Airp 
he construction of runway 14/32 because an inefficient : 
Logan hurts the productivity of businesses, wastes time and 
money and negatively impacts the local and regional 
economy. 


ret 


We support any and all efforts to expand usage...regional Comment noted. 
airports (and Worcester and New Bedford)... 


Regional _ 


109.2 
: Alternatives 


overnment Affairs 


WAT , 
Corporate Offices 


800 Boylston Street / Prudential Center Suite 2475 / Boston, MA 02199 
Phone: (617) 375-5600 Fax: (617) 375-5649 


Gary T. Klencheski 


; President and CEO 
April 7, 1999 E-mail: garyk@fitcorp.com 
Secretary of Environmental A ffairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 LETTER 0 
100 Cambridge Street 
2oth Floor 


Boston, MA 02205 
Dear Mr Pugsley: 


As President and CEO of Fitcorp, a Massachusetts company with 95 employees, I am 
writing you to state my strong support of a series of transportation initiatives, notably the 
Logan Airport modernization along with improvements to our high speed rail system and 
greater utilization of the Worcester, Providence and Manchester airports. My company’s 
success is contingent upon a strong economy in Boston. The five leading industries that 
account for more than half of the jobs in our region are dependent upon a Logan that 
operates efficiently. 


Logan’s transportation services are essential to the economic success of the entire region. 
Unfortunately, Logan is one of the most delay prone airports in the county, ranking sixth 

in 1998. No changes have been made to Logan’s airfields since 1977, and since then, 

operations have increased by 112%. Massport’s plan for a new runway designed for all { { 0 { 
arrivals and departures taking place over Boston Harbor should lead to greater growth, i 
better jobs, and a competitive regional economy. 


With the development of a new convention center there will be an increased demand for 

air traffic in Greater Boston over the next decade. -Runway 14/32 at Logan will help us 

meet this demand. In addition, we need to increase utilization at the regional airports in 1 10 2 
Worcestei, New Bedford, Providence, and Manchester and also incorporate high-speed ; 
rail into our region. 


Our future economic competitiveness hinges on Logan’s modernization. Thank you for 


your consideration. 


Sincerely yours, 1979 . Guau | 


SOUT Vlondudee Yi) 
eee Aue 


v 


VR ARE ope} 
PRCtpre ner q 


(Hi teorp | 


Topic 1 Comment 


_ Purpose and ..Logan is one of the most delay prone airports in the 
_ Need 
| Greater Boston over the next decade. Runway 14/32 at 


_ Logan will help us meet this demand 
Regional 

_ Alternatives _ Worcester, New Bedford, Providence, and Manchester and 
: also incorporate high-speed rail into our region. 


_ Massport considers Logan Airport to be part of a regional 

_ system of airports that includes the T.F. Green/Providence, 
_ Manchester and Worcester Regional airports. Service 

_ development and increased passenger traffic at these airports 

_ are an important part of the region’s long-term strategy to : 
- accommodate growth in air travel demand. While greater use of | 
_ the regional airports and high-speed rail will provide relief to 
_ Logan Airport, the proposed Airside Project provides clear 
benefits at current, as well as future, traffic levels. The benefits 
will only increase in the future, even as regional transportation 

_ developments act to reduce the rate of future growth at 


...we need to increase utilization at the regional airports in 
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Letter 110 
Fitcorp 


Gary T. Klencheski, 


President and CEO 


Response 


: _ Comment noted. 
» country ...there will be an increased demand for air traffic in 


Logan Airport. 


The Franklin Park Coalition» LETTER 11 


April 21, 1999 


Robert A. Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Enviromental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street - Room 2000 

Boston, Massachusette 02202 


Attention: MEPA Office 


Re: Massachusetts Faviromental Protection Act review of Massachusetts 
Port Authoritys Enviromental Impact Statement concerning proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport. 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


I write on behalf of the Board of Directors and the membership of The 
Franklin Park Coalition to Oppose the construction of Runway 14/32 because 
it would increase already excessive and noisy flights over Franklin Park and 
because we believe parts of MassportS EIS to be inaccurate. 

The Franklin Park Coalition (Coalition), formed in 1974 in response to 
the deterioration of Franklin Park (the Park), is dedicated to the restoration 
and preservation of the Park and to safeguarding the design of Frederick Law 
Olmsted. 

Franklin Park is the only park in the city of Boston large enough, at 
500 acres, to create the illusion that one has left the city. This rural 
experience was the intent of Olmsted's design and the purpose of the Park. 

Despite being over 6 miles from Logan Airport, flights from Runway 27 
are so low and so loud as they pass directly over the Park as to disrupt 
entirely the peace and enjoyment intended for Park users. . 

These users include: birdwatchers, strollers, joggers, picnicers (it 
is one of the few Boston parks which allow cookouts), bicyclists, dog-walkers, 
golfers, neighborhood softball players, schoolchildren and visitors to The 
Franklin Park Zoo. All these activities are spoiled by the noise of Logan 
flights. : 

Currently, flights from Runway 27 number approximately 19,000 a year. 
Under Massport's Proposal these flights would increase to approximately 
56,000 a year. 

Massport downplays the level of noise from Logan flights by averaging 111 | 
the decibel level of flights with the decibel levels between flights. This ~ ' 
is tantamount to determining a speeding violation by averaging the speeds 


Robert A. Durand, Secretary 
April 21, 1999 
Page 2 


a driver maintains at a red light with 
lieve this practice to be inaccurate, 
The Coalition believes it is unre 
ations continue to degrade the quality 
where in the Greater Boston area. 


rank 
and 


pportunity 
1 record of 
14/32. 


cc: John DeVillars, FPA 
Gevernor Paul Cellucci 
Thomas F. Birmingham, 
Thomas Finneran, 
Thomas Menino, Mayor of Boston 
Boston City Council 

Chelsea City Council 

Winthrop Board of Selectman 
C.A.R.E. 


Justine Liff, Commisioner, Boston 


the speeds used on a highway. We be- 
fraudulant and disingenuous. 


lin Park, where urban dwellers can 
a treasure to be safeguarded. It 


S wonderful Park to the dubious 


to comment and ask that this letter 
any proceedings concerning Massport's 


Very truly yours, 


The Franklin Park Coalition 
Martha Karchere, President 
P.O. Box 2332 

Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 


Senate President 
Speaker of the House 


Parks and Recreation 
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Letter 111 
The Franklin Park Coalition 
Martha Karchere, President 


jassport downplays the level of noise from Logan flights by | The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR considers a variety of noise 

_ averaging the decibel level of flights with the decibel levels metrics in the assessment of noise impacts from the various 

| between flights. We believe this practice to be inaccurate,  _altematives. These are intended to shed additional insight on 

_ fraudulent and disingenuous. _ how the noise is likely to change from one altemative to 

i _ another. It is suggested the reader also refer to Appendix E for 
_ adiscussion of noise metrics. 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Letter 106: The Franklin Park Coalition, Martha Karchere, P 


LETTER 112 


Friends of Belle Isle Marsh 


April 22, 1999 


~Fridy-Coxe> Poh oT Durie? 
Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston MA 02202 
Attn: MEPA Unit 


Mr. DU rack. 
Dear Ms—Gexe: 


The Friends of Belle Isle Marsh (FBIM) is a nonprofit organization dedicated to protecting 
Belle Isle, the 250-acre saltmarsh located within the communities of East Boston, Revere and 
Winthrop. Since its creation in 1985, Belle Isle Park and Reservation has served as an urban 
oasis, affording city dwellers a rare Opportunity to observe and enjoy nature at close hand. 


Despite the constant threat of encroachment by Logan Airport, the MBTA, and the numerous 
commercial, marine and industrial operations that surround it, Belle Isle has managed to 
Survive as a functioning saltmarsh and habitat for wildlife not usually found in such close 
proximity to urban neighborhoods. 


Therefore, our special perspective is not only that we must protect the many species of birds, 
mammals and fish that live in Belle Isle Marsh, but that we must also ensure its peaceful use 
and enjoyment by human beings, as well. 


It is arguable that the current levels of noise and air pollution caused by operations at Logan 
Airport already make a negative impact on the use and enjoyment of the marsh resources; but 
to argue that point is not our brief, at present. Addressing the plan at issue, as described in 
Massport’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report, the Friends find that this report is 
seriously deficient in its treatment of impacts under Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966, as amended. 


AD 
Our specific objections are as follows: 


(1) On page ES 30-31, under the subhead Section 4(f) Determination, Massport states: 


Indirect impacts to Section 4(f) resources from implementation of the Preferred 
Alternative [1A]...were also considered... According to the legislation which established 
the Boston Harbor Islands Recreation Area, the extension of noise contours over Boston 


airside improvements at Logan Airport will not incorporate land from a section 4(f) 
resource, nor with soundproofing mitigation, affect the normal activity or aesthetic 


Despite the fact that Belle Isle Park and Reservation is the largest public parkland bordering 
Logan Airport, by definition clearly falling within the guidelines of Section 4(f), and that more 


every scenario considered, both in 2010 and the 1993 baseline. Massport should specifically 
address this question, preferably by using actual monitoring data rather than computer 


-3- 
(4) Again, Massport focuses on the Harbor Islands Recreation Area, to the exclusion of Belle 
Isle i 


Environmental Policy Act regulations require any proposed airport projects to demonstrate 
“land use Compatibility.” Based only on the fact that the legislation establishing the Boston 
Harbor Islands Recreation Area states that Logan Airport “shall not be deemed to have a 
significant effect on natural, scenic, and recreation assets... ”, Massport can conclude that the 
Proposed improvements are not incompatible with “recreation assets” only by excluding Belle 
Isle Park and Reservation from this discussion. 


The Reservation, unlike the Harbor Islands Area, was established by The Commonwealth and 
is not governed by the restrictive language of the federal statute. Thus, Massport is not 
absolved from its obligation to consider the effects of the proposed airside improvements on 
Belle Isle Marsh under FAA environmental criteria. 


(5) Finally, as part of the Section 4(f) determination, the EIR has identified a state-listed 
endangered species, the upland sandpiper, Nesting in the area of the proposed Centerfield 


addressed in this EIR. 


In addition to the points we have listed above, there are many other areas in which this EIR is 
deficient; however, the Friends feel that the strongest objection lies not in what Massport has 
included in this report but in what it has left out. 


Sincerely 
LL 
Gail Millér 4 ; Cnsenanion Committee 


Elizabeth gan, Vice President 
FRIENDS OF BELLE ISLE MARSH 


112.4 


112.5 
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Letter 112 

Friends of Belle Island Marsh 
Gail Miller, Chairperson 
Conservation Committee 


Code = Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


‘On what grounds does Massport then conclude that the | The noise levels in the vicinity of Belle Island Park and 


| proposed airside improvements will not "...with _ Reservation are lower with the Preferred Alternative than with 
| soundproofing mitigation, affect the normal activity or _ the No-Action Alternative. The difference can be seen by 
"aesthetic value" of Belle Isle Park and Reservation? _ comparing the values of the Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) at 


_ Monitor No. 8 (Morton and Amelia in Winthrop) and Monitor No. 
_ 16 (Bradstreet and Sales in Revere) which bracket the Belle 
Island Marsh area. With the 29M Low Fleet scenario, the DNL 
at Monitor No. 8 decreases by 0.1 dB and at Monitor No. 16 by 
0. 4 dB. With the 37.5M Low Fleet scenario, the DNL at 
_ Monitor No. 8 decreases by 1.1 dB and at Monitor No. 16 by 
1.4 cB. 


“there are no parklands...on the airfield site." The | There are no parklands on the airfield site, as depicted in 
_ existence of Belle Isle Park as a contiguous public park and _ Figure 6.3-4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. In addition, Belle 

_ nature reserve is not even mentioned... | Isle Park, while within the existing No Action Alternative 65 dB 

_ DNL noise contour, will have no noise increase under the 

_ Preferred Alternative. Refer to Section 6.3.3 of the / 
| Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of parklands _ 
relative to the Preferred Alternative. 


112.2 


Parkland 


_ Impacts None of the many noise contour maps included i in nthis _ Figure 5-19 in the 1997 Massport GEIR Update shows that the 

report specifically addresses the noise effects of the | 1996 and 1997 DNL 65 dB contours include about one-half of 
proposed Alternative 1A on Section 4(f) resources. ...it _ the marsh area. These two contours appear to occupy about 
appears that all or most of Belle Isle Marsh...may fall at _ the same area as does the 1993 reference contour in 


least within the 65 DNL noise contour... Massport should Figures 6.2-9 through 6.2-12 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

specifically address this question, preferably by using actual _ which are over less clear maps. The contours for all the 

Monitoring data rather than computer modeling, and by | alternatives for 1999 and 2010 appear to be inside the 1993 

presenting this data in legible tables or maps. | contour in the Belle Island Marsh area. Therefore, the noise 
' exposure for the Belle Island Marsh area is expected to 

_ Continue to decrease in the future. 


| Refer to Section 6.3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


"Refer to response to Comment 112.2. 


The Reservation unlike the Harbor Islands Area, was 
established by The Commonwealth and is not governed by 
the restrictive language of the federal statute. Thus, 
Massport is not absolved from its obligation to consider the 
| effects of the proposed airside improvements on Belle Isle 
| Marsh under FAA environmental criteria. 


Parkland 


..upland sandpiper population. Has Massport contacted the | Chapter 6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR documents the 
: Defense Department and reached agreement on the use of | agreements developed between Massport and the MAANG. 
_ Camp Edwards as a mitigation site? Is there provision for 
| ongoing monitoring of the upland sandpiper population, in 
_ order to measure the effectiveness of the mitigation? 


Letter 107: Friends of Belle Island Marsh, Gail Miller, Chairperson, Conservation Committee 


LETTER 113 


Greater Boston 


Lg ala. 
t: ‘B . a 
". 4: 


"pi8"s ecg oe eee pared 
eal Sa Tee oe 
Businese.5:. 


April 23, 1999 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs ~ John C. Silva 

Attention MEPA Office Manager, Environmental Programs 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 Airports Division, ANE-600 

100 Cambridge Street New England Region 

20" Floor 12 New England Executive Park 
Boston, MA 02205 Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: EOEA #10458 


As President and Chief Executive Officer, I appreciate the Opportunity to on behalf of the 
Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce to present our views on Logan International 
Airport and other regional transportation alternatives. The Greater Boston Chamber of 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report EOEA #1045. 8. 


We support this vision for a reason noted in the first chapter of the first section of the first 
volume: “The essential role that Logan plays in the regional economy is threatened bya 
serious problem of aircraft delay.” 


More broadly, we Support an R’ approach -- the construction of runway 14/32 in 
conjunction with the greater utilization of regional airports both inside and outside 
Massachusetts. Neither the Tunway nor the regional airports alone will serve all of our 


Logan’s Importance 
Annually, Logan has an impact of $5 billion, provides employment for more than 15,000 


individuals, and supports more than one hundred airport-related businesses. Put another 
way, Logan contributes almost $13.7 million to the local economy every single day. 


113.1 


frequent air service extremely important to their companies. Additionally, more than: 
three in cour expect their business usage of Logan to increase over the next five years, 
which means that if we do nothing today, Logan’s problems will soon significantly 
worsen. Inaction now means that in just five years we will look back to the halcyon davs 
of 1998, when Logan suffered from 120,000 delay hours, which the Draft EIS/EIR notes. 
“produced an aggregate cost of $313 million to airlines and their passengers,” 


The Chamber publication Greater Boston's Leading Industries: Drivers of the Regional 
Economy 1999-2000 reveals that financial services, health care, high technology, 


draft EIS/EIR asserts, “Each of these sectors depends on high quality of air transportation 
Services for their continued success.” To further this success, or, in other words, to keep 
the Massachusetts job machine working well, we must rectify the competitive 
disadvantage that Logan will become in the future. 


The Chamber spearheaded city-to-city trips to Atlanta in 1997 and to Seattle in 1998. 
These cities, as well as our other competitors around the country, are modernizing their 


move their headquarters out of our region. Such moves would mean fewer jobs for 
Massachusetts. 


The Need for Runway 14/32 and the Taxiway 
The Federal Aviation Administration statistics listed in the Draft EIS/EIR bear out the 


ranking seventeenth in terms of passenger volume at U.S. airports, Logan suffers from the 

sixth worst delay problem. To help to address this discrepancy, the Greater Boston | 1 32 
Chamber of Commerce endorses both the over-the-water runway, which would reduce 

delays by 25 percent annually, and the taxiway improvements, which will cut delays by 113 3 
some 15,000 hours per year 


Economically, Boston will continue to thrive only if it has the best resources rather than 
the worst problems. The imminent construction of the new convention center reaffirms 
this axiom, but only if Logan meets two conditions. First, the airport must improve so 
that conventioneers will want to fly into Boston. Additionally, after having made this 
destination decision, conventioneers will need to have positive travel experiences by 
arriving in Boston and at the convention center (or their hotels) in a timely fashion, 


Regional Airports and Other Transportation Alternatives { { 3 4 
As noted, the Chamber also supports the initiative to increase the use of regional airports . ' 


in Worcester, New Bedford, Providence, and Manchester. Notably, the Commonwealth 
is already spelling out its regional plans. 


Specifically, the state seeks to have Massport operate Worcester, extend commuter raj] 
Service to T.F. Green Airport in Providence, and make roadway improvements to 
Manchester. Regarding Worcester, Draft EIS/EIR figure 2.4-2 shows that its airport 
Captures only nine percent of market area passengers, the lowest share by far of any of six 
New England airports. This Statistic suggests that an Opportunity exists to grow the 
Worcester Airport. 


On the ground, high-speed rail wil] bring the northeast corridor to our great city. Witha 
Stop at South Station, the Silver Line will move residents and visitors alike from Dudley 
to Logan with stops in the Seaport District. 


But all of these transportation projects, worthy in their own right, do not relieve Logan’s 
already heavy and soon to be heavier burden. The Draft EIS/EIR asserts that “even the 
diversion of up to 7 million passengers would not eliminate the need for airfield 
improvements designed to reduce airside delays and increase Logan’s operational 
efficiency.” 


today and for the future fiscal health of our city, state, and region. 


In summary, therefore, both the modernization of Logan and the increased utilization of 
other transportation alternatives should lead to greater growth, better jobs, and a stronger 
regional economy as we confront the increasingly competitive 2] century. 


Thank you for considering the views of the Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce. 


Si 


Ly , 
Paul Guzzi, President and 


Chief Executive Officer 


cc: Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce Logan Airport Task Force 
Kevin C. Phelan, Meredith & Grew 
Chair, Logan Airport Task Force 
Peter J. Bassett, Bristol Property Management 


George Berkowitz, Legal Sea Foods 

Stanley Durlacher, Carlisle Consulting Group 

Kathleen Hearn, Boston Gas Company 

Michael D. Holmes, Carlin Insurance 

Donald B. Holmes. KPMG Peat Marwick 

Brian M. Hurley, Rackemann, Sawver & Brewster 
Michael Joyce, Deloitte & Touche 

Richard Lettieri, Ropes & Gray 

Paul R. McDonough, HNTB 

Raymond Murphy, Palmer & Dodge 

James F. O'Leary, Paul Revere Transportation Company 
Robert J. Palermo, GZA 

Dusty S. Rhodes, Conventures 

Richard Snyder, Goldstein & Manello 

Robert Soucy, Eastern Connection 

Timothy L. Vaill, Boston Private Bank & Trust Company 
Gail Visentin, British Airways 

David Zebney, Fidelity Investments 


Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce Staff 
James Klocke, Director, Government Affairs & Economic Development 
Mark S. Sternman, Assistant Director, Economic Development 
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Greater Boston Chamber 
Paul Guzzi, President and 
Chief Executive Officer 


Code Topic 1 
: 113. 1 


Comment Response 


- Purpose and _ The Chamber supports the vision outlined in the four _ Comment noted. 
| Need _ volume Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft 
_ Environmental Impact Statement/Report EOEA #10458. We 

_ support this vision for a reason noted in the first chapter of 

| the first section of the first volume: "The essential role that 
_ Logan plays in the regional economy is threatened by a 
erious problem of aircraft d 


: aaa : A ao Thm RCN Tate Seatac taka ail a ie al 


Alternatives 


as Tamey ae “hice °° (Gaia ee po ater 


r year. 


_ Regional _ Regional : increase the use of regional jassport considers Logan Airport to be part of a regional 

| Transportation — Airports _ airports in Worcester, New Bedford, Providence, and _ system of airports that includes the T.F. Green/Providence, 

i i _ Manchester. _ Manchester and Worcester Regional airports. Service 

: _ development and increased passenger traffic at these airports 

_ are an important part of the region’s long-term strategy to : 
_ accommodate growth in air travel demand. While greater use of 
_ the regional airports and high-speed rail will provide relief to 
_ Logan Airport, the proposed Airside Project provides clear 
_ benefits at current, as well as future, traffic levels. The benefits 
- will only increase in the future, even as regional transportation 

_ developments act to reduce the rate of future growth at 

Logan Airport. / 


113.4 


LETTER 114 


Dear Chamber Member: 


The Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce Supports a series of transportation Greater Boston 


increased utilization of Worceste i i 5 The Hub of Business ° 


© The public comment period on the environmental! 


Attention MEPA Office Manager, Environmental Programs 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 Airports Division, ANE-600 

100 Cambridge Street New England Region 

20th Floor 12 New England Executive Park 
Boston, MA 02205 Burlington, MA 01803 


Talking Points for Your Com ments Please incorporate specifics on how Logan impacts your 
organization. 
¢ Logan means jobs. Annually, Logan has an economic impact of $5 billion, provides employment 


for more than 15,000 individuals, and supports more than one hundred airport-related businesses. 
Put another way, Logan contributes almost $13.7 million to the local economy every single day. 
° Logan’s delay problems are bad and getting worse. While ranking eleventh in terms of 


Sincerely, 


tee Parry 


Paul Guzzi, President and 
Chief Executive Officer 


STATEMENT OF PAUL GUZZI 
April 7, 1999 

Good evening. For the record, my name is Paul Guzzi. I serve as President and 
Chief Executive Officer of the Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce, a non-profit 
organization that represents more than 1,700 of the leading businesses in our region. 

Thank you for allowing me to share a few thoughts on Logan International 
Airport and other regional airports. I want to commend the federal and state governments 
for holding this joint public hearing. 

First, whether and how we can modernize Logan will determine the future 
economic well being of our region. Annually, Logan has an impact of $5 billion, 
provides employment for more than 15,000 individuals, and supports more than one 
hundred airport-related businesses. Put another way, Logan contributes almost $13.7 
million to the local economy every single day. 

The Chamber, the Commonwealth, and the federal government all try to grow the 
job-creating segments of our economy. In this region, the Chamber has characterized 
these economic engines -- financial services, health care, high technology, knowledge 
creation, and tourism -- as the five leading industries. These industries provide more than 
half of the jobs in our region. To increase jobs, we must rectify the competitive 
disadvantage that Logan has become today and will increasingly become in the future. 

Second, worsening delay problems at Logan will dramatically impact Boston 
businesses. While ranking seventeenth in passenger volume, Logan suffers from the 
sixth worst delay problem in the nation. In 1998, Logan suffered from 120,000 delay 


hours at a cost to us all of more than $300 million per year. 


A recent survey of Chamber members reveals that three in four expect their | 
business usage of Logan to increase over the next five years, which means that inaction 
today will lead to Logan’s problems significantly worsening in the future. The Chamber 
Survey also shows that more than fifty percent experience more delays at Logan than at 
other airports, whereas only 7.4 percent faced fewer delays in Boston.. | 4 
Third, we Support other regional transportation projects to take some of the 
burden off Logan. We endorse Logan modernization because even the realization of 
these projects will not provide sufficient relief for the delay problem. Specifically, | | 4) 
the Chamber endorses both the over-the-water Tunway and the initiative to increase the 
use of regional airports in Worcester, New Bedford, Providence, and Manchester. As a | 
forthcoming Chamber white paper will demonstrate, we also Support high-speed rail to | | 43 
bring the northeast corridor to our great city. 
These worthy transportation projects do not telieve Logan’s already heavy and 
soon to be heavier burden. While some 1.2 million people per year will utilize high- 
speed rail, more than 35 million others will still use Logan by 2010. We need a 
modernized airport to bring people to our great city. 
We have an airport that all too often does not work. We must do better for our | 144 
Own economic vitality today and for the future fiscal health of our city, state, and region. 
Runway 14/32 will lead to fewer delays, greater growth, better jobs, anda more 


competitive region as we enter into the increasingly global economy of the 2]* century. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 
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Letter 114 

Greater Boston Chamber 
Paul Guzzi, President and 
Chief Executive Officer 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


1144 Regional | ...Wwe support other regional transpo! proj 
_ Airports : some of the burden off Logan. ...to increase the use of 
_ regional airports... 


ysis of impacts of the 37.5 million scenario is 
_ discussed in detail in Chapters 5 and 6 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. 


' Regional 
' Transportation 


- Comment noted. 


-Support high-speed rail to bring the northeast corridor to 
our great city. 
_ Purposeand _ We need a modernized airport to bring people to our great + Comment noted. 
_ Need i _ city. Runway 14/32 will lead to fewer delays, greater growth, 
: : _ better jobs, and a more competitive region as we enter into 

_ the increasingly global economy of the 21s century. 


Passenger Rail 


Regional 
Transportation 


“1144 


Letter 114: Greater Boston Chamber, Paul Guzzi, President Officer 


LETTER 115 


1898 ¢ 1998, 
A CENTURY OF SERVICE 


March 29, 1999 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 

100 Cambridge Street 


20" Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


If the Greater Gardner Chamber of Commerce can be of assistance in this matter, please contact me 
directly at (978) 632-1780, extension 1]. 


Sincerely, 


Pad 


ichaelF/ Ellis 
President & CEO 
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Letter 115 


Greater Gardner Chamber of Commerce 
Michael F. Ellis, President and CEO 


Comment Response 


| The development of Runway 14/32 will provide a great deal 
: Of relief and help alleviate the delay problems at Logan. | 


Letter 115: Greater Gardner Chamber of Commerce, Michael F. Ellis, President and CEO 


FULD & COMPANY INC. 
Corporate Research and Analysis 


LETTER 116 


April 20, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley--EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 
to Boston. I'm writing to register my support for the proposed runway at Logan that would serve | | 6 | 


surrounding communities. 


The alternative suggestion that commuter operations be moved to Hanscom is not sensible. Most | | 6 ? 
commuter flights serve connecting passengers who come into Logan on a large jet via a full : 
service airline. 


Please note that I live in Brookline, and that I am a member of the Brookline Transportation 
Board. 


Sincerely yours, 
FULD & COMPANY INC. 


Michael A. Sandman 
Senior Vice President 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Letter 116 

Fuld & Company 
Michael A. Sandman, 
Senior Vice President 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


| Purposeand _— Delay _ I'm writing to register my support for the proposed runway at | Comment noted. 
_ Need / _ Logan that would serve commuter aircraft...I believe that 
/ _ more efficient commuter flight operations would decrease 
_ delays and decrease the total noise level for surrounding 
communities. 


Regional Regional 


~ Comment noted. 
_ Transportation | Airports 


_ The altemative suggestion that commuter operations be 
| moved to Hanscom is not sensible. Most commuter flights 
| serve connecting passengers who come into Logan on a 


airline. 


LETTER 117 


April 22, 1999 


160 Second Street 


Cambridge, MA 02142 , Re: EOEA No. 10458 
612.441.0958 
Www.greenworksusa.com 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" floor 

Boston, MA 02202 

ATTN: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Office 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


I write to urge that you find the Draft EIS presented by Massport in support of its 
proposed Runway 14/32 “airside improvement” project unacceptable. 


The environmental and human impacts of further expansion of Logan Airport—whether 
through construction of Runway 14/32 or some other scheme yet to emerge from 


transportation needs. 


As detailed in the attached documents and elsewhere as well, environmental evidence 
against Massport’s Proposal is overwhelming. 


Massport’s- proposal fails on any number of measures: It goes against the most 
fundamental environmental objective of all, which is to reduce impacts from current 
levels that are already too high, not merely manage (or allegedly manage) their trend ever 
upward; it flouts basic precepts of environmental justice that impacts should be 
distributed fairly across racial and socio-economic lines: it has been pushed forward 
without sufficient Process for citizen involvement or acknowledgement of their concerns; 
and it seems to beg or sidestep as many questions and issues as it answers. 


Specifically: 


Massport has been neither forthright nor forthcoming about the true implications and 
impacts of its Present expansion plan; the DEIS, therefore, is not a full disclosure 
document, as required by federal guidelines. With respect to environmental and human 
impacts: 


Tunway and Logan’s overall ability to handle the increased passenger luads projected 
by Massport. It’s a strange and surprising position given Massport’s oft-repeated 


claims that delays at Logan will become intolerable to the traveling public without 
14/32. 


Feedback mechanism. It js probable that construction of a new Tunway will in fact 
create new opportunities for growth in airport operations, and consequently, in 
aircraft and motor vehicle emissions. Viewed this way, Massport’s assertion that air 
quality impacts from 14/32 are beneficial or negligible is Just downright wrong. 


ingredients in ozone production. Yet the DEIS explores the issue superficially, despite 
its own projection that Logan growth will cause si gnificant increases in NOx emissions 
in coming years. Nor does the DEIS address how Logan-related increases will affect 
Massachusetts’ ability to meet tougher ozone standards slated to take effect next year. 


Ground-level ozone. Ground-level ozone is associated with respiratory impairment 
and illness, especially in children and people with chronic Tespiratory conditions. The 


original source, in this case Logan airport. 


Massport gives short shrift to air pollutants known to have serious health 
consequences. The DEIS glosses over or ignores key areas of concern with tespect to 
air quality, including hazardous air pollutants, fine particulates, and noise. The medical 
literature clearly shows that all present serious cause for concer, especially for persons 
living near Logan airport. 


Hazardous air emissions. The DEIS fails to properly consider certain hazardous air 
Pollutants (HAPs) like benzene and formaldehyde that are known or probable 
carcinogens, through its misleading use of overly-broad categories. Airports are a 
major source of such HAPS in urban areas, 


Particles, 


Noise. The DEIS and Massport’s treatment of noise as largely a nuisance factor to be 
dealt with only within the confines of narrowly-drawn and ill-defined contours is 


Satisfactory “answer” to noise means that whole neighborhoods must — live 
kermetically-sealed lives, in which residents are denied use or enjoyment of their 
Own outdoor property, and are left even unable to open their windows 


17 


117.2 


117.3 


1174 


117.5 


Massport understates or omits significant emissions, including motor vehicle traffic. 
The DEIS omits certain Sources of emissions and appears to substantially understate 
others: 


Motor vehicle traffic and emissions. Massport Projects many millions of additional 
Passengers using Logan in the years ahead. How will they get there, and what will be 
the emissions associated with growth in ground transportation to and from Logan? 
The DEIS appears to sharply understate these motor vehicle emissions, by 
“‘assuming—inexplicably—that motor vehicle traffic growth will lag well behind 
Passenger growth, the direct opposite of what has actually proven true in recent 
years. Also, the DEIS takes no account of emissions from motor vehicle traffic 
beyond Route 128 


Aircraft emissions above 3 000 feet. The DEIS analysis does not include aircraft 
emissions at altitudes of above 3,000’, 


deliberately framed this DEIS and its public arguments in Support of a new runway as 
narrowly as possible, as if this were purely an exercise in airfield design, undertaken in a 
vacuum, or perhaps some remote desert. 


Yet: 


Massport’s Proposal flouts the tenets of environmental Justice, Massport’s proposal 
clearly flouts President Clinton | 


sources (including, significantly, Logan). 


concerns and as a guide to transportation policy making, Massport should be required 
to thoroughly assess potential health effects associated with existing leveis of Logan 


117.6 


ee 


117.8 


117.9 


Massport lacks a long-term transportation Plan that could de-emphasize Logan, and 
Shift our region away from ever-increasing reliance on air travel. In Preparing its 
DEIS, Massport was required to explore all reasonable alternatives. Instead, Massport 
appears to have looked seriously; at only its traditionally preferred alternative: Expand 
Logan. And, equally, the DEIS reflects the fact that Massport has chosen to needlessly 
embrace the false notion that reliance on air travel must inevitably always trend 


upward. 


Massport instead must be Tequired to operate within the context of a true long-term 
fansportation plan for our Tegion, one that: (1) makes maximum best use of other 


In closing, one final observation: As someone with over two decades experience as an 
environmental and community organizer, I have never seen the diverse people of Boston 
and surrounding cities and towns so united as in their shared Opposition to 14/32. As one 
East Boston resident says within the testimonials attached to these comments: “Enough is 


just enough.” 


To me, comments like those, made over and over by so many citizens at meetings and 
hearings these past few months, speak more eloquently and convincingly than anything 
else to all that is wrong with Massport’s proposal to expand Logan. 


Sincerel 


: a ( ae 
JO . O°;CONNOR 
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EXPANDING IMPACTS: 


Environmental and human costs 
of Logan expansion. 


John T. O’Connor 
President, Greenworks, Inc. 
Cambridge, MA 
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: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Office 
Dear Secretary Durand: 


I write to urge that you find the Draft EIS presented by Massport in support of its 
proposed Runway 14/32 “‘airside improvement” project unacceptable. 


The environmental and human impacts of further expansion of Logan Airport—whether 
through construction of Runway 14/32 or some other scheme yet to emerge from 
Massport’s drawing boards—are simply too high. Nor has Massport made its case that 
Logan expansion is either a necessary or a desirable solution to our region’s long-term 
transportation needs. 


As detailed in the attached documents and elsewhere as well, environmental evidence 
against Massport’s proposal is overwhelming. 


Massport’s proposal fails on any number of measures: It goes against the most 
fundamental environmental objective of all, which is to reduce impacts from current 
levels that are already too high, not merely manage (or allegedly manage) their trend ever 
upward; it flouts basic precepts of environmental justice that impacts should be 
distributed fairly across racial and socio-economic lines; it has been pushed forward 
without sufficient process for citizen involvement or acknowledgement of their concerns; 
and it seems to beg or sidestep as many questions and issues as it answers. 


Specifically: 


Massport has been neither forthright nor forthcoming about the true implications and 
impacts of its present expansion plan; the DEIS, therefore, is not a full disclosure 
document, as required by federal guidelines. With respect to environmental and human 
impacts: 


Massport fails to consider that 14/32 is a growth-enabler likely to promote (not 
reduce) increased emissions. In evaluating air quality impacts of proposed runway 
14/32, the DEIS adopts an approach that makes no apparent connection between a new 
runway and Logan’s overall ability to handle the increased passenger loads projected 
by Massport. It’s a strange and surprising position given Massport’s oft-repeated 


claims that delays at Logan will become intolerable to the traveling public without 
14/32. 


Feedback mechanism. It is probable that construction of a new runway will in fact 
create new opportunities for growth in airport operations, and consequently, in 
aircraft and motor vehicle emissions. Viewed this way, Massport’s assertion that air 
quality impacts from 14/32 are beneficial or negligible is just downright wrong. 


Massport pays scant attention to Logan’s role in MA’s ozone problem. Eastern 
Massachusetts is a serious non-attainment zone for ozone, and Logan ranks as a major 
source of precursors like oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and hydrocarbons that are key 
ingredients in ozone production. Yet the DEIS explores the issue superficially, despite 
its own projection that Logan growth will cause significant increases in NOx emissions 
in coming years. Nor does the DEIS address how Logan-related increases will affect 
Massachusetts’ ability to meet tougher ozone standards slated to take effect next year. 


Ground-level ozone. Ground-level ozone is associated with respiratory impairment 
and illness, especially in children and people with chronic respiratory conditions. The 
issue raises concern with respect to residents across eastern Massachusetts, because 
the ozone impacts of precursor emissions are often greatest some miles from their 
original source, in this case Logan airport. 


Massport gives short shrift to air pollutants known to have serious health 
consequences. The DEIS glosses over or ignores key areas of concern with respect to 
air quality, including hazardous air pollutants, fine particulates, and noise. The medical 
literature clearly shows that all present serious cause for concer, especially for persons 
living near Logan airport. 


Hazardous air emissions. The DEIS fails to properly consider certain hazardous air 
pollutants (HAPs) like benzene and formaldehyde that are known or probable 
carcinogens, through its misleading use of overly-broad categories. Airports are a 
major source of such HAPS in urban areas. 


Fine particulates. | Massport’s own projections show significant increases in 
emissions of particulates with diameters less than 10 microns. That is undesirable in 
and of itself, but worse, the DEIS fails to adequately treat the special concerns 
associated with particulates of less than 2.5 microns. An increasing body of literature 
documents the adverse health effects associated with particulate air pollution, 
including symptoms of respiratory disease such as shortness of breath, cough, and 
asthma attacks. Of special concern is the possibility that air quality levels in 
neighborhoods nearest Logan may be unacceptable already with respect to fine 
particles. 


Noise. The DEIS and Massport’s treatment of noise as largely a nuisance factor to be 
dealt with only within the confines of narrowly-drawn and iil-defined contours is 
unacceptable. In fact, the scientific literature shows that noise can be a major health 
risk. And, as the testimonials in this report and citizen comments at numerous 
hearings and meetings make clear, Massport’s presumption that soundproofing is a 
Satisfactory “answer” to noise means that whole neighborhoods must live 
hermetically-sealed lives, in which residents are denied use or enjoyment of their 
own outdoor property, and are left even unable to open their windows 


Massport understates or omits significant emissions, including motor vehicle traffic. 
The DEIS omits certain sources of emissions and appears to substantially understate 
others: 


Motor vehicle traffic and emissions. Massport projects many millions of additional 
passengers using Logan in the years ahead. How will they get there, and what will be 
the emissions associated with growth in ground transportation to and from Logan? 
The DEIS appears to sharply understate these motor vehicle emissions, by 
assuming—inexplicably—that motor vehicle traffic growth will lag well behind 
passenger growth; the direct opposite of what has actually proven true in recent 
years. Also, the DEIS takes no account of emissions from motor vehicle traffic 
beyond Route 128 


Aircraft emissions above 3,000 feet. The DEIS analysis does not include aircraft 
emissions at altitudes of above 3,000’. 


There are some broader, more philosophical points, too, that provide equally compelling 
evidence against the DEIS and Massport’s proposal. Massport appears to have 
deliberately framed this DEIS and its public arguments in support of a new runway as 
narrowly as possible, as if this were purely an exercise in airfield design, undertaken in a 
vacuum, or perhaps some remote desert. 


In reality, of course, Logan sits at the center of one of nation’s most densely populated 
regions. Jn that context, Massport must be expected to show the same concern for the 
needs of, and attention to the impacts on, its human neighbors on the ground as it devotes 
to the passengers on its runways or the aircraft in the sky. 


Yet: 


Massport’s proposal flouts the tenets of environmental justice, Massport’s proposal 
clearly flouts President Clinton’s Executive Order No. 12895, making environmental 
Justice a key criterion. Massport’s proposal would further burden racially and income- 
diverse communities like East Boston, Roxbury, and Chelsea—communities that 
already face disproportionate and unfair environmental impacts from a number of 
sources (including, significantly, Logan). 


Massport has ignored residents’ concerns about potential existing impacts. Many 
residents of communities around Logan like East Boston, Chelsea, Winthrop, and 
others have offered serious and thoughtful concems about potential health effects 
associated with existing levels of Logan usage. The DEIS fails to address these 
issues—yet sadly, similar concems elsewhere have too often proved well-founded. A 
1993 EPA study of Chicago’s Midway airport, for example, found that certain 
emissions associated with aircraft operations at that much smaller facility contributed 
significantly to cancer cases in surrounding neighborhoods. To answer residents’ 
concerns and as a guide to transportation policy making, Massport should be required 
fo thoroughly assess potential health effects associated with existing levels of Logan 
operations on Massachusetts residents. 


Massport lacks a long-term transportation plan that could de-emphasize Logan, and 
shift our region away from eve -increasing reliance on air travel. In preparing its 
DEIS, Massport was required to explore all reasonable alternatives. Instead, Massport 
appears to have looked seriously at only its traditionally preferred alternative: Expand 
Logan. And, equally, the DEIS reflects the fact that Massport has chosen to needlessly 
embrace the false notion that reliance on air travel must inevitably always trend 
upward. - 


Massport instead must be required to operate within the context of a true long-term 
transportation plan for our region, one that: (1) makes maximum best use of other 
airports in our region like T.F. Green and Manchester; but (2) shifts us away from ever- 
increasing reliance on air travel, and toward transportation alternatives like high-speed 
rail that have far lower environmental and human impacts. 


In closing, one final observation: As someone with over two decades experience as an 
environmental and community organizer, I have never seen the diverse people of Boston 
and surrounding cities and towns so united as in their shared opposition to 14/32. As one 
East Boston resident says within the testimonials attached to these comments: “Enough is 
just enough.” 


To me, comments like those, made over and over by so many citizens at meetings and 


hearings these past few months, speak more eloquently and convincingly than anything 
else to all that is wrong with Massport’s proposal to expand Logan. 


Sincerely, 
Wy Ci 
JO . O*;CONNOR 


OPEN CITIZEN LETTER 
TO 
GOVERNOR PAUL CELLUCCI & 
MASSPORT CHAIRMAN PETER BLUTE 


Dear Sirs: 


We the citizens of Massachusetts impacted by the proposed changes to 
Logan International Airport demand the following of Massport: 


1. A binding and legal agreement which halts any existing plans to expand 
Logan Airport in any way, shape or form. Including but not limited to 


the completion of the proposed Runway 14/32 and the centertield 
taxiway. Instead, we demand a regional transportation plan that 
addresses New England’s long-term transportation needs with less 
reliance on Logan. 


2. An outside evaluation of Logan Airport which assesses performance 
and makes recommendations for improvements within the existing 
infrastructure. 


3: Establishment of a citizen's advisory board to serve as a liaison 
between Massport and the effected communities. This board will 
develop a comprehensive and inclusionary ;rocess of mitigation to 
eliminate the arbitrary, ill-devised process that currently exists. 


4, Appropriation of funds to conduct an Environmental Impact Study 
which includes an in-depth, long-term study of Logan Airport's 
impact on all surrounding cities and towns within heavily travelled 
‘flight paths. . 


2: Creation of a Good Neighbor Agreement between residents and 
Massport that requires Massport to provide a forum for good faith 
negotiations. 
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www.greenworksusa.com 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" floor 

Boston, MA 02202 

ATTN: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Office 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


I write to urge that you find the Draft EIS presented by Massport in support of its 
proposed Runway 14/32 “airside improvement” project unacceptable. 


The environmental and human impacts of further expansion of Logan Airport—whether 
through construction of Runway 14/32 or some other scheme yet to emerge from 
Massport’s drawing boards—are simply too high. Nor has Massport made its case that 
Logan expansion is either a necessary or a desirable solution to our region’s long-term 
transportation needs. 


As detailed in the attached documents and elsewhere as well, environmental evidence 
against Massport’s proposal is overwhelming. 


Massport’s proposal fails on any number of measures: It goes against the most 
fundamental environmental objective of all, which is to reduce impacts from current 
levels that are already too high, not merely manage (or allegedly manage) their trend ever 
upward; it flouts basic precepts of environmental justice that impacts should be 
distributed fairly across racial and socio-economic lines; it has been pushed forward 
without sufficient process for citizen involvement or acknowledgement of their concerns; 
and it seems to beg or sidestep as many questions and issues as it answers. 


Specifically: 


Massport has been: neither forthright nor forthcoming about the true implications and 
impacts of its present expansion plan; the DEIS, therefore, is not a full disclosure 
document, as required by federal guidelines. With respect to environmental and human 
impacts: 


Massport fails to consider that 14/32 is a growth-enabler likely to promote (not 
reduce) increased emissions. In evaluating air quality impacts of proposed runway 
14/32, the DEIS adopts an approach that makes no apparent connection between a new 
runway and Logan’s overall ability to handle the increased passenger loads projected 
by Massport. It’s a strange and surprising position given Massport’s oft-repeated 


claims that delays at Logan will become intolerable to the traveling public without 
14/32. 


Feedback mechanism. It is probable that construction of a new Tunway will in fact 
create new opportunities for growth in airport operations, and consequently, in 
aircraft and motor vehicle emissions. Viewed this way, Massport’s assertion that air 
quality impacts from 14/32 are beneficial or negligible is just downright wrong. 


Massport pays scant attention to Logan’s role in MA’s ozone problem. Eastern 
Massachusetts is a serious non-attainment zone for ozone, and Logan ranks as a major 
source of precursors like oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and hydrocarbons that are key 
ingredients in ozone production. Yet the DEIS explores the issue superficially, despite 
its own projection that Logan growth will cause significant increases in NOx emissions 
in coming years. Nor does the DEIS address how Logan-related increases will affect 
Massachusetts’ ability to meet tougher ozone standards slated to take effect next year. 


Ground-level ozone. Ground-level ozone is associated with respiratory impairment 
and illness, especially in children and people with chronic respiratory conditions. The 
issue raises concern with respect to residents across eastern Massachusetts, because 
the ozone impacts of precursor emissions are often greatest some miles Jrom their 
original source, in this case Logan airport. 


Massport gives short shrift to air pollutants known to have serious health 
consequences. The DEIS glosses over or ignores key areas of concern with respect to 
air quality, including hazardous air pollutants, fine particulates, and noise. The medical 
_ literature clearly shows that all present serious cause for concern, especially for persons 
living near Logan airport. 


Hazardous air emissions. The DEIS fails to properly consider certain hazardous air 
pollutants (HAPs) like benzene and formaldehyde that are known or probable 
carcinogens, through its misleading use of overly-broad categories. Airports are a 
major source of such HAPS in urban areas. 


Fine_particulates. Massport’s own projections show significant increases in 
emissions of particulates with diameters less than 10 microns. That is undesirable in 
and of itself, but worse, the DEIS fails to adequately treat the special concerns 
associated with particulates of less than 2.5 microns. An increasing body of literature 
documents the adverse health effects associated with particulate air pollution, 
including symptoms of respiratory disease such as shortness of breath, cough, and 
asthma attacks. Of special concern is the possibility that air quality levels in 
neighborhoods nearest Logan may be unacceptable already with respect to fine 
particles. , 


Noise. The DEIS and Massport’s treatment of noise as largely a nuisance factor to be 
dealt with only within the confines of narrowly-drawn and ill-defined contours is 
unacceptable. In fact, the scientific literature shows that noise can be a major health 
risk. And, as the testimonials in this report and citizen comments at numerous 
hearings and meetings make clear, Massport's presumption that soundproofing is a 
satisfactory “answer” to noise means that whole neighborhoods must live 
hermetically-sealed lives, in which residents are denied use or enjoyment of their 
own outdoor property, and are left even unable to open their windows 


Massport understates or omits significant emissions, including motor vehicle traffic. 
The DEIS omits certain sources of emissions and appears to substantially understate 
others: 


Motor vehicle traffic and emissions. Massport projects many millions of additional 
passengers using Logan in the years ahead. How will they get there, and what will be 
the emissions associated with growth in ground transportation to and from Logan? 
The DEIS appears to sharply understate these motor vehicle emissions, by 
assuming—inexplicably—that motor vehicle traffic growth will lag well behind 
passenger growth, the direct opposite of what has actually proven true in recent 
years. Also, the DEIS takes no account of emissions from motor vehicle traffic 
beyond Route 128 


Aircraft emissions above 3,000 feet. The DEIS analysis does not include aircraft 
emissions at altitudes of above 3,000. 


There are some broader, more philosophical points, too, that provide equally compelling 
evidence against the DEIS and Massport’s proposal. Massport appears to have 
deliberately framed this DEIS and its public arguments in support of a new runway as 
narrowly as possible, as if this were purely an exercise in airfield design, undertaken in a 
vacuum, or perhaps some remote desert. 


In reality, of course, Logan sits at the center of one of nation’s most densely populated 
regions. Jn that, context, Massport must be expected to show the same concern for the 
needs of, and attention to the impacts on, its human neighbors on the ground as it devotes 
to the passengers on its runways or the aircraft in the sky. 


Yet: 


Massport’s proposal flouts the tenets of environmental justice, Massport’s proposal 
clearly flouts President Clinton’s Executive Order No. 12898, making environmental 
justice a key criterion. Massport’s proposal would further burden racially and income- 
diverse communities like East Boston, Roxbury, and Chelsea—communities that 
already face disproportionate and unfair environmental impacts from a number of 
sources (including, significantly, Logan). 


Massport has ignored residents’ concerns about potential existing impacts. Many 
residents of communities around Logan like East Boston, Chelsea, Winthrop, and 
others have offered serious and thoughtful concerns about potential health effects 
associated with existing levels of Logan usage. The DEIS fails to address these 
issues—yet sadly, similar concerns elsewhere have too often proved well-founded. A 
1993 EPA study of Chicago’s Midway airport, for example, found that certain 
emissions associated with aircraft operations at that much smaller facility contributed 
significantly to cancer cases in surrounding neighborhoods. To answer residents’ 
concerns and as a guide to transportation policy making, Massport should be required 
to thoroughly assess potential health effects associated with existing levels of Logan 
operations on Massachusetts residents. 


Massport lacks a long-term transportation plan that could de-emphasize Logan, and 
shift our region away from ever-increasingly reliance on air travel. In preparing its 
DEIS, Massport was required to explore all reasonable alternatives. Instead, Massport 
appears to have looked seriously at only its traditionally preferred alternative: Expand 
Logan. And, equally, the DEIS reflects the fact that Massport has chosen to needlessly 
embrace the false notion that reliance on air travel must inevitably always trend 
upward. 


Massport instead must be required to operate within the context of a true long-term 
transportation plan for our region, one that: (1) makes maximum best use of other 
airports in our region like T.F. Green and Manchester; but (2) shifts us away from ever- 
increasing reliance on air travel, and toward transportation alternatives like high-speed 
rail that have far lower environmental and human impacts. 


In closing, one final observation: As someone with over two decades experience as an 
environmental and community organizer, I have never seen the diverse people of Boston 
and surrounding cities and towns so united as in their shared opposition to 14/32. As one 
East Boston resident says within the testimonials attached to these comments: “Enough is 
just enough.” 


To me, comments like those, made over and over by so many citizens at meetings and 


hearings these past few months, speak more eloquently and convincingly than anything 
else to all that is wrong with Massport’s proposal to expand Logan. 


JOHN T. O’CONNOR 


Henry S. Cole & Associates, Inc. 


Science and Solutions for the Environment 


Suite 800, 2300 M Street, NW, Washington, DC, 20037, 
Phone: (202) 973-2827 Fax: (202) 973-2887 


Henry S. Cole, Ph. D., President 


THE IMPACT OF LOGAN AIRPORT EXPANSION 


ON AIR QUALITY AND PUBLIC HEALTH 


By 


Henry S. Cole, Ph. D. 
Henry S. Cole & Associates, Inc. 
Washington, D.C. 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Introduction. Massport proposes to build a new runway for Logan Airport. Its 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) argues that the new runway is needed to reduce 
delay. However, the EIS also projects a major expansion period for the next decade. 
Massport forecasts that passenger load will increase from an estimated 29 million in 1999 
to from 37.5 million to 45 million passengers by the year 2010. This represents a growth 
rate from 29 to 55 percent. Surely, the runway is an important Jirst step to achieving 
Massport's projections. 


This report finds that the EIS (1) fails to acknowledge the runway’s impact on growth and 
(2) neglects to fully examine the consequences of its projected expansion - consequences 
that will effect the surrounding communities and the region as a whole. This report 
focuses on the impacts of Logan expansion on air quality; however, the full set of 
consequences also include congestion of roadways, noise levels, water quality, and the 
very livability of greater-Boston area communities. 


Logan Airport even at its current size has a major impact on the region. 


* Airport has been ranked as the Nation’s 12th largest airport with a current annual use 
rate of approximately 29 million passengers in 1999. 


* Logan handles about two-thirds of the passenger load in New England. This airport is 
also the largest generator of motor vehicle traffic in New England. Traffic jams on the 
roadways leading to Logan are already legendary. 


* The air and auto traffic associated with Logan Airport imposes a variety of 
environmental stress factors -- including noise and air pollution -- on people living in 
one of the most densely populated regions of Massachusetts and the nation. (See Fig. 


1). 


* Logan airport is a major source of air pollutant emissions. VOC's and NOx are 
particularly important because they contribute to the region's serious non-attainment 
status for ground-level ozone. (See Section 4).’For example, Logan Airport emits 
more than 7 tons per day of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) which is approximately 7 
percent of the anthropogenic NOx emissions in Suffolk County. 


The impact of expansion on air quality. Major findings are as follows: 


¢ Increased emissions of NOx and Particulates. The Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for Airside Improvements Planning (February 1999) forecasts that growth in 
J.ogan use over the next decade will cause significant increases in emissions of oxides 
of nitrogen (NOx) and particulate matter (PM10). Ironically, new quieter jets have 
higher NOx emissions. 


| 


Increased NOx and its impact on Ozone. Increased NOx is especially significant. 
NOx is an essential ingredient for the formation of photochemical smog including 
ground-level ozone. Massachusetts has been designated by EPA as a “serious” non- 
attainment zone for ozone. Ozone is known to cause and aggravate respiratory disease 
in humans. Children are especially vulnerable. Ozone is a regional problem -- Logan 
NOx emissions affect smog tens of miles from the source. The EIS fails to address the 
NOx / ozone question in a meaningful manner, for example, Massport has not included 
emissions caps in its preferred alternative. 


Additional impacts of increased NOx. Increased NOx emissions has additional 
consequences. It contributes to acid rain which has damaged both waterways and 
forests in the northeast. Scientists have also determined that NOx emissions to air are 
a major source of nitrate deposition to coastal waters and estuaries; this results in 
over-fertilization, oxygen depletion, and severe damage to estuarine ecosystems and 
fisheries. 


Hazardous Air Pollutants. Airports a significant source of hazardous air pollutants 
(HAPs). An EPA study of Chicago’s Midway (much smaller than Logan), found that 
HAP emissions from aircraft contributes an estimated 10.5 percent of the cancer cases 
related to air pollution in the 16 square mile area surrounding the airport. Motor 
vehicle traffic (much of which is attributable to the airport) was the dominant source 
of cancer risk. A number of these “HAP’s” (e.g., benzene, formaldehyde) are known 
or probable human carcinogens -- they can cause cancer. The EIS fails to assess or 
project emissions trends for this particularly dangerous component of VOC and fine 
particulate emissions. 


Fine Particulates. The report presents evidence suggesting that neighborhoods 
located near Logan Airport may be experiencing dangerous levels of PM2.5, the 
smallest class of particulates and those having the most devastating impact on public 
health. Since the EIS projects increased particulate emissions, PM2.5 emissions and 
ambient levels in the surrounding region can be expected to rise with continued 
expansion of the airport. 


Motor Vehicles and Emissions. Projections of motor vehicle emissions used in the 
EIS incorporate Massport predictions of future growth in the volume of traffic 
approaching and using the airport. Massport projects an additional 12,000 cars per 
week-day over the next decade to accommodate passenger growth. However, 
Massport data showing the relationship between passenger use and traffic volume over 
the past five years suggests that Massport is “low balling” the growth in traffic volume 
needed to accommodate its forecasts. This report shows that a better estimate may be 
on the order of 30,000 to 50,000 additional vehicles. Using these figures would lead 
to higher future CO, VOC, NOx emissions than those projected in the EIS. 


The “emissions gap” problem is heightened by the EIS’s neglect of emissions outside 
of I-95 /128 and aircraft emissions at altitudes greater than 3000 feet. 
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Summary. In summary, this report finds that Massport’s EIS fails to acknowledge that a 
new runway will act to stimulate new growth and allow for expansion and is deficient in 
its assessment of the environmental impacts of Logan expansion. 


In simple terms, neither the EIS, the runway proposal, nor Massport’s vision for Logan 
Airport future is respectful of real world limits -- limits that involve the people who live in 
area and that involve the environment. Massachusetts has been designated as a “serious” 
non-attainment zone for ozone. The airport already imposes a burden of fine particulates 
and hazardous air emissions on the surrounding area, the most densely populated in New 
England. Massport has failed to demonstrate that increased emissions associated with its 
projected expansion will not adversely affect public health and the environment. The 
evidence presented above indicates that the growth projection embraced by Massport will 
have a serious impact on community health. 


Recommendations. 


e The State of Massachusetts should reject the current EIS as deficient. Massport and 
state authorities should replace the current Logan expansion plan with a regional 
transportation based on energy-efficient inter-city rail and improvement of the many 
other New England airports. 


¢ The state should initiate a true stakeholder involvement process to initiate the planning 
process for a regional transportation plan. Representatives of airport communities, 
environmentalists, rail and mass transit representatives and their experts should be 
involved in the process. 


¢ Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection should ensure that EIS fully 
address significant environmental problems. 
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1.0 Introduction. Logan Airport has been ranked as the Nation’s 12th largest airport 
with a current annual use rate of approximately 29 million passengers. ! Logan is also the 
largest generator of motor vehicle traffic in New England.” The air and auto traffic 
associated with Logan Airport imposes a variety of environmental stress factors -- 
including noise and air pollution -- on people living in one of the most densely populated 
regions of Massachusetts and the Nation. (See Fig. 1). 


This report focuses on the air pollution impacts of increased use of Logan Airport. The 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Airside Improvements Planning (February 
1999) forecasts that growth in Logan use over the next decade will cause emissions of 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and particulate matter (PM 10) to increase substantially. 
According to the EIS, emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC's) and carbon 
monoxide (CO) will increase if the higher growth rate (to 45 million passengers in the year 
2010) are realized. 


The EIS clearly shows that the greater the expansion, the more emissions. Emissions will 


increase because the shear increase in aircraft operations and vehicular traffic projected 
will overwhelm whatever temporary benefits may result from a new runway and other 
improvements. Moreover, many of the air pollution impacts associated with increased use 
will occur in some of the most densely populated regions in the state. (See Fig. 1). 


Subsequent sections of this report demonstrate that the EIS for Logan Airside 
Improvements fails to (a) fully acknowledge the consequences of its “airside improvement 
plan” on air quality and (b) to adequately examine the health and environmentally-related 
impacts of the increased emissions that are predicted in the document. 


2.0 New Runway - Impact on Emissions. One of the most glaring deficiencies in the 
EIS is that it fails to consider the impact that the a new runway will have on growth- 
related emission trends. The EIS takes the position that the new runway and other “airside 
improvements” are simply modifications that improve efficiency. Massport makes the case 
that at some given level of passenger use (e.g., 29 million), the new runway will reduce 
aircraft congestion, idling and planes in holding patterns, improvements that should work 
to mitigate emissions. 


However, Massport’s analysis fails to consider that adding a new runway is likely to create 
a feedback mechanism that will in turn affect the airport’s rate of growth. Although, the 
new runway may initially improve efficiency, it will also provide an opportunity for 
expanded use.° The new runway, is analogous to the highway dilemma. Traffic planners 
add lanes to relieve congestion, yet fail to predict that they ultimately lead to more bigger 
traffic jams in the future. 


The EIS report, by failing to use an iterative growth model, presents a flawed assessment 
of the true impact of the airside improvements over time. Without considering feedback to 
growth, Massport cannot back its assertion that “the overall impacts associated with the 
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Airside Project Alternatives are beneficial or will remain imperce tible” from an air quali 


standpoint.‘ 


In fact, common sense dictates that the 29% to 55 % increase in passenger use forecast by 
Massport for the next decade would not be feasible without the new runway. The new 
runway is a capacity enhancement that will promote rather than manage growth. And as 
Section 3.3 shows, expansion has a strong impact on the growth of emissions. 


3.0 Current and Projected Emissions for Logan Airport. 


3.1 Current emissions. Table 1 is a summary of 1997 air emissions as estimated in the 
Boston-Logan International Airport, 1997 Annual Update.” This table shows estimated 
emission rates for carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), volatile organic 
compounds broken down by sources associated with the airport. (Particulate matter was 
not included in the GEIR update.) 


This table shows that aircraft emissions are the largest single sources of emissions at the 
airport and contribute more than 80 % of NOx emissions, more than 61 % of VOC 
emissions, and about 42% of the CO emissions associated with the airport. 


3.1.1 Logan Airport as a major emitter in the greater-Boston Area. Logan airport is 
a major source of air pollutant emissions. VOC's and NOx are particularly important 
because they contribute to the region's serious non-attainment status for ground-level 
ozone. (See Section 4). 


Logan Airport emits more than 7 tons per day of NOx which is approximately 7 percent of 
the anthropogenic NOx emissions in Suffolk County.° 


Logan emits more than 3 tons per day of VOC's which represents approximately 4 percent 
of the anthropogenic VOC emissions from Suffolk County.’ 


Logan Airport has NOx emissions comparable to emissions from the state's largest 
industrial and power generating plants.® 


3.2 Certain emissions not included in EIS inventory. A problem with the EIS analysis 
is that certain emissions associated with the use of Logan Airport are not considered in the 
assessment of environmental impact. Thus, the EIS understates the full impact of an 
expanding Logan Airport. 


Specifically, the analysis does not include aircraft emissions that occur at altitudes greater | | 127 
than 3000 feet. As shown in Sections 4 - 5 emissions of NOx and other pollutants aloft 

can have a number of adverse environmental impacts.” These impacts would be diminished 

with a shift to energy efficient passenger trains. 


¢ The emission inventory does not include emissions from motor vehicles driving to and 
from Logan Airport that lie beyond I-95/Route 128. - 


¢ The EIS (Feb. 1999) does not include in its emissions inventory or projections certain 
critical pollutants; these include specific hazardous air pollutants (HAP’s) and PM2.5 
(the smallest particulates with diameters less than 2.5 microns). As shown in Sections - 
6 and 7, these types of air emissions, omitted in the Airside Improvement EIS, are 
especially significant from a health standpoint. - 


3.3 Logan Expansion / Emission Trends. 


3.3.1 Use Projections. Massport’s EIS projects that use of Logan Airport will increase 
dramatically in the coming decade. Massport envisions two expansion scenarios for the 
airport: 


e Less expansion: passenger use grows from 29 million in 1999 to 37.5 million in 2010. 
¢ More expansion: passenger use grows to 45 million in 2010. 
The projected increase in passengers over the next decade is shown on Figure 2. 


3.3.2 Emissions Trends. Figures 3-a through 3-d show Massport (EIS) projections of 
Logan emissions assuming that the airside improvements including the construction of a 
new runway take place in 1999,'° 


e The Massport projections clearly show a significant increase in emissions for all of the 
pollutants (NOx, VOC's, CO and PM10) from 1999 to 2010 with Massport's upper 
projection of 45 million passengers. The projected increase for NOx is 46 %. 


e For the 37.5 million passenger 2010 projection, NOx (26% increase) and PM10 (6 % 
increase). For CO and VOC projected emissions decline slightly. 


The projected increase in NOx emissions is associated with projected growth in aircraft 
operations (and ground-level sources) at Logan and to a shift towards new engines with 
higher NOx emissions. 


3.3.3, New Aircraft Engines: Less noise, more NOx. One of the principal measures 
being touted as a way to reduce noise will ironically work to increase NOx emissions. As 
Massport acknowledges (EIS 6-73), increased NOx emissions are "an unavoidable 
consequence of phasing in quieter, more fuel efficient engines." While it states that 
manufacturers are researching ways to reduce NOx emissions, Massport isn't making any 
promises. 


4.0 The Airport, Smog and Ozone. One of the most glaring deficiencies of the EIS is its 
failure to address the potential impact of emission trends _ the associated airport 
expansion will affect the region's serious ground-level ozone problem. 


4.1 Background on photochemical smog and ozone. Box 1 describes how emissions of 
hydrocarbons and NOx react in the presence of sunlight to form a host of secondary 
pollutants known collectively as “photochemical smog.” The Clean Air Act regulates 
photochemical smog in terms of the concentration of ground-level ozone. Box 2 
summarizes the health and environmental effects of ground-level ozone. 


Note that ozone is a regional and not merely local problem; emissions from the airport and 
aircraft entering the region to use the airport will affect neighborhoods tens of miles from 
Logan. (See Box 1). 


BOX 1. FORMATION OF PHOTOCHEMICAL SMOG / GROUND-LEVEL OZONE. 


Photochemistry. Many stationary sources (e.g., factories, power plants) and mobile 
sources (aircraft, motor vehicles) emit hydrocarbons (e.g., fuels that volatilize) and 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx). These pollutants, when exposed to sunlight, undergo a very 
complicated chemistry. The products of the chemistry include irritating gases (e.g., NO2 
and ozone) and fine particulates that contribute to summertime haze — the tell-tale sign 
that the atmosphere is photochemically active. 


Photo-chemical smog, including ground-level ozone, is primarily a warm-season 
phenomena. The atmosphere reactions are hastened by sunlight and warmer 
temperatures. 


The distribution of smog is complicated by the fact that freshly emitted NOx can 
Scavenge ozone and reduce its concentration in potent source regions. However, as an 
urban airmass moves downwind the ozone levels tend to increase -- with highest levels 
often occurring in suburbs, exhurbs or in rural areas tens of miles from ubran sources. 


Ozone - a regional problem. The levels of ozone and other smog constituents are the 
cumulative product of a myriad of stationary and mobile sources. In fact, highest 
levels of ozone are often found tens of miles downwind of the most potent urban 
source regions; this occurs because the precursor pollutants continue to react and form 
ozone as they move downwind from concentrated source regions. 


BOX 2. HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF GROUND-LEVEL OZONE 


Ozone acts as a powerful respiratory irritant at levels found in Massachusetts during 
the summer. Exposure to ozone may lead to shortness of breath, wheezing and 
coughing, and chest pain. 


Long-term, repeated exposure to elevated levels of ozone may lead to large 
reduction in lung function, inflammation of lung lining and increased respiratory: 
discomfort. 


According to EPA several groups of people who are at particular risk from high ozone 
levels: 


¢ people with pre-existing respiratory disease (e.g. asthma, chronic bronchitis, 
emphysema) 

¢ individuals who exercise outdoors 

© people who have a particular sensitivity to ozone. 


Children. According to the American Lung Association, children are particularly 
vulnerable to elevated ozone. 


They spend more time engaged in vigorous outdoor activity and have higher 
breathing rates 


They have narrower airways than do adults and can experience serious 
obstructions. 


Air pollution including ozone, can result in more frequent respiratory infections in 
childhood and increased risk of reduced lung function later in life. 


Source: American Lung Association, 1996, Health Effects of Outdoor Air Pollution. 


Farms, Ecosystems, Materials. Ozone harms crops and natural vegetation more 
than any other air pollutant.* The crop loss in the U.S. from ozone has been estimated 
at several billion dollars.** Ozone also causes widespread damage to a variety of 
materials including paints, and rubber. 


Sources: ‘US EPA, Air Quality Criteria for Ozone and other Photochemical Oxidants, Vol. 3. 
**US EPA, Air Quality and Emissions Trends, 1993, p. 9. 


4.2 Logan and Ozone. The EIS's paucity of analysis of the connection between Logan 
Airport on ozone is especially significant given that: 


¢ Aircraft, airports, and the motor vehicle traffic they attract are major sources of 


hydrocarbons and oxides of nitrogen (NOx), both are essential ingredients 


(precursors) for the formation of photochemical smog. 


¢ All of Massachusetts has been designated by U.S. as being non-attainment areas for 
ozone. More than 5.5 million people live in the Boston-Lawrence-Worster area is 
(Eastern Massachusetts) characterized by EPA as a “serious” non-attainment zone. '! 


¢ MADEP evidence shows that a larger number of areas and people are incorporated in 
the area in which the new more protective ozone standard (state standard) is exceeded. 
Thus, additional precursor reductions may be needed to fully protect public health. 


e Elevated ground-level ozone concentrations cause respiratory impairment and illness -- 
especially in children and people with chronic respiratory conditions such as asthma 
and bronchitis (See Box 2). 


¢ Massport projects a 26% to 46 % increase in Logan Airport NOx smog precursors by 
the year 2010. (See Section 2.0) 


e The EIS contains evidence indicating that the particular class of volatile organic 
compounds that contribute to smog and ozone formation will increase due to airport 


expansion. The EIS (Tables also shows a 6% to 29 % increase in modeled 
concentrations for those hydrocarbons which are photochemically active (described as 
ozone indicator VOC's in the EIS). 


‘The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MADEP) has raised 
concerns about Logan Airport's projected increases in ozone precursors given the state's 
region's serious non-attainment status for ozone. A MADE? environmental review stated 
the following 


"...In 1995, Massachusetts capped NOx emissions at 35% of the 1990 levels from 
sources greater than 15 MW or 250 mmBtu/hr heat input. A comparison of Logan 
NOx emissions projected for 1999 indicates that Logan's NOx emissions are 
comparable to some to the larger sources included in the Massachusetts NOx 
Allowance Program. In fact, Logan would rank sixth after the largest utility units in a 


list of 38 applicable units." a 


In its December 1997 Certificate on the Generic Environmental Impact Report, MADEP 


recommended the development of air emissions caps and/or an emissions offset 


program.'? 


4.3 Massport's side-steps the ozone issue. Massport's February 1999 Environmental 
Impact Statement says almost nothing about the impact of Logan emissions on ozone. 
With a single paragraph it waves away all regulatory concerns: 


“Based on the results of the emission inventories and the dispersion modeling, the 
following findings on the effects of the Airside Project alternatives are evident: (1) 
there are no predicted violations of any State and Federal standards or guidelines 
under any future scenarios or alternatives; and (2) the overall impacts associated with 
the Airside Project Alternatives are beneficial or will remain imperceptible." (p. 6-84) 


The modeling technique used in the EIS does not incorporate atmospheric chemistry and 

makes no estimates of the impact of precursor emissions on ozone. The indirect measure 

used, “ozone indicator VOC’s” (projected to increase in the future) is not directly 

comparable to the ozone standard. Thus, the EIS is deficient with regard to Logan Airport 

expansion on ozone concentrations; on its health impacts; or on its impact on attainment 1 | 7 2 8 
efforts. In addition, the model (see EIS p. 5-56) is limited to the immediate vicinity of the . 
airport. In contrast, the maximum impact of precursor emissions on ozone is likely to be 

located many miles or tens of miles downwind from a source. That is why EPA 

recommends the use of urban airshed and regional models that incorporate both chemistry 

and transport. 


The report also fails to assess how the increases in NOx projected for Logan Airport will 
affect the state’s ability to meet the new and stricter 8-hour average standard of 0.08 ppm. 
The new standard, not mentioned in the EIS, will go into effect in the year 2000. Air 
monitoring data collected by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
indicates that using the new standard places a much higher portion of the state’s 
monitoring locations, counties and people in exceedance areas. 


Massport has dismissed MADEP's recommendation for emission caps. It argues that such 
caps would not be enforceable "since the largest single source of air emissions, aircraft, 
are beyond Massport's control and most other sources such as tenant vehicles and 
aviivities are subject to only indirect influence by Massport." (Ref: Boston-Logan 
International Airport, 1997 Annual Update (EOEA #3247/5 146), August 1998 -- 
Response to comment: C18.) 


Although Massport has taken some steps to curtail non-aircraft emissions (e.g., a limited 


alternative fuel vehicle program), it has essentially embraced a future that embraces future 
growth that it acknowledges will result in significant increases in ozone precursors and 


other emissions. 


5.0 The additional impacts of increased NOx emissions. Despite its projections for 
substantial increases in NOx emissions over the next decade, the EIS fails to address a 7 ) 
number a critical issues associated with NOx. These are described below. ' g 


* NOx is an important precursor to acid rain. Acid rain affects both terrestrial and 
aquatic ecosystems, e.g., acidification of waters, reduction in fish populations, damage 
to forests and wildlife, and damage to soils, materials, monuments and buildings. 4 


* NOx emissions to the atmosphere are an important source of nitrate deposition to 
coastal waters. Nitrate deposition contributes to the over-fertilization or nitrification of 
bays and estuaries; this in turn contributes to algae blooms that can choke off aquatic 
life by limiting both light and oxygen.'5 


* NOx emissions may also form secondary particulate matter,!® which can impact the 
respiratory system (see Section 6). 


6.0 Particulate emissions. As stated in Section 3, all of the Massport projections show 
significant increases in PM10 emissions (particulates with diameters less than 10 microns) 
between 1999 and 2010. However, the EIS all but neglects to discuss the significance of 
increased particulate emissions. Particularly important are the smallest particulates, those 
with diameters less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5). Scientific studies over the past decade 
indicate that this smallest class of particles are largely responsible for the most serious 
health effects and for haze which restricts visibility. These fine particulates penetrate deep 
into the lungs and adverse effects include lung cancer, asthma attacks, chronic obstructive 
pulmonary disease and restricted activity due to illness.!’ PM2.5 has especially severe 
effects on children with asthma.!® EPA has recognized the importance of PM2.5 by 
adopting new particulate standards based on this measurement. 


The EIS projects that PM10 emissions will increase by as much as 29 % over the next 
decade. The EIS (p. 6-77) acknowledges that aircraft are the dominant source of 
particulate emissions, representing roughly 90 percent of the Logan total and that 
“emissions of particulate matter are expected to increase in future years in connection with 
the forecasted increase in aircraft operations at Logan.” However, the EIS falls short in a 
number of ways: 


* The EIS fails to present evidence on the particle size distribution of particles emitted 
from aircraft. While the PM2.5 ambient air standard is not yet being enforced, the EIS 
should show estimated projections for emissions of these particles since they have the 
most devastating impact on health. { { 7 3 0 


* The EIS should also consider how this particle size distribution is modified as it moves 
through the urban atmosphere. Mathematical models of particle size distribution in 
urban air predict that the mass of particles in the range of 0.1 - 1.0 microns should be 
equal to the mass of particles in the 1.0 - 10 micron range.” If this is the case, than a 
major portion of mass of PM10 should be comprised of particles in the PM2.5 range. 
This is important because modeled and measured PM10 annual concentrations in 
neighborhoods close to the airport are in the 20-24 ug/m* although within the PM10 
standard exceeds the PM2.5 standard of 15 ug/m’. Thus, it is possible that residents of 


the Logan vicinity are breathing air that is unhealthy with regard to the smallest class 
of particles. The EIS needs to examine this possibility. 


* The EIS is also deficient in that it’s discussion of particulates neglects particulates 
formed from NOx and other primary emissions. As noted previously, NOx emissions 
are also forecast to rise with increasing aircraft operations. 


7.0 Hazardous air emissions. The EIS fails to consider the environmental impact of non- 
criteria contaminants, including Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs), including benzene an 


established human carcinogen. One cannot make an adequate assessment of the health 


impact of these chemicals by lumping them into a sin le category such as volatile organic 
compounds or hydrocarbons. Airports are a major source of benzene emissions in urban 
areas and continued expansion may lead to increased emissions of these hazardous air 
pollutants (the EIS shows an increase in total VOC emissions for the 45 million scenario 
from 1999 to 2010). 


An 1993 EPA-sponsored study evaluated cancer risks attributable to all air pollution 
sources in southwestern Chicago. The study found that aircraft flying in and out of 
Midway Airport represent a substantial source of particulate matter as well as hazardous 
air pollutants such as benzene, 1,3-butadiene, and formaldehyde. The study found that 


despite Midway’s small size (handling only about 10 percent of Logan’s passenger 
volume) it emitted far greater quantities of hazardous air pollutants than industrial sources 
20 


within the 16-square mile study area. 
° The 1993 EPA study found that 10.5 per cent of the cancer cases associated with 


HAPs were attributed_aircraft emissions. This number does not include additional 
contributions associated with airport vehicles and motor vehicle traffic associated with 
the airport. The study found that cars, buses, and trucks in the study area (not all 
attributable to the airport) were the most important contributors of cancer-causing air 
emissions (25 percent of cancer cases associated with HAPs). 


¢ The authors of the study state: “it is no surprise that emissions from aircraft engines 


may have significant impact on people living in the study area, especially to people 
living at receptors [locations] adjacent to the airport.” [Emphasis added]. 


The Logan EIS presents no information on hazardous air pollutants and their potential { { 7 31 
impact on cancer rates in surrounding communities. However, Logan is a much bigger ' 
airport than Midway and may be reasonably expected to have larger hazardous air 

pollutant emissions. 


8.0 Traffic Congestion and Air Emissions. The EIS does not sufficiently address the 

impact of its projected expansion rates on airport traffic. It needs to present an analysis 

aimed at assessing the impact of increased congestion with worst as well as best case 1 1 1.32 
assumptions on measures to mitigate auto traffic (public transit use, HOV lanes etc.). The 

shear optimism in EIS’s forecast is shown in Table 4-4 of the Annual Update for 1997. 


13 


This table shows a 29 percent growth in passengers using the airport between 1999 and 
2010 (assuming 37.5 million passengers in 2010). For the same period the Update shows 
only a 12.3 percent increase in the rate of average annual weekday traffic (AWDT) using 
the airport. 


The problem is that Massport’s projections are at odds with the historical relationships 
between AWDT and passenger levels. Over the past five years, the rate of growth of 
AWDT has been nearly twice as high as the rate of growth of passengers. The EIS fails to 
explain how it will manage to reverse the historical relationship. Even with a 1:1 ratio of 
AWDT to passenger growth, average daily traffic volume would reach nearly 130,000 
cars by 2010 for the 37.5 million passengers and nearly 156,000 for the 45 million 
Passenger scenario. Whereas Massport projects an addition of about 12,000 cars per da 
over the next decade, recent history Suggests that the airport and roadways will have to 
accommodate from 30,000 to 50,000 cars or higher. This indicates that Massport’s 
projected air emissions from motor vehicles may be significantly underestimated. 


9.0 Balanced Regional Transportation Plan. The EIS preferred alternative is Clearly a 
capacity enhancement that will help Massport achieve the growth rates that it projects as 1 
inevitable. The EIS fails to develop a regional transportation plan as a serious alternative | 1. 33 


{o a new runway and continued expansion. Thus, the EIS cannot be considered to be 


complete. 


Logan currently handles about two-thirds of the passenger enplanements in New England. 
The impact of this airport on the environment, public health, and quality of life is 
concentrated on the most densely populated area of New England. Expansion can only 


mean greater intrusion in the future. The EIS should develop a preferred regional 


transportation plan alternative that would focus on expanding the use of energy efficient 
inter-city rail would promote a re ionally balanced spread of airport use. This plan would 


be specifically designed to reduce noise and pollution levels in the neighborhoods 


surrounding Logan Airport in the next decade. 
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3 Consultants to the Community Advisory Committee (CAC), Review Comments on Draft Environmental 


Impact Report, DEIS/DEIR, for the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Feb. 1999, According 
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1996 POPULATION DENSITY BOSTON 
METROPOLITAN AREA 


Persons per Square Mile Figure 1 


H More than 30,000 

Bi From 10,000 to 30,000 

‘ From 3,000 to 10,000 
From 1,000 to 3,000 
Fewer than 1,000 


Total Persons: 4,122,000 


eo. tite Saale 


The 2010 Fleet Forecasts were Developed for 
Two Atemative Passenger Volumes: 
37.5 Million and 45 Millon 


Avg Annual Growth 


1980-1994 3.8% 
1994-2010 (97.5M) 2.5% 
1994-2010 (45M) 3.7% 


Other Long-Term Forecasts 
en a OE ele ree rere ee 
U.S. Transatlantic 


FAA National Forecast 4.0% 
Bowing 4.0% 
McDonnell Douglas 4.0% 


Source: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (Vol I), Logan Airside Improvement Project, Feb. 1999 


Figure 3a Projected NOx Emissions for Logan Airport 
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Note: 
All Totals ~ssociated with the following emissions data: 
On-Site - Includes aircraft sources, ground equipment, onsite motor vehicles, and other 
. Miscellaneous sources. 
Off-Site - Includes alrport-related motor vehicles in the East Boston and Regional Study Areas. 


Source: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (Vol 1), Logan Airside Improvement Project, 
. Feb. 1999 : 


Figure 3b Projected PM10 Emissions for Logan Airport 
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Note: 

All Totals associated witn the following emissions data: 

On-Site - Includes aircraft sources, ground equipment, onsite motor vehicles, and other 
miscellaneous sources. 

Off-Site - Includes alrport-related motor vehicles in the East Boston and Regional Study Areas. 


Source: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (Vol 1), Logan Airside Improvement Project, 
Feb. 1999 


Projected CO Emissions for Logan Airport 


CO _ EMISSIONS INVENTORY 


2010 
Case: 29M 45M 
High High 

aoe 


| 
ae: eee 
Total: (Metric 


Tons/year) 6,053.2 | 6,015.9 


6,781.3 

Note: 

All Totals associated with the following emissions data: 

On-Site - Includes aircraft sources, ground equipment, onsite motor vehicles, and other 
miscellaneous sources. 


Off-Site - Includes airport-related motor vehicles in the East Boston and Regional Study Areas. 


Source: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (Vol 1), Logan Airside Improvement Project, 
Feb. 1999 ; 
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Figure 3d 
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Projected VOC Emissions for Logan Airport 
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All Totals associated with the following emissions data: 
On-Site - Includes alrcraft sources, ground equipment, onsite motor vehicles, and other 


miscellaneous sources. 


Off-Site - Includes alrport-related motor vehicles in the East Boston and Regional Study Areas. 


Source: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (Vol 1), Logan Airside improvement Project, 


Feb. 1999 
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Table 1 


1997 Estimated Emissions (in kg/day) at Logan Airport 


Source Categories: co NOx VOC 
Aircraft Sources 
Air carries 4,698 4,150 1,227 
Commuter 700 159 498 
Cargo aircraft 514 262 207 
General aviation 654 21 27 
Total aircraft sources 6,636 4,592 1,959 
Ground Service Equipment 6,098** 622** 530** 
Airport-Related Motor Vehicles 
Parking /curbside 586 24 102 
On-airport vehicles 1,283*** 244*** 205 
Total motor vehicle sources 1,869 268 307 
Other Sources 
Fuel storage/handling 0 0 381 
Miscellaneous sources+ 37 244 , 6 
Total other sources 37 244 387 


Total airport sources 14,640 5,726 3,183 


** Includes vehicles converted to alternative fuels 

*** Includes through traffic from the Ted Williams Tunnel 
Note: Particulate (PM10) emissions for the above source categories were not provided in 
the Source document. 


Source: Boston-Logan International Airport, 1997 Annual Update (EOEA #3247/5146), August 1998 


Lauri Webster, East Boston 

"Sometimes the noise is so bad my husband and I 
pack the house and leave, just because we can't 
take the noise any more. It's pathetic-I can't even 
stay in my own house. 


a “The blast of the engines crescendos to 95 deci- 
bels every 90 seconds as each plane takes off. The screeching and squeal- 
ing makes me clench my teeth. Each plane thunders down the runway, 
shaking the windows of the house, vibrating china in the closet and tilting 
pictures on the wall. 


“The noise wakes us up early in the morning and pounds away while we 
get ready for work. Every night it destroys the peace when we come home 
from a long day. It makes me irritable and I snap at my three year old. 
And sometimes this noise goes on for days-sometimes weeks-without a 
break. 


“When the wind changes and peace returns to my neighborhood, it is 
delightful. Unfortunately, I know that the planes are torturing friends in 
other neighborhoods and surrounding cities and towns. 


“The smell of jet fuel smell knows no boundaries either It hits me in the 
face the second the train doors open at Orient Heights T station, and fol- 
lows me up the hill as I walk home. I can't always escape it once I get 
inside either, even if I put my head under a pillow. 


“I wish I could feel good about this airport expansion project, but I do not. 
I believe that air travel is still in its infancy, and that everything about it is 

going to get bigger and faster, and there is going to be more of it. It seems 

like we ought to be defining some boundaries and setting some limits, like 
a parent does for a child. One region can only take so much." 


Dovi Abbey, Roxbury 

“The sleep deprivation is terrible. There are times when I have five con- 
secutive days of planes over my house, going as late as two or three a.m. 
and starting as early as six in the morning. After five days of that you feel 
like you're in a war zone. They're turning Boston into Baghdad.” 


Martha Merson, Jamaica Plain 

"My neighborhood has an active Crime 
Watch. We have organized to get rid of a 
drug problem, and if we had a truck load of 
garbage delivered to our street, we would 
find a way to clean that up. too. But the kind 
of pollution Massport is planning to direct 
our way can't be contained. It has to be 
stopped before it starts. 


“The people of Boston have done so much 
work to make our neighborhoods livable; we 
don't need Massport to turn them into a war 
zone." 


Alan Wright, Roslindale 

. : "T live next to the Arnold Arboretum, a sanc- 
tuary in the city. Noisy flights coming off Runway 27 make it unbearable 117.34 
already. Runway 14/23 will triple the overflights and ruin the Arboretum ; 
for all our citizens. Massport should restrict or ban older jets, in addition to 
developing a quality of life master plan for the region. “ 


Barbara Flavin, Winthrop 

“Honestly, my dream is just to be able to go to bed early, sleep through the 
night, and wake up late. Due to Logan Airport and the planes, lam 
unable to do that.” 


Rebecca Swope, Chelsea 

"I'm a first-time homebuyer. I've lived in 
Chelsea all my life and finally got the money 
for a home on Tudor Street. I'm doing it all 
over, but now in my new house I get woken 
up at two or three in the morning. I can't get 
any sleep at night! 


"I fall asleep during the day. It's been so bad 
that I'm thinking about moving out of my 
own home. I never had tension headaches 
before, but I do now-all thanks to Massport." 


Ian McGlocklin, Brookline 

"Pollution is becoming an increasing- 

ly vital issue for people's health 

today. More runways mean more 117.38 
plane traffic which means more pol- 
lution and greater environmental 

damage. When will it Stop? It should 
now!" 


Brian Monk, Back Bay 

"I'm a college student and can only 

afford cheap housing. Because of 
ae - this, my apartment walls are very 

thin and I hear the "T' and the airport noise all night long, so it's difficult 

to sleep." 


Dave Prusky, Chelsea 

"I'm over 60 and retired. I'd like to live out my life in peace and quiet, 
but Massport's got different plans. The planes are so low over my house 
that if I were to throw a rock, I could hit one. I'm already partially deaf in 
my right ear, and I attribute this to having airplanes overhead all the 
time. 


“In my neighborhood, we get a lot of small plane noise. Why is it that I 

have to pay for an HOV lane on the Southeast Expressway that I can't 117 9 6 
use, but Massport says it can't limit puddle jumpers' access to Logan? , 
Why not an "HOV airport?" 


Tom Briand, East Boston 

"My family has lived in East Boston longer than 
the airport has been here: over one hundred 
years. We live in the city-and we love the living 
in the city-so we expect some noise and traffic. 
But the growth of Logan is swallowing up a 
community that has already suffered too much 
from Logan's expansion. This is our community. 


& 


This is our neighborhood. This is where we want to raise our kids. 
Enough is just enough.” 


Davida Andelman, Dorchester 

“Over the last year or so, I've noticed that the noise from Logan over 
Dorchester has gotten dramatically worse: early in the morning, early in 
the evening and late at night. It disturbs me when I'm listening to the six 
o'clock news, when I'm trying to go to sleep, and in the morning when I 
might want to sleep later. This interferes with my quality of life. 


“This is the one issue that can unify all of Boston's neighborhoods. I go to 
a ton of community groups and meetings, and I haven't heard one person 
say they think Logan needs another runway." 


Robert Massa, Winthrop 

"We've lived in the same house for 32 years, and during that time we've 
had two dogs that have spent most of their time outside in our yard. The 
first one went deaf at age twelve, and now our current dog is deaf also. If 
the noise did that to our pets, what's it doing to us?" 


Richard Salini, East Boston 

"One of Massport's contractors wanted to dump a 

load of contaminated dirt on the park near my 

house. It's a great park. I said, you are not putting 

that dirt on our park. They said, yes we are. 

Massport would have allowed it to happen too, if 

our community meeting hadn't stopped them. 17 97 


"Why does Massport calculate the value of passengers’ time lost to delays, 
but ignore the economic costs Logan imposes every day on its neighbors? 
Every time I drive, I hit traffic associated with the airport, wasting gas, 
and the aircraft exhaust that covers my car forces me to get my car 
washed constantly. At home, I have to keep my windows closed year- 
round, requiring me to keep the air conditioning running all summer long. 
These add up to hundreds of dollars a year in extra costs due to the air- 
port that I must pay out of my own pocket." 


Ignacio Ochoa, East Boston 

“I moved from Guatemala to East Boston five years ago. I like East Boston 
because it is a friendly, safe, ethnically diverse and affordable community that is 
very convenient to downtown. My wife and I bought a house on Eagle Hill and 
have worked very hard to renovate it. As soon as we moved in we realized that 
it is under the flight path of Runway 33. 


“Planes wake us up at 6 a.m. and fly continuously (a plane every 1 to 3 minutes) 

all day and into the night-often past one in the 

morning. Besides the planes that fly over us we 

hear the constant ground noise of planes preparing 

to take off and land. The planes line up one after 

the next and the background roar never stops. 117.38 


“My wife called the Massport soundproofing pro- 
gram and they sent us a blurry map with no street 
names and a letter telling us that we did not quali- 
fy for sound proofing. Massport says our home 
lies four houses away from the noise contour lines 
which Massport presently utilizes. 


“Because of Logan, East Boston's air quality violates the Federal Clean Air Act 117.39 
and we have some of the highest rates of respiratory infections in the state. How 

can Massport advocate building a runway that will triple the amount of planes 

going over our home? Regional planning-not runway expansion-should be 117.40 
implemented immediately. What is Massport's plan to help abutters live with 117.41 
the present noise and contamination? 


“In Guatemala, human rights abuses are common. Development projects with 
undesirable impacts-garbage dumps, toxic waste sites and highways-are always 
built next to working class communities. In Guatemala, if we speak out against 
unfair policies and development projects we risk imprisonment or death. But 
justice is supposed to prevail in the United States, even when the interests of 
working-class and minority people conflict with the profit interests of big busi- 
nesses. For this reason, I am a member of Communities Against Runway 
Expansion (CARE), and am speaking out in the hope that Runway 14/32 will 
never be built.” 


Lolly Lincoln, Cambridge 

"I live in Cambridgeport and now that I'm home with my kids I'm really 
aware of the airport, because we get a lot of small planes with really loud 
engines. My one year old son's bedroom is under the eaves, and the noise 
has woken him up many times. On nights when the wind is from the east, I 
hear them one after another. Some days it's relentless, and even the china 
cabinet shakes. 


"I'm also concerned about the air pollution from the planes overhead. Is 
anyone thinking about the effects of that?" 11 1,40 


Pauline Collins, Hull 

"I live on a hill in Hull and can see the planes going by 
my windows. My whole house shakes. | oppose the pol- 
lution-noise and chemical-that Logan currently generates, 
SO we certainly don't need more runways at the airport. 
We need a regional plan to save the neighborhoods 

1 around Boston Harbor.” 


Art Flavin, Winthrop 

"Now that I'm retired, I should be able to choose when I'm going to work 
and when I'm going to rest. However, Logan airport makes sure that I 
wake up by 6:30 in the morning and that I not go to sleep before 11:30 at 
night. Naps are out of the question. But according to Massport, the neigh- 
borhood should be serene because the so-called average noise level is well 
within their limits. 


“Last spring, we had a meeting last spring with Massport and FAA to dis- 
cuss quality of life issues and we couldn't hear ourselves speak. Winthrop 
town hall is a brick and granite building but it was a hot night and we had 
the door open. It was either leave the door open and be drowned out by 
the airplane noise, or have our meeting but roast in the heat. 


“In theory, my own house isn't supposed to be under any flight path, but 
when the wind is blowing a certain way, I can't even use my front porch." 


Madeleine Steczynski, East Boston 

"I have lived in East Boston for eight years. In 
my time here I have learned what incredible 
struggles the residents of this neighborhood have 
had to go through. My opposition to the runway 
is based on two facts: 


“Planes flying over my house at night have been 
so loud that I awake and think we are at war. Car 
alarms throughout the entire neighborhood have 
been set off. 


“Also, I work with the kids of East Boston. They 
deserve a better future!" 


Mary Thawley, South End 
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Gregory Curci, Winthrop 117 Ad 
"Eight years ago when I moved into my house in Winthrop, I could hear 
the airport, but now with the increase in air travel I can also smell the jet 

fuel, and tires burning from the landings. I'm not supposed to be under 

any flight path, but there are times when I see three planes crossing 
simultaneously over my house at different altitudes. 


“I'm also starting to get smoke from the airport which hadn't happened 
before. So my home is no longer safe from the impact of the Logan.” 


Susan Horn, East Boston 

"My sister has asthma, my mother has asthma. 117.45 
Now I have asthma. It makes you wonder that of 

a family who grew up in the same house near the 
airport, at least three of us have gotten asthma." 


Bobbie Horn, East Boston 

“T've lived in this house almost my entire life. This 
is a nice place to live-except for the airport. We 
have soundproofing but it doesn't really improve 
your quality of life; it just takes the edge off. And | 
already we've had to replace more than a dozen of | 
those windows that have broken. The noise is so 
bad that the day before I had a party for my daugh- 
ter, I was actually hoping it would be cold so 
there'd be a reason to keep the windows closed. 


"Sometimes the planes come in so low they clip the treetops. The worst 
was a day several years ago when they brought the planes in just barely 
skimming over our roofs. It was so frightening that everybody around 
here ran out of their houses. “ 


Arthur Horn, East Boston 

"My big problem with Massport is their 
credibility. They tell you one thing, then they 
try to do another. They bend the rules when 
they need to, and obey them only when it's 
convenient. So when Massport tells people 
in the Bayswater Street area that 14/32 will 
cut the traffic over us, it may-for a brief a 
time. But as soon as air traffic grows enough, 
they'll send the planes back to us, and at 
even higher levels." 


AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENT 
PROJECT 


A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 


By 


Peter Alachi, MS, Biology 
palachi@lynx.neu.edu 


Monday, April 19, 1999 


Fa Sa as oe 
SUMMARY OF MASSPORT'S AIRSIDE 


IMPROVEMENT PLANNING PROJECT 
I eee 


The Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft 
EIS/EIR) considers the impact of five options on flight-delay reduction and weighs the 
"environmental impact of each. The proposed schemes, called actions in draft report, comprise: 


* Constructing and operating a 5,000-foot unidirectional runway (14/32) located at the 
southwestern edge of the airport for use over the water only. The runway length was selected 
over a 4,500-foot length in order to accommodate a greater proportion of the 
regional/commuter carrier fleet and therefore more effective in reducing delay ([:3-1). 

*¢ Constructing and operating a 9,300-foot Centerfield Taxiway between runway 4L/22R and 
4R/22L. 

¢ Reconfiguring, improving, realigning and extending other Taxiways 

¢ Reducing approach minimums on some runways (15R, 22L, 27 and 33L) by providing precision 
approach guidance to a point closer to runway touchdown. This will reduce delays and enhance 
operational safety. 

¢ Peak Period Pricing or landing fee surcharges imposed on carriers during peak flight activity 
levels and as a result of airline over-scheduling. 


The planned project was picked from a list of 5 options or alternatives (I:ES-16 - Table 1). 


TABLE 1 - SELECTION OF PROPOSED ACTIONS AND DELAY REDUCTION 
Percent Reduction Percent Reduction 
Alternative — Proposed Action - _ of Delay for Year of Delays for Year Status 
2010 per 2010 per 
37.5M Passengers 37.5M Passengers . 
(High Fleet ) 


-53.6% Rejected 


-31.3% Accepted 


_ 
i ” 


Peak Period Pricing was not considered since current flight activity levels and over-scheduling do not 
exceed current airfield capacity (I:3-39). 


pt Allactions [34.1% 
All actions without 
Peak Period Pricing 
All actions without 
14/32 
ce 4 
4 
and annual minor 
improvements 


(operational and 
* Based on table 4.5-2 ([:4-30) and bar graph figure ES-4 (I:ES-19). 


1 
1A 
2 


administrative) but 
no build 

No actions - allows 
routine maintenance 


Construction traffic during the 2000-2004 period will generate a daily average of 129 (ES:ES-27) 
truck round trips (range 58-580/day). Routes 1A and the Ted Williams Tunnel will be used as the 
major gateways. Certain designated routes on State highways would "minimize the impact on local 
streets" (I:ES-29). 


Runway 14/32 would be permitted to operate as a unidirectional runway with all arrivals and 
departures occurring over B »ston Harbor. As a result 15% of total airport operations would shift 
from flight paths over communities to flight paths over the water (:ES-4). Upon completion, the 
project will reduce impacts for the most severely noise-affected communities in East Boston, Revere 
and Winthrop (I:ES-30). 


a se 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (EOEA #10458) looked at 2 areas: 


* Addressing Logan's delay problem 
¢ Enhancing safety 


The two plans will be achieved with mawnal environmental impact (I:ES-5 - Table 2). 


TABLE 2 - SUMMARY OF DRAFT EIS/EIR 's ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AND MITIGATION 
DRAFT EIS/EIR STATEMENT 


Noise . 14/32 will provide more equitable noise distribution and mitigation 
measures to most affected communities. 
2. Communities at 65 decibels will experience a noise increase of 2%. 
Soundproofing will be provided. 
3. Proposed plan will not affect normal activity or aesthetic value of a public 
park, refuge or historic sites. 
4._The Taxiway system will reduce ground noise. 


Air Quality/Odors Aur quality will improve due to 14/32 added shorter delay periods, and the 
Taxiway system. 

2. Ambient levels of Carbon Monoxide, Nitrogen Dioxide, and volatile 
Organic Compounds are expected to be well within the air quality 
standards and are below of all considered alternatives. 


Terrestrial The runway and taxiway constructions will result in the total loss of 39.4 acres 
Vegetation and of vegetation, leaving behind a total of 440 acres. See also Table 5.4-1 (I:5-60) 
Wildlife Habitat. | fora list of avian species within the Logan airfield. 


Endangered and 
Threatened Species 
of Flora and Fauna 


Water Quality 


Construction 
Impact 


The construction of the Centerfield Taxiway between runways 4L/22R and 
4R/22L will result in loss of upland sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda) habitat. 
A plan with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species 
Program SP) will mitigate this impact. 

The reportable concentrations of $1 and $2 soil categories were exceeded in 
some of the soil samples for arsenic, lead, and two polynuclear aromatic 
hydrocarbon compounds (I:5-71 and Table 5.61 - 1:5-72 

Class SB water quality standards are being met under average conditions 
able 5.5-1 - I:5-66). 
No federal or state wetlands occur within the airfield study area (1:5-58). 
The construction-related work will be alleviated through “initiatives to limit 
traffic, noise, and air quality impacts in surrounding communities." 
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There are legitimate questions to be reckoned with as they pertain to nearby communities' 
expectations. Any Logan improvement should be done ina sensible manner that will not 
compromise the environment, impact further on our health, irreparably disrupt our lifestyles, or 
detract from our property values. The submitted report contains numerous deficiencies that fail to 
compare the benefits of alleviating delays and cutting airline costs to the true environmental, social, 
economic, and medical costs of the selected scenarios. This report weighs environmental and 
medical impacts as compared to delay impact. 


¢ Noise Pollution Impact 


1. One of the most frequent complaints of local communities’ residents is noise. The FAA's 
threshold of 65 decibels does not accurately assess how many people are disturbed by 
aircraft noise. The National Resources Defense Council (NRDC) confirmed that Denver 
International Airport, despite the relatively few people living within its 65 decibel noise 
contour, receives the highest number of monthly noise complaints from outside this area. 
Noise can cause serious health problems. It acts as a biological stressor by eliciting a 
response from the brain's reticular activation system that prepares the body for "fight or 
flight". Neural impulses then travel throughout the central nervous system and influence 
perceptual, motor, cognitive, behavioral, glandular, cardiovascular, and gastrointestinal 
functions. Therefore, noise is thought of as a mapor threat to human health’. 


The constant roar from jet aircraft can seriously affect the health and psychological well 
being of children, according to a Comell University study’, Gary Evans, a professor of 
design and environmental analysis in Cornell's College of Human Ecology concluded that 
there are health problems resulting from chronic airport noise, including higher blood 
pressure and boosted levels of stress hormones, which may have lifelong effects. Evans 
contends also that New York children living near an international airport tended to be poor 
listeners and did not read as well as matched children in quiet schools. Mark Lawrence, an 
East Boston resident, who currently lives in Florida, recalls: 


"I REMEMBER being scared out of a deep sleep as a child as a jet would pass over 
my house so close you could see the pilot's face. 

T REMEMBER how each year as a student all my teachers would have to pause 
every 5 or so minutes to allow the screeching jets to pass. 

1 REMEMBER not being able to concentrate in school because of jet noise." 


As many as 115 flights an hour pass over communities north and south of Logan Airport. In 
a joint public meeting by Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency (MEPA) and the 
Federal EPA, Elaine McGrath of Chelsea told the board that, "The communities are 
speaking with one voice and telling you it's wilearable. Massport isn't telling you that"!’. 


2. No remedy was given for the structural damage due to low-flying aircraft vibrating homes, | | /47 


school buildings, monuments, and industrial infrastructures within the affected communities. 


3. The following flight path map obtained from the Boston Globe shows the projected impact 
comparing 1997, and 2001 with or without the new runway. 


35,802 / 12,246 


errs ee tree 


. | 25,422 /65,550 F oe Bae 


2,540 / 31,563 - 


One obvious problem with this map's projections is that 14/32 will not be completed by 
2001. According to a Massport spokesman, Jeremy Crockford, the approval process alone 
could take two years, But a less obvious issue revolves around the increased fleet capacity 
projected by 2010. The numbers are therefore meaningless since those communities that are 
promused a relief for 2001 will not see it materialize in time and will be drowned by an 
eventual increase in total flights that supercedes the current level, Furthermore, if the plan is 
implemented, there will be a disproportionate and exorbitant increase in flights over poorer 1 1 L 48 
communities such as sections of Chelsea, East Boston, Everett, and Roxbury. The latter fact 
triggered U.S. Representative Joseph Moakley to argue that the impact statement did not 
address the environmental effects of the new runway on minonty and low-income people in 
Boston that was required by a 1994 executive order issued by President Clinton's. 


4. The Harbor Islands recreational area will suffer significant noise impact. | 7,49 


¢ Chemical Emission/Impact 


Chemical pollutants emitted include cumulative chemicals generated by vehicles within the 
airport area, such as planes and transport vehicles, as well as road traffic leading to and from the 
airport. 


1. Since the pollution emission predictor uses 1993 as a contrast item, an overcrowded airport 
year and a peak year for delays, the predicted emission reductions for year 2010 are 
undoubtedly minimized to favor a lesser environmental impact. Furthermore, the model 
predicts minor gains in reducing the levels of pollutants in the environment. But, the 
proposed action model predictor uses alternative 1 to attain this analytical profile (IV: Tables 
E]1-1-EI1-4). Since plan 1 was rejected in favor of plan 1A, these data do not necessarily fit 
the report's final conclusions (see Tables 1 and 3 in this report). 


2. The additional combustion of gasoline and oil will increase the total Volatile Organic 
Compounds or Hydrocarbons (VOCS) in the atmosphere. VOCs are considered to be 
photochemical pollutants; a concentration of 3 ppm can result in 0.1 ppm of photochemical 
oxidants, a class of pollutants that includes both hydrocarbon and nitrogen derivatives. 


3. The EPA's regional administrator stated that *... the number of passengers using the ai 


airport 
is projected almost to double current levels by 2010" (II:1). The projected increase in | | fi 53 


passenger volume to 45 million by 2010 will have an adverse effect on the local 
transportation and air quality by increasing the overall level of ozone in the airport region 
and on roads leading to the airport. Reducing ozone precursors, which includes nitrogen 
oxides is necessary to help the State attain the health standards for ground-level ozone 
(smog). Nitrogen dioxide (NO)) is a pollutant that in concentrations as low as 0.25 ppm for 
one hour can blanket the horizon with reddish-brownish haze. Smog formation is initiated 
by the photochemical decomposition of NO, to NO + O. The resulting oxygen atoms then 
react with the more abundant species O2 resulting in ozone (O3). Oxygen atoms and Ozone 
molecules are also highly reactive with hydrocarbons, and a variety of products are eventually 
formed, including alcohols, ketones and aldehydes. The eye irritation, which is a familiar 
feature of photochemical smog, is due to the presence of compounds such as formaldehyde 
and acrolein. Both NO and NO; can also react directly with unsaturated hydrocarbons 
resulting in Methyl! Nitrate and Peroxyacetyl Nitrate (PAN), both of which are powerful eye 


iritants?3, 


4. Local airport traffic will also add to the problem of Carbon Monoxide (CO) emission. CO is 
found at normal levels between 0.025-1 ppm. In major cities, it ranges from 10-50 ppm. 
CO reduces the ability of the blood to transport oxygen though the body. The resulting 
strain on the heart and lungs can be fatal. CO can also cause dizziness, blurred vision, and 
distorted perception of time. 


5. Sulfur Oxides, which occur chiefly as Sulfur Dioxide, Sulfur Tnioxides, Sulfurous and 
Sulfuric Acids, can damage vegetation, fabrics, metals, and ecosystems such as lakes and 
ponds. Levels of 0.25 ppm or above cause imitation to human beings. Concentrations 
between 0.08 and 0.1 ppm for any length of time are considered unhealthy. It takes usually 
about 5 ppm of SO; for 1 hour to cause irritation to human throat and lung tissue, with 
accompanying bronchial constriction. But in individuals who suffer from chronic respiratory 
diseases, a minor increase in the concentration of SO; from 0.1 to 0.2 ppm can cause them 
to start coughing and experience severe difficulties in breathing?’. Sulfir Dioxide is a heavy 


10. 


11. 


12. 


noxious gas that can very quickly combine with water to form Sulfurous Acid (H:SO)). 
Also, Sulfur dioxide can absorb a photon of light and becomes "excited" so that if it collides 
with an O: molecule, it forms sulfur trioxide (SOs). This is much more toxic than SO, and 
has much more affinity to water molecules in the atmosphere or lungs where it forms 
Sulfuric Acid (H2SO,), a highly corrosive acid. SOs emissions were not conducted since, 
according to the draft report, airports are not identified as significant sources of these 
emissions (I:6-64). 


In addition, Sulfur compounds, Nitrogen Oxides, Lead, and various reactive volatile 
hydrocarbons can form other chemical complexes that are deleterious to all forms of life. 
These forms include a barrage of toxic and synthetic compounds whose effect on health 
ranges from clear-cut to suspicious. For example, NO» can combine with reactive 
hydrocarbons to form a wide range of pollutants including PAN, a major reactive pollutant. 
Some of these compounds are mutagenic and lead to cancer. Substances known to be 
cardiovascular irritants can directly be linked to emphysema, asthma, chronic bronchitis and 
heart attacks. 


Suspended particles or particulates are tiny bits of matter (technically less than 0.1 
millimeter) floating in the atmosphere, such as diesel smoke, fine ash, and dust. Particles 
which are smaller than 2.5 thousandths of a millimeter can pass through the primary, non- 
specific immune defenses such as nose hair and mucous membranes and may cause illness. 
Over a period of years, these materials attack lung tissue and increase susceptibility to such 
diseases as tuberculosis and lung cancer. And in urban areas, these particulates are believed 
to be responsible for increased asthma attacks, aggravating existing heart and lung 
conditions, lowering resistance to infection, and breathing problems in children. There is a 
direct correlation between high particulate air pollution and risk of premature mortality from 
heart and lung disease. The NRDC estimates that at current levels of pollution, 
approximately 64,000 premature deaths from cardiopulmonary causes may be attributable to 
particulate air pollution each year. That represents 6.5% of all cardiopulmonary deaths, 
which total 986,000 per year?, 


Many suspended particles serve as niche sites for microorganisms and their spores, including 
potential human pathogens. 


High concentrations of suspended particles can cause reduced visibility caused by absorption 
and scattering of light. Soiled clothing and soot-covered buildings are other symptoms that 
are all too familiar. 


Mixtures of atmospheric pollutants may show synergistic interactions, so that more 
aggregate damage is done by even small amounts than otherwise be expected. For example, 


the growth of pasture grasses is suppressed more by a mixture of SO. and NO; than by that 
of either alone!. ; 


Benzene, dioxin, toluene, xylene, and formaldehyde are known to be toxic and carcinogenic 
even at minute concentrations. None were monitored individually in the draft EIS/EIR 


study. 


Overall health problems due to noise and chemical pollution include mental health 
problems, cardiovascular disease, gastrointestinal disease, compromused immune response, 
Pregnancy and birth defects, learning disabilities, respiratory problems, and cancer’. 


HW7.o0 


13. Table 5.6-1 (1:5-72) indicates that the reportable concentrations of $1 and $2 soil were 
exceeded in some of the soil samples for arsenic, lead, and two polynuclear aromatic 
hydrocarbon compounds ([:5-71). Lead is known to be toxic in trace amounts. $1 soil 
category applies to those soils where there is a chance for a high frequency and high intensity 
of exposure to the soil by children and adults. While most of the lead assimilated comes 
from food and drink, some is inhaled. The residence time of lead in the bones is 78 years, 
whereas that of blood and soft tissue is about 30 days’. Lead emissions were not assessed by { | | 56 
the draft report (1:6-64). : 


Ultimately, the lack of sufficient epidemiological and long-term health impact analysis due to 
these pollutants on people in affected communities is troubling. 


TABLE 3 - COMPARISON OF DRAFT EIS/EIR ESTIMATES OF MAJOR AIR POLLUTANTS 
Pollutant Total 1993 Predicted Predicted % change % change 
Levels of Low-Levels  Low-Levels from 1993 from 1993 
Baseline for 2010 (Alt for 2010 (Alt 1) Levels with Levels with 
Emissions for 4/No ° - All No Action Action (Alt. 
Logan Action) Actions)* (Alt. 4)+ i)t , 
(kg/day) 


* No data was given for the actual project (Alt. 1A) 
+ Negative data indicate a decrease in pollutant level while positive data indicate an increase. 


¢ Construction Impact 


1. The report claims no more than 0.6% overall impact on daily traffic due to trucking to and 
from the airport construction sites (I:ES-29). But the use of Routes 1A and the Ted 
Williams Tunnel will surely exceed that limit as hundreds of daily trucks enter and exit these 
roads. Furthermore, as to what roads are these trucks using to get to the aforementioned 
gateways, the report purports that ‘certain’ designated routes on state highways should be 
used to ‘minimize’ the impact on local streets (I:ES-29). 


2. The draft report maintains that construction period traffic during the 2000-2004 period will 
generate a daily average of 129 truck round trips (range 58-580/day). The expected increase | 1 1 AT 
in traffic load will go on for years and wil! add to the already overly congested roads that lead , 
to and from the airport. This will disrupt the normal flow of traffic on affected roads 
causing traffic delays, increasing traffic noise to neighboring communities as well as 
augmenting the existing pollution and particulate dust problem, and contributing to road 
erosion and structural damage. Nighttime construction will also occur. Winthrop's Office 
of the Board of Selectmen noted in a letter to Secretary Trudy Coxe, the Executive Officer 


of Environmental Affairs, that "Past experience with other Logan construction projects has 
demonstrated their capacity to severely interrupt sleep patterns" (II:17.6). 


¢ Endangered and Threatened Species of Flora and Fauna 


1. The draft report mentions the loss of about 37 acres of existing grassland (1:ES-5) which is 
described in a later section as a net loss of 39.4 acres of "mowed grass” (I:ES-25), leaving 
behind 440 acres of vegetation. Of the 39.4 acres lost, 28.5 acres is due to the taxiway 
improvements, there is a 9% reduction in existing upland vegetation. 


2. The loss of vegetation will result in loss of Upland Sandpiper 
(Bartramia longicauda) habitat due to construction of the 
Centerfield Taxiway between runways 4L/22R and 4R/22L. 
There is a mitigation plan with the Massachusetts Natural 
Henttage and Endangered Species Program (MINHES) to save 
the Upland Sandpiper. Michael Ciaranca, Natural Resource 
Manager of the Massachusetts National Guard stated that "... 
you can't simply (physically) move these birds and their nests 
to a different habitar."7 Scott Melvin, from MNHES, 
concurred with Ciaranca that the current bird population and. ; 
its nests could not be relocated but added that another site at ee 
the Massachusetts Military Reservation (Cape Cod) could serve as a new habitat that might 
conceptually be beneficial for the birds?1. 


¢ Delays 


1. The draft report chose 1993, a year in which flights peaked and Logan was overcrowded, as 
a base year for statistical comparison. In the short term (circa 1999), 29 million passengers 
were chosen to represent the fleet's annual passenger load. While for the long-term (circa 
2010 and beyond), 2 sets were selected: 37.5 and 45 million passengers. At each passenger 
volume two fleet scenarios were analyzed, representing low and high-range levels of 
operation (III:Appendix E, p1). The benefits of Alternative Actions 1 and LA were | { qf 58 
estmated to provide the greatest level of delay reduction with plan 1 reducing delays by : 
between 29.3% and 60.3% (I:ES-18, and I:4-30). The draft report states that "a companion 
of Peak Period Pricing (between 1 and 1A) under near-term, low fleet conditions is only 2 
percent” (1:4-30). Table 4.5-2 shows that to be true. But, given the time-line for completing 
the runway, 1999 is not a realistic goal. Interestingly, the same table shows how the 'no 
build’ option 3 under a high fleet scenario (with either low or high passenger loads) is much 
better at reducing delays than the ‘build’ 1A alternative (10% better for a low passenger load 
and 6.5% better for a high passenger load - see table 4.5-2, [:4-30). The EPA predicts a 
doubling of passenger capacity by 2010 at Logan (II:EPA Letter 1 dated Nov. 13, 1995), and 
Massport sees a 35.5% increase by 2010 (29 to 45 million passengers, III: Appendix E, p15), 
in which case the proposed plan will do little to alleviate congestion. 


2. The Michael S. Dukakis Administration in 1989 imposed a torm of peak period pricing | | 7 A! 
which dropped congestion dramatically at the airport, thus, putting doubt on the draft ‘ 
report's contention that Peak Pricing is not helpful. 


The US Department of Transportation statistics concurs with Massport's data on flight 

delays. But according to the FAA standards for calculating delays, Logan has only about 3% 

of its flights delayed!°. The FAA sensibly does not account for delays of less than 15 

munutes or those that end up in flight cancellation. But, even if short delays are excessive, the 

US Department of Transportation confirmed that delays are not unusual for major airports, 

even for state-of-the-art facilities like Denver's Centennial airport, which had 29% of its 1 1 
flights delayed last yzar!!, ie 60 


According to FAA data, the delay situation at Logan has improved since 1993 and is 
essenually in equilibrium. Massport's Aviation Planning Director, Betty Desrosiers, admitted 
that delays have declined in recent years as airport planners improved scheduling with 
airlines!0, 
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¢ —Massport often hides behind Federal aviation rulings and ignores community pleas to provide 
relief from daily disturbances living next to the airport (II:9.1). Typically, the draft report gave 
little to no serious attention to harmful noise and pollution impacts on the people in local 
communities, including residential neighborhoods, schools, parks, homes for the elderly, 
monuments, plants, and historic and cultural land. The proposed runway would adversely affect 
the noise and air quality in surrounding communities and seriously prevent or hamper many 
redevelopment efforts currently underway. 


¢ The widespread broadening of flights over many neighborhoods would increase noise impact to 
intolerable levels. Studies indicate that noise affects one's ability to concentrate and can cause 
sleep deprivation, resulting in potentially deleterious effects on health and well being’. James 
Maas, professor of psychology at Cornell University and author of "Power Sleep", warned that 
getting enough sleep is more important than diet, exercise, or any other factor in increasing 
people's longevity. 


° The draft's conclusions are drawn based on data models that fail to analyze true health impacts 
Or to assess meaningful noise measurements. In fact, the Director of the Environment 
Department of the City of Boston stated that "... none of the scenarios presented can be 
considered to provide significant reductions in environmental impacts from airport operations. 
In particular, the proposed runway 14/32, touted for its unidirectional over-water 
approach/departure, is only marginally effective at reducing noise" (II:11.1). 


¢ The EPA Regional Administrator stated that the region is currently in serious violation of the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone, and that any increased traffic generated by 
the airport will make the Commonwealth's job of attaining the ozone standard more difficult 
(II: 1). 


¢ While implementation of Peak Period Pricing was initially considered, the report claimed that 

_ “no US airport imposes a peak pricing system”, and that “airline over-scheduling is not a 
significant contributor to delay under low fleet conditions or in the Current or near-term 
environment at Logan” (1:ES-18). But, interestingly, the same report admits in a footnote that 
both New York and New Jersey Port Authorities apply a ‘surcharge’ to general aviation aircraft 
operating during peak hours. Furthermore, the Dukakis administration in 1989 imposed a form 
of peak period pricing which dropped congestion dramatically at the airport?. Recently, the 
Conservation Law Foundation weighed in against the runway plan, arguing that Massport could 
do more to alleviate flight delays by creating cost disincentives for airlines to fly at peak times”. 


¢ The Draft's attempt to ‘divide and conquer" local communities by promising a balance in 
overhead flights is ill advised. In fact, the new runway and taxiway will allow the airport to grow 
beyond rational limits. Bennet Heart, a spokesperson from the Conservation Law Foundation, 
stated that "the (environmental impact statement) paints a fairly frightening projection for 
growth at Logan". Growth of Logan will augment existing noise and chemical pollution levels 
for nearby communities. Most troubling is the disproportionate, biased, and significant increase 
in air traffic over low-income and minonty communities of East Boston, Chelsea, Everett, and 
Roxbury. 


117.64 


117.66 


* The report often failed to reference the appropriate tables for the graphs shown. Given the 
amount of time we were allotted to provide a response, we spend precious time looking for raw 
data that were not referenced in the shown graphs (see bar graph ES-4: I:ES-19). 


* — Ivis clear from the data that there is no significant decrease in congestion or delays due to the 
proposed plan and that any minor decrease in delay is invalidated by the immense social cost to 
the neighboring communities. US Representative Michael Capuano wisely stated that "if 14/32 
will not permanently reduce delays, we shouldn't build it. The detrimental impact on our 
neighborhoods is too great. The burden of proof is on Massport to explain why there is a need 
for 14/32 when it will drastically increase airplane noise in many communities and doesn't even 
represent a permanent solution to the problem." Logan has reached its capacity. To obviate 
the build option, a regional solution should be adopted. It involves moving cargo traffic to 
regional airports, building a connector from Worcester Airport to MassPike, working to establish 
North/South rail link and services, and implementing Peak Period Pricing. Long term solutions 
should look into planning and building a regional airport with an eye on the origin-destination 
demand (Table 4). 


TABLE 4 - LOGAN'S ORIGIN-DESTINATION DEMAND BY REGION 
Region % of Logan's origin-destination 


8. 
8.6% 


Adapted from I:2-8 and Executive Summary Report:ES-10. 
? Combined 57.2% of Logan's origin and destination passenger demand is drawn from these two regions. 


* Massport purports the draft report to be a full disclosure document. But, it leaves many details 
out and obscures the major issues that can potentially affect public health which deserves full 
public scrutiny under The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). As the project 
would significantly increase Logan's airside capacity, the environmental consequences would be 
extraordinary. Failure to see the environmental impact of the build option will condemn 
hundreds of thousands of local residents to living with deteriorating medical, social, and 
environmental conditions. These communities have not been given fair consideration in this 
matter. 


¢ Given Massport's history at keeping promuses*, its current assurance” that runway 14/32 will be 
unidirectional is dubious at best (I:ES-4). The FAA and Massport can reverse this ‘flight of 
fancy’ promise at any time following runway completion. 


¢ In the final analysis, Massport is putting a price on our heads. The Agency is gambling away the 
public's health in favor of alleviating what are mostly minor delays. As the level and cost of 
airport pollution climbs, Massport has made no apologies and has not addressed the long-term 
and cumulative impact of pollutants on our health and the environment in a satisfactory manner. 
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28.6% 


20.6% 


—AN7.67 


117.68 


117.69 


117.70 


TAG 


Massport's argument regarding the "Airside Improvement Project" is myopic: It concentrates 
more on the economics of cutting airline cost and business benefits but minimizes the 
tremendous environmental, social, and medical costs it is imposing on its neighbors. The true 
cost to society, in other words, is never measured properly. We respectfully submit that any 
permanent and long-term impact damage visited on local communities should not be brushed 
aside in favor of business 'profit' or for alleviating petty delays. And that any money earmarked 
for Logan expansion would be better spent on alleviating current levels of noise and chemical 


pollution felt throughout the local communities. 
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alternatives for 
community & 


environment 
Law and Education for Environmental Justice 


February 11, 1994, President Clinton signed Executive Order 12898, the Executive Order on 
ederal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
opulations (“Executive Order on Environmental Justice”). This precedent-setting measure for 
e first time in history requires all federal agencies to incorporate achieving environmental justice 
to their missions by identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health 

‘or environmental effects of their programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and 
low-income populations of the nation. 


Following the directive of this Executive Order on Environmental Justice, the Department of 
Transportation (“DOT”), in concert with all other federal agencies, established its own 
“Department of Justice Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations.” Binding on all DOT administrations, including the Federal Aviation 
Administration, this Order is a key component of DOT’s June 21, 1995 Environmental Justice 
Strategy (60 Fed. Reg. 33896). 


In sui, the Executive Order on Environmental Justice, DOT’s Order on Environmental Justice, 
and: DOT’s Environmental Justice Strategy require in no uncertain terms that disproportionate 
impacts on low-income and minority populations be avoided. 


': Itis the policy of DOT to promote the principles of environmental justice (as 
-* embodied in the Executive Order) through the incorporation of those principles in 
_ all DOT programs, policies, and activities. This will be done by fully considering 
: environmental justice principles through planning and decision-making processes in 
the development of programs, policies, and activities, using the principles of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), Title VI of the Civil Rights 
~ Act of 1964 (Title VI), .. and other DOT statutes, regulations and guidance that 
address or affect infrastructure planning and decisionmaking; social, economic, or 
- environmental matters; public health; and public involvement. 


DOT: ‘Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations [OST Docket No. OST-95-141 (50125)}. 


The: Order deracores the importance of Title VI, further stating that, “{u]nder Title VI, each 
Federal agency is required to ensure that no person, on the ground of race, color, or national 
origin, is... denied the benefits of, or subject to discrimination under any program or activity 
receiving Federal financial assistance.” Ja. 


DOT's position on environmental justice and fundamental fairness could not be clearer. 


Hisoncally an [talian-American population, the community most drastically impacted by Logan 
International Airport, East Boston, has always been a low- to moderate-income community. 
However, East Boston is emerging ethnically and culturally as minority populations grow. East 
Boston now can boast of Italian-Americans living side-by-side with Latino and South East Asian 
immigrarts, for example. 


‘But East Boston is not alone in receiving the impact of Runway 14/32 Proposal. With stepped 
up use of Runway 27 as a part of the new scheme, the communities of Chelsea, Roxbury, the 
South;End, and Jamaica Plain, among others, will receive an appreciable increase in overhead air 
traffic, and noise on the Runway 27 path. 


Qoxbury), host the most trash transfer stations, the most brownfields Sites, the most diesel buses, 
and other noxious uses than communities anywhere else in the Greater Boston area, It appears to 
be no coincidence that Massport and the FAA are planning a further assault on the health and 
well-being of these communities. The Logan expansion is perpetuating the unfair 
paradigm that has plagued residents in these communities for decades. 


These’ are the same communities that have the highest asthma hospitalization rate in the state 


-Chelséa is a “majority minority” community with the majority of its residents now people of color. 
‘Roxbury continues to be largely populated by people of African descent, now with Haitian, 
Puerto Rican, Dominican, and Cape Verdean populations along with African-Americans. The 
‘South:End and Jamaica Plain have similar ethnic mixes that include Latino and African-American 
populations and a variety of income levels including low-income. Each of these communities 
includes the very populations that Congress sought to protect under Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. President Clinton amplified that protection under his Executive Order on 
Environmental Justice, which was again heightened under the DOT Order on Environmental 
Justice. 


The FAA, by the federal Orders, and Massport, by Title VI, are mandated to make extraordinary 

efforts to avoid impacts to communities of color as well as low-income communities by selecting 
appropriate alternatives. The FAA and Massport have failed to make even minimal efforts to | 1 re 1? 
avoid impacts to these protected communities. The fact that a host of protected communities in 

and around Boston will be disproportionately impacted by the Proposed expansion is glaring and 

-Taises the specter of discrimination prohibited by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 


This proposed expansion is squarely against the letter and spirit of civil rights and environmental 
justice and in violation of the federal Orders and Title VI. Therefore, the proposed expansion 
‘must be stopped. 


HV VIISCIUVGl ware wwvsepe 
SSE I LP SEIS PA PCPS TT TEE 


“P.O, Box 812392 - Wellesley, MA 02482 
tel. 508-653-6588 fax, 508-653-0804 


Toxic Chemical Emissions, Releases and Storage 
Logan Airport Impact Area 


Summary of Emissions In Alrport Expansion Impact Area 


Boston, Semerville, Winthrop and other Logan Airport-impacted communities 
receive a significant burden of toxic chemicals in their air from focal concerns which 
use hazardous chemicals. Additional chemical compounds which are hazardous to 
health are contributed by air and ground traffic-related sources. These include 
nitrogen and sulfur oxides, as well as hydrocarbon-based particulates and ozone- 
producing compounds. The full listing of specific sources included in the USEPA's 
records follows in an appendix. These records are available from the Toxic Release 
Inventory(TRI) and the Aerometric Information Retrieval System (AIRS). 


These host communities already experience a dose of hazardous air pollutants 
(HAPs) which measurably, and perhaps dramatically, harms their health. By 
concentrating airport bound ground traffic into the expanding Logan facility, residents 
exposure to HAPs increases. Measures which Increase this ground and air traffic, 


such as the expanded parking facilities and runway expansion, add to the air pollution 
burden. 


The host communities are exposed to hazardous air pollutants from stalled 
tunnel traffic, cars and trucks Servicing Logan, local highways and airport access 
routes, and the airport and aircraft themselves. Given recent reports based on USEPA 
data that 60 % of these air toxics are being generated by transportation sources, it 
seems that consideration must be given to reducing traffic in the airport impact area, 
rather than increasing it. Reducing flight delays does nothing to reduce these air 


toxics impacts. A regional approach to reducing the ground and air traffic loads is 
needed. 


Boston residents already experience lung cancer rates 18 % greater than 
Statewide averages, with corresponding increases of 62 % for liver, 60 % for 
esophageal, and 24 % for stomach cancers. Revere residents have 80 % more than 
expected levels of non-Hodgkins Lymphoma. Everett lung cancer rates are 33 % 
higher than expected. Women in Hull have 91 % higher than expected levels of lung 
cancer. (All data is from MADPH 1987 - 1994 figures for males, except where noted) 


Impact of Alr Pollutants on Health 


Government estimates of toxic chemical concentrations in local air indicate that 
most Americans = over 220 million people - live in neighborhoods where the 
additional cancer risk from toxic chemicals in outdoor air was more than 100 times 
higher than the goal sat by Congress a decade ago. For 11 million Americans, 
according to the new estimates, cancer risk from their neighborhood air is more than 
1,000 times higher than Congress’ goal, the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) 
announced on April 20, 1999. (Source: Environmental Defense Fund report based on 
USEPA data. see http:/Avww.edf.org) 


The newly released government figures are based on 1990 data and 
represent the first-ever estimate of which toxic chemicals, in what amounts, are in local 
communities' air. EDF took the government figures and calculated the associated 
health risks for each community. The 1990-based government estimates come with 
Official cautions about their use, and several accuracy checks showing close 
comparability with measurements as recent as 1997. 


"The numbers show that cars, trucks, and small businesses tend to be 
responsible for much more of the air's toxicity than is generally recognized," said EDF 
attorney David Roe. Of the air cancer risk calculated by EDF for the US as a whole, 
60% is from mobile sources and 26% from small-business ‘area’ sources, with the 
remaining 14% from industrial 'point’ sources. “Up to now, lack of information has 
meant lack of attantion to some of the biggest causes of toxic air," Roe said, (see: 
http:/Avww.edf.org/pubs/NewsReleases/1$99/Apr/d_scorecard.html) 


Illustrating the point is the fact that the District of Columbia shows a higher per- 
Capita cancer risk in its air than any of the 50 states, despite having virtually no major 
industrial facilities. Car and truck traffic and the Ronald Reagan (National) Airport were 
its main sources of air toxics. 


Asthma Incidence 


New England has the highest number of hospital visits due to asthma per 
capita, 81% higher than the national average. (IMS) In fact, 10-20% of all summertime 
respiratory-related hospital visits in the Northeast are associated with ozone pollution. 
(EPA) 


Asthma is the 6th most prevalent chronic condition among adults and children. 
In the last 10 years the incidence of asthma has doubled, especially among minority 
populations living in urban areas. (ALA) 


Asthma is the most common chronic disease for children. It is the leading cause 
of school absenteeism; one third of all missed schoo! days are attributed to asthma. 
For children, asthma Is the number one cause of doctor's office visits, emergency room 
visits, and hospital admissions(Data source: EPA, NEJM; Text source: MADEP) 


Role of Motor Vehicle Traffic In Alr Pollution 


Traffic on the road causes about 40% of the pollutants that react with sunlight to 
produce ground-level ozone, the main ingredient in smog. (MADEP) Ozone irritates 


living tissue in lungs, eyes, nose. It burns your lungs the way the sun burns your skin. 
(ALA) 


There are over 4.2 million cars, and about 100,000 buses and trucks, registered 
in Massachusetts and driving on our roads. And another 500,000 commercial vehicles 
Pass through our state on any given day. (Source: MA DEP web site: http:// 
www.dep. state.ma.us. 


Summation 


Any credible model for pollutant reduction includes efforts such as replacing | | | 7 3 
short haul air traffic and its associated ground automobile traffic with electrified high ; 
speed rail. This more efficient transportation system would have a positive effect on 

air pollution if it were given the same level of support from parts of the Community 

which have pressed for Logan runway expansion. 


The communities in the Logan Airport impact area.already experience higher 
levels of cancer and asthma specifically because of the excessive burden of 
transportation emissions they experience. Increasing the pace of these emissions 
may well add to this burden of exposure. 


Submitted by Marco Kaltofen, P.E. Civil 
Boston Chemical Data Corp. 
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Topic 2 Comment 


_ Impacts _ Itis probable that construction of a new runwa’ 

"create new opportunities for growth in airport operations, 
: and consequently, in aircraft and motor vehicle emissions. 
_ Viewed this way, Massport's assertion that air quality 

_ impacts from 14/32 are beneficial or negligible is just 

downright wrong. 


of the Preferred Alternative would not increas: 
_ capacity, but rather it would correct a series of deficiencies in 
_ the airfield geometry and operation. Massport’s plans to handle 
_ the ground access requirements of future passenger levels are 
_ discussed in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) 
nd its subsequent EDRs s (Annual Updates). 

_ Massport pays scant attention to ‘Logan's role in MA's ozone 40 CFR 93 instructs parties to address ozone by quantifying its 
_ problem...the DEIS explores the issue superficially, despite precursors, NOx and VOCs. This quantification was done for 

_ its own projection that Logan growth will cause significant the EIS/EIR, comparing project-related NOx and VOC : 
_ increases in NOx emissions in coming years. _ emissions to the de minimis values for this non-attainment area. 
_ The project-related emissions were shown to be de minimis. 


he DEIS fails to properly consider certain hazardous air Ithough hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) are not specifically 
_ pollutants (HAPs) like benzene and formaldehyde that are addressed, Section 6.8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ known or probable carcinogens, through its misleading use _ includes a discussion of public health. Because VOCs and 
_ of overly-broad categories. _ PMto emissions are lower with the Airside Project than without 
_ it, itcan be concluded that from these emissions will also be 
_ lower with the Airside Project Altematives, when compared to 
__the No Action Altemative. 


articulate Matter (PM) emission factors for aircraft are. 


“1172 AirQualty NAAQS 


lassport's own projections show significant increases in 


: emissions of particulates with diameters less than 10 _ very limited, at best, and nonexistent in most cases. Therefore, 
_ microns...the DEIS fails to adequately treat the special _ asa conservative, worst-case assumption, the air quality 
_ concerns associated with particulates of less than _ analysis assumed that all PM is less than 10 microns in 


_ 2.5 microns. _ diameter. No emission factors or approximation methods are 

: _ available for PM2s. The emissions inventories for future 

_ conditions and alternatives are contained in Section 6.4 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and Appendix F. These inventories 

_ show that all Alternatives, including the No Action and Preferred 
_ Altemative, are well within acceptable criteria. In addition, 

_ dispersion modeling indicates no violation of the NAAQS for the 
_ pollutants analyzed (CO, NO and PMo) under any alternative 

__ and future year. 


Massport’s treatment of noise eas largely a a nuisance factor Logan Airport has one 9 of the most comprehensive and 
_ tobe dealt with only within the confines of narrowly-drawn —_ progressive sound insulation programs of any airport in the 
and ill-defined contours is unacceptable. country. It was initiated in 1980 before any airport began 
: _ receiving federal funding to soundproof homes under FAR Part 
_ 150. Itis the only program in the country to offer residents extra 
_ sound insulation treatment in a “room of preference” chosen by 
_ the homeowner and itis the only program in the country 
_ attempting to receive FAA approval to expand the area of 
_ eligibility by accounting for hill effects. In addition, as of the 
- 1999-2000 construction season, FAA grants covering 
_ 80 percent of the cost of sound insulation (paid for by airline 
_ ticket taxes), combined with funds provided by Massport 
_ through Passenger Facility Charges and landing fees, had fully 
funded the sound insulation of all eligible dwelling units in 
_ Massport’s current sound insulation program. Despite this 
_ accomplishment, Massport continues to seek means of 
_ expanding its sound insulation program exclusive of FAA’s 
_ decision on this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. If the FAA approves 
_ the Preferred Alternative, Massport is committed to expanding 
_ the program to include all additionally eligible residences. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
- Model _ The DEIS appears to sharply understate these motor ° _ Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not increase 
: _ vehicle emissions, by assuming—inexplicably—that motor capacity, but rather it would correct a series of deficiencies in 
_ vehicle traffic growth will lag well behind passenger growth; _the airfield geometry and operation. Massport’s plans to handle 
_ the direct opposite of what has actually proven true in recent the ground access requirements of future passenger levels are 
| years. _ discussed in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) 
i _ and its subsequent Environmental Data Reports (Annual 
_ Updates). 
Model “The DEIS analysis does not include aircraft emissions at_ Emissions released above 3,000 feet are not expected to have 
altitudes of above 3,000’. ae ground-level impact. Therefore, a mixing oe of 


78 Environmental : Impacts -..Massport's proposal clearly flouts President Clinton's : The Environmental Justice neice was expanded for the 
: dustice Executive Order No. 12898, making environmental justice a Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 
: : _ key criterion. _ populations were defined in accordance with Federal Executive 


_ Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the Council on 

_ Environmental Quality’s guidance on environmental justice. In 
_ addition, the analysis of low-income populations was expanded 
_ to include households at 150 percent of poverty level. This : 
_ analysis found that there is no high and adverse : 
_ disproportionate impact to low-income and minority populations 
» caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


» Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income or 
_ minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population within 
_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is minority, 

_ compared to the Suffolk County minority population of 

_ 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within the 

_ 65dB DNL contour for the Preferred Altemative has a 

_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 

_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour associated 

_ with the Preferred Altemative includes a predominately 

_ Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is predicted under : 
_ worst case assumptions to experience an increase of 0.6 dB or 
_ less. Under FAA standards, this change is not a significant 
_ adverse impact. The minority and low-income populations in 

_ South Boston and East Boston affected by the 
_ Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are almost identical to 
_ the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL contour for the 
_ Preferred Altemative does not extend into Jamaica Plain, 

_ Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the increased noise 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour will be provided to affected 

_ communities in the form of residential sound insulation. 


_ Adiscussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is presented 
in Section 6. 8 of ‘Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


e assport has provided the City of Boston and public health _ 
- potential health effects associated with existing levels of _ agencies with air quality and emissions data. 
_ Logan operations on Massachusetts residents. 


» PublicHealth — Effects 


_ In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health : 

data, including mortality and morbidity from each neighborhood. 

_ in Boston and cancer incidence data available from the 

_ Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These data : 

_ indicated that causal relationships cannot be determined at this 
time. A review of the 1999 Report to the Mayor, Health of 

_ Boston prepared by the Boston Public Health Commission 

_ leads to a similar conclusion. In addition, Massport has shared 

the results of the Soot Deposition Study with public health 

_ agencies and is cooperating with the Harvard School of Public 

_ Health on the South Boston Particle Source Apportionment 

_ Study. 


_ Information on public health issues is provided in Chapter6 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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Code _—— Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
117.10 : © Regional Regional _ Massport instead must be required to operate within the Massport considers Logan Airport to be part of a 
_ Transportation Airports _ context of a true long-term transportation plan for our _ regional system of airports that includes the 
i | region, one that...makes maximum best use of other __ TF. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
airports in our region like T.F. Green and Manchester..... _ Manchester airports. Service developments and 


_ increased traffic at these airports are a component of the 
__tegion’s long-term strategy to accommodate passengers and 

_ activity growth. By its agreement to assume 

_ operational responsibility and the eventual ownership of 
_ Worcester Regional Airport, Massport is working to increase air 
_ services at Worcester Regional Airport and its role in i 
_ accommodating air travel demand generated in communities 

_ west of I-95 and 1-495. Greater use of the regional airports will 
"relieve traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but will not 
"eliminate the need for the Airside Project. 


: Developments at the regional airports and their impacts on 
_ Logan Airport are described in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. 


.[a long-term transportation plan] shifts us away from ever- Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
_ increasing reliance on air travel, and toward transportation _ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
_ alternatives like high-speed rail that have far lower _ Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 
| environmental and human impacts. _ development and increased passenger traffic at these airports 
: _ are an important part of the region’s long-term strategy to 
_ accommodate passenger and activity growth. Massport has 
_ actively encouraged the development of regional airports and 
_ full use of other options, including high-speed rail to : 
_ Logan Airports largest market, New York. Regional service was 
_ examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the 
conclusion greater use of the regional airports will provide 
_ passengers within the service area of such airports with a viable 
_ alternative to Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan 
_ Airport's primary service area will remain strong, the 
_ improvements at other regional airports will not eliminate the 
need for airside projects at Logan Airport. 


Passenger Rail 


_ Alternatives 


117.12 | General _ ...demand...A binding and legal agreement which halts any The Airside Project will not change Logan Airport’ 5 airfield 
: Opposition existing plans to expand Logan Airport in any way, shape or capacity of approximately 120 aircraft operations per hour. 
i © form. Including but not limited to the completion of the ' Regarding caps on airport operations, federal constitutional 
_ proposed Runway 14/32 and the centerfield taxiway. _ provisions (preemption, commerce clauses, equal protection), 


__ federal aviation statutes and regulations, and contractual 

_ provisions related to covenants in connection with the Federal 

_ Airport Improvement Program grants which Massport receives, 

_ restrict Massport’s ability to control the number of aircraft 

_ operations at Logan Airport. Massport has undertaken a 

_ comprehensive mitigation program, such as Logan 

_ Airport Noise Rules, for those areas that fall within its powers as 
_ proprietor of Logan Airport, which are not preempted under 
federal law. 


St el : aaa 


demand.. “a regional transportation plan that addresses iF Refer to response to Comment 117.10. 
_ Transportation Airports 


- New England's long-term transportation needs with less 
_ reliance on Logan. : 
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Code _‘Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response ; _ 
117.14 Environmental Blue Ribbon —_...demand...An outside evaluation of Logan Airport which In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
: | Review _ Panel _ assesses performance and makes recommendations for © _EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS | 


_ Process : _ improvements within the existing infrastructure. _ to address specific issues identified by the FAA following input 

i i _ from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA’s 
direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the 

_ Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 

| were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the 

_ direction of the New England Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel 

_ convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly with 
__afinal meeting in December of 2000. A total of 12 meetings 

_ were held. To provide the appropriate background, the SDEIS 

_ Panel was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, 
the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written by members of : 
_ the public, concerned agencies and public officials responding 
_ to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and written 

_ presentations from the Project’s technical consulting team and 

| other independent industry experts. 


...demand...Establishment of a citizen's advisory board to here was an extensive public participation and review process 
| Review : | Serve as a liaison between Massport and the effected » during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. : 
_ Process _ communities. _ Public comments were received on the ENF after it was filed 
: : : _ during the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public 
_ scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 
_ subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To assure 
_ that the Airside analysis was conducted with awareness and 
_ input from all concemed parties, the Massport Board 
_ established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), which 
_ consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 
_ representatives from 24 communities surrounding 
| Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry organizations. 
_ Massport also funded independent consultants for the CAC to 
_ provide them with the capacity to professionally assess the 
_ analysis and conclusions of the Airside Study. Between 1995 
_ and 1999, Massport held 16 meetings with the ARC, an : 
_ additional 15 meetings with just the CAC, and several meetings 
_ with the CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 
_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
"Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching an _ 
_ audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 
_ comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA 
_ held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS 
_ to address specific issues identified by the FAA following input 
_ froma SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA’s 
_ direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the 
Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 
_ Were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the 
_ direction of the New England Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel 
_ convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly with 
_ a final meeting in December of 2000. A total of 12 meetings 
_ were held. To provide the appropriate background, the SDEIS 
_ Panel was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, 
_ the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written by members of 
_ the public, concerned agencies and public officials responding 
_ to the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, anda series of 15 visual 
- and written presentations from the Project's technical consulting 

_ team and other independent industry experts. : 
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Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
» Environmental ...demand...Appropriation of funds to conduct an _ To assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with 
_ Review : ; : Environmental Impact Study which includes an in-depth, awareness and input from all concemed parties, the Massport 
| Process ! long-term study of Logan Airport's impact on all ' Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), which 
| surrounding cities and towns within heavily traveled flight consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 
' paths. _ representatives from 24 communities surrounding Logan Airport), 


_ and 11 businesses and industry organizations. Massport also 
_ funded independent consultants for the CAC to provide them with 
_ the capacity to professionally assess the analysis and 
i conclusions of the Airside ‘Study. 


11747 | Environmental 
: : Review 
: Process 


Air Quality — 


.demand...Creation of a Good Neighbor Agreement : 
: between residents and Massport that requires Massport to __ 
provide a forum for good faith negotiations. 


The EIS fails to address the NOx/ozone question in a : 40 CFR 93 instructs parties to address ozone compliance by ; 
» meaningful manner, for example, Massport has not : quantifying its precursors, NOx and VOCs. This quantification was 
_ included emissions caps in its preferred altemative. » done for the EIS/EIR. Emissions caps and other potential 
itigation measures 


_ Hazardous Air Pollutants... The EIS fails to assess or 
| project emissions trends for this particularly dangerous 
' component of VOC and fine particulate emissions. 


...Massport data showing the relationship between he proposed Airside Project will not stimulate additional growth 


/ AirQuality 


_ Refer to Response t 


alysis 


' Assumptions/ Forecasts _ Passenger use and traffic volume over the past five years _in passenger activity levels at Logan Airport. Off-site motor 
: Methodologies | suggests that Massport is “low balling" the growth in traffic | vehicle emissions estimates are shown in Table 6.4-9 of the 
_ volume needed to accommodate its forecasts. _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Increases in the number of vehicles 


: accessing Logan Airport are not analogous to increases in 

" emissions. As indicated in the table, these emissions generally 
| decrease in the future; as a result of improved motor vehicle 
emission standards. 


The "emissions gap" problem is heightened by the ElS's The air ‘quality analysis ' was conducted for motor vehicle traffic 
' neglect of emissions outside of 1-95/128 and aircraft that can be reasonably distinguished from background traffic on 
: emissions at altitudes greater than 3000 feet. _ the regional roadway network. Both on-site and off-site roadways 
: _ are analyzed in Sections 5.3 and 6.3 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. A mixing height of 3,000 feet is standard for aircraft 
_ analyses. 


p ails to eceaNebe thata a ew runway e Preferred Alternative will not create additional passenger | 
i will act to stimulate new growth and allow for expansion demand or flight operations at Logan Airport. The Preferred 
i and is deficient in its assessment of the environmental | Alternative, and specifically unidirectional Runway 14/32, would not. 
: impacts of Logan expansion. increase Logan Airport’s normal airfield capacity of approximately 
: _ 120 operations per hour. Instead, Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of strong 

_ northwest winds that now require controllers to operate on only one. 

_ or two runways, compared to the typical three-runway i 

_ configurations used at Logan Airport. The runway will not increase : 

_ Logan Airport's normal operating capacity, nor will it encourage or 

_ induce an increase in aircraft operations. The runway will 

: substantially reduce delays that occur during northwest wind 

: conditions. Preventing these delays will represent a real benefit to 

| the passengers and airlines that currently experience them. : 

_ However, because these wind conditions and the associated delays 

are not regular or predictable and cannot be readily anticipated, it is 

_ not expected that their prevention will stimulate growth in i 

_ Logan Airport passenger demand above and beyond the rates that 

_ would have occurred absent the runway. 

_ Instead, growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be 

_ principally driven by local and national economic conditions, 

_ competition and pricing within the airline industry, and the 

- distribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 

_ Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. The broad 

_ range of forecasts considered in the Airside Project operational and 

| environmental analyses capture any potential variation in future 

| passenger and aircraft activity at Logan Airport. The environmental 

| impacts associated with these altemative forecasts have been 
aluated in the Logan Airport Airside analysis and GEIRs. 
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11723 | Regional ~ Regional i Massport and state authorities should replace ‘the current 

_ Transportation Airports _ Logan expansion plan with a regional transportation based 
: _ on energy-efficient inter-city rail and improvement of the 
many ott other New England airports. 


117.24 Regional Regional | The state should initiate a true stakeholder involvement — 
| Transportation _ Airports _ process to initiate the planning process for a regional 
: : transportation plan. 


‘Since 4990, ‘there he have been several studies th that have 
_ recommended regional initiatives to improve the efficiency of 


_ Response 


” Refer to response to Comment 117.1 10. 


the region's inter-city transportation network. These studies 


_ teflect the cooperation of federal, state and local transportation 


_ agencies and stakeholders. Section 2.1 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR summarizes relevant regional planning studies and 
_ their conclusions. All studies have concluded that the Proposed 
_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
_ Logan Airport, along with increased use of the regional airports, 
_ including T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 
| Worcester Regional airports, and high-speed rail services, are 

_ all necessary for accommodating the region’s future inter-city 

_ air travel demand. Refer to discussion of the role of regional 
__altermatives and steps Massport has taken to foster increased 
__use of these altematives in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR. 


_ There was an extensive public participation and review process 
_ during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 

_ Public comments were received on the ENF after it was filed 

_ during the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public 

_ scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 

_ subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To assure 

_ that the Airside analysis was conducted with awareness and 

_ input from all concemed parties, the Massport Board 

established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), which 

_ consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 

_ representatives from 24 communities surrounding 

_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry organizations. 

_ Massport also funded independent consultants for the CAC to 

_ provide them with the capacity to professionally assess the 

» analysis and conclusions of the Airside Study. Between 1995 

_ and 1999, Massport held 16 meetings with the ARC, an 

_ additional 15 meetings with just the CAC, and several meetings 
_ with the CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 
_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 

_ Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching an 
_ audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public : 
comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA 

_ held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS 
_ to address specific issues identified by the FAA following input 
_ from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA’s 
direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the 

_ Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 

_ were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the 

_ direction of the New England Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel 

_ convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly with 

_ afinal meeting in December of 2000. A total of 12 meetings 

_ were held. To provide the appropriate background, the SDEIS 

_ Panel was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, 

_ the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written 

_ by members of the public, concerned agencies and public 

_ Officials responding to the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a 

_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the Project's 

_ technical consulting team and other independent industry 
experts, 
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_Code Topic 1 _ Topic: 20 Comment 


- Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
_ should ensure that EIS[EIR] fully address significant 
_ environmental problems. 


Environmental 


_ Review 
_ Process 


..[The EIS] fails to consider the impact that the a new 

_ runway will have on growth-related emission 
 trends...Massport cannot back its assertion that "the overall 
_ impacts associated with the Airside Project Altematives are 
beneficial or will remain imperceptible" from an air quality 

: standpoint. 


Air ‘Quality 


Model 
: _ataltitudes greater than 3000 feet...does not include 
_ emissions from motor vehicles driving to and from 
_ Logan Airport that lie beyond I-95/Route 128...does 
 not...include specific hazardous air pollutants (HAP's) and 
| PM2.5... 


117.28 


» Air Quality 


_ One of the most glaring d is its failure 

_ to address the potential impact of emission trends...[it] says 
_ almost nothing about the impact of Logan emissions on 

_ ozone...makes no estimates of the impact of precursor 
emissions on ozone...fails to assess how the increases in 

_ NOx projected for Logan Airport will affect the state's ability 
_ to meet the new and stricter 8-hour average standard of 
0. 08 } ppm. 


‘the EIS fails to address a ‘number a critical i issues 

_ associated with NOx. These are...NOx is an important 

_ precursor to acid rain...NOx emissions to the atmosphere 
_ are an important source of nitrate deposition to coastal 

_ waters...NOx emissions may also form secondary 
particulate matter, which can impact the respiratory 


: _ system... 

- 117.30 Air Quality _ Impacts The EIS fails to present evidence on the particle size 

: : : _ distribution of particles emitted from aircraft. ..[It] should also 

© consider how this particle size distribution is modified as it 

_ moves through the urban atmosphere. 

117.34 Air Quality Impacts The Logan EIS presents no information on hazardous air 
: » pollutants and their potential impact on cancer rates in 
: _ Surrounding communities. 

_ 117.32. Ground _ Access to _ The EIS does not sufficiently address the impact of its 
' Transportation — Logan _ projected expansion rates on airport traffic. 

117.33 Regional 4 Regional The EIS fails to develop a regional transportation plan asa 

_ Transportation _ Serious altemative to a new runway and continued 


_ Airports 
: xpansi 


wthe analysis does r not include aircraft emissions that occur : 


_ feasible for a single project. NOx and VOCs, which are 

_ addressed in the Sections 5.3 and 6.3 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR, are lower with the project alternatives, when 

_ compared to the No Action Alternative. 


The assessment of NOx included in the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR shows a reduction in emissions from the 
_ Airside Project altematives, when compared to the 
_ No Action Alternative. 


Response 


_ Massport’s mitigation measures are reinforced through — 

_ compliance with M.G.L. Chapter 30A, Section 61 and through 
_ specific state and federal certificates approving projects that 

_ have mitigation. The status of the Section 61 Finding 

_ commitments are tracked and reported in the Logan Airport 

_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). 


_ The emissions inventories for future conditions and altematives 
are contained in Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ and Appendix F. These inventories show that all Altematives, 

_ including the No Action and Preferred Alternative, are well 

_ within acceptable criteria. In addition, dispersion modeling 

_ indicates no violation of the NAAQS for the pollutants analyzed 


CO, NO 2 and PM10)_ under rany alternative and future year. 


A mixing 1 height of 3, 000 feet i is standard: forz aircraft analysis. 


» The air quality analysis was conducted for motor vehicle traffic 
_ that can be reasonably distinguished from background traffic on 
_ the regional roadway network. Both on-site and off-site 
_ roadways are analyzed in Sections 5.3 and 6.3 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Although HAPs are not specifically 

_ addressed, Section 6.8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ includes a discussion of public health. 


_ Particulate Matter (PM) emission factors for aircraft are 

_ very limited, at best, and nonexistent in most cases. Therefore, 
_ as. a conservative, worst-case assumption, the air quality 

_ analysis assumed that all PM is less than 10 microns in 

_ diameter. No emission factors or approximation methods are 
available for PMas5. 


zone analyses are 3 conducted or on na Tegional level and al are 2 not 


_ The FAA acknowledges that little or no information is known 

_ about the particle size distribution from aircraft emissions. For 
_ the purpose of this analysis, it was conservatively assumed that 
- all particulate matter is less than ten microns in diameter. 


_ Refer to Response to Comment 117.3. 


_ Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not increase 

_ capacity, but rather it would correct a series of deficienciesin 
_ the airfield geometry and operation. Massport’s plans to handle 
_ the ground access requirements of future passenger levels are 

_ discussed in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) 
and its subsequent Environmental Data Reports (Annual 

_ Updates). 


_ Refer to response to Comment 1 17.10. 
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_ Code _ Topic 1 _ Topic 20 _ Comment _ Response 


“17, 34 - Open Space! Impacts ~ : - Runway 14/32 will t triple the ‘overflights and ruin the | The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains additional. analysis of 

: | Parkland : : Arboretum for all our citizens. _ the project relative to parklands. As depicted in Figure 6.3-4 of 

i i : _ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the Arnold Arboretum, 

: : _ Emerald Necklace, and Franklin Park are well outside the 
_ 65 dB DNL noise contour associated with the / 
_ Preferred Altemative. Therefore, the Airside Project will have no 
impact on these parklands. In addition, the 
_ Boston Harbor Islands, while within the No Action Alternative 
_ 65dB DNL noise contour, will have no noise increase under the 
_ Preferred Altemative. Refer to Section 6.3 of the Supplemental 

DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of parklands. 


— 117.35 | General More runways mean more plane traffic which means more —_‘The Preferred Altemative is a delay reduction program that 
: Opposition - pollution and greater environmental damage. _ promotes the efficiency and safety of airfield operations at 
: i : _ Logan Airport. Runway14/32 enhances operating efficiency by 
| providing a third available runway in weather conditions that 
_ require northwest-southeast operations. Similar three-runway 
_ configurations exist for all other operating directions. 
' Runway 14/32 would not expand the overall capacity of the 
_ airport, since Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of 
_ 120 operations per hour, which is available approximately 
_ 80 percent of the year, is maintained with Runway 14/32. 
_ Massport is committed to ensuring that the airfield continues to 
function as efficiently as possible. The Preferred Alternative 
achieves this goal responsibly. 


Why is it that Ihave to pay foranHOV lane onthe Federal constitutional provisions, ‘federal aviation statutes and 


' Alternative _ Southeast Expressway that | can’t use, but Massport says it regulations, and contractual provisions related to 
_ Can't limit puddle jumpers’ access to Logan? Why notan —_-Federal Airport Improvement Program grants prevent Massport 
_ “HOV airport?” _ from any control over airline rates, routes, and schedules. 


_ Congress has specifically forbidden airport operators from 
_ exercising any discriminatory action against any class of airport 
_ users, Major factors in airline competition are frequency of 

_ service and number of markets served, and Massport has no 

_ ability to force airlines to consolidate or eliminate flights to 
influence load factor or aircraft size. 


Why does Massport calculate the value of passengers’ time The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ lost to delays, but ignore the economic costs Logan _ DEIS/FEIR documents comply with all applicable NEPA and 

_ imposes every day on its neighbors? _ MEPA requirements. A cost benefit analysis is not required by 

_ federal or state law and would not provide appropriate context. 

_ Cost information mentioned in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is intended to provide 


_ Opposition 


analytic context, 
: Massport sent us...a letter telling us that we did not qualify Massport continues to pursue FAA approval of noise model 
_ Insulation _ for sound proofing. Massport says our home lies four _ adjustments that would permit expansion of its sound insulation 
: _ houses away from the noise contour lines which Massport —_ program to include the effects of terrain. Massport also expects 


_ presently utilizes. _ to extend eligibility lines to include boundaries that follow local 
: _ streets rather than strict noise contour lines. Nevertheless, 
_ Massport continues to believe that the FAA’s INM noise model 
_ used in the Airside Project noise analyses accurately 
_ represents expected noise exposure. 


_ To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding is 
_ available, the proposed sound insulation program will include: 

_ (i) not only all residences that fall within the 

_ Preferred Altemative's 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour 

_ when compared to the Airside Project’s No Action Alternative’s 
_ 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour, but also (ii) Massport 

_ and the FAA will continue to sound insulate and work to 

_ complete the current 2-year sound insulation program as 

/ presented i inthe Logan Airport 1999 ESPR. 


he dispersion modeling results indicate no Violation of the 
NAAQS (NAAQS) or, analogously, the CAA because of 
ogan Ai 


117.39 Air Quality NAAQS | Because of Logan, East Boston's air quality violates the 
i ; : » Federal Clean Air Act... 
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Regional Regional planning-not runway expansion-shouldbe Regional initiatives to improve the efficiency of the region’s inter-city : 
| Transportation Airports : implemented immediately. _ transportation network have been studied since 1989. Section 2.1 of : 
: : | the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes relevant planning studies 

and their major conclusions. A regional transportation strategy that 

_ includes the expansion of regional airports, the development of high- 

| speed rail, and the construction of Runway 14/32 and other 

infrastructure improvements at Logan Airport has evolved from these 

_ important studies. All the major improvements to the regional 

_ transportation system have been implemented except for 

_ improvements to Logan Airports airfield. The regional airports have 

_ been experiencing tremendous growth in services and 

_ passenger traffic since 1996 and Amtrak introduced its high-speed 

_ Acela train service between Boston and New York in 

_ December 2000. Massport considers Logan Airport to be part of a 

_ regional system of airports that includes the T.F. Green/Providence, 

_ Manchester and Worcester Regional airports. Service development 

_ and increased passenger traffic at these airports are an important 

' part of the region’s long-term strategy to accommodate growth in air 

_ travel demand. While greater use of the regional airports and 

_ high-speed rail will provide relief to Logan Airport, the proposed 

_ Airside Project provides clear benefits at current, as well as future, 
__ traffic levels. The benefits will only increase in the future, even as 
regional transportation developments act to reduce the rate of future 
rowth at Logan Airport. 


_ What is Massport's plan to help abutters live with the The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
| present noise and contamination? _ analyze the environmental impacts of the Airside Project, consistent 
: _ with established federal and state scoping directives. Appropriate 
_ mitigation associated with the Airside Project has also been 
_ established. Massport has programs in place to reduce the 
_ environmental impacts associated with Logan Airport as a whole. 
| These initiatives are described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its 
_ updates. Chapter 8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes 
_ Massport’s proposed project-specific mitigation program associated 
_ with the Preferred Alternative including: 
_ Runway 14/32 would be designed, constructed, and operated to i 
_ handle over-water operations only. Massport would seek to construct 
_ Runway 14/82 to reflect unidirectional use. 
_ To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding is 
_ available, the proposed sound insulation program will include: (i) not 
_ only all residences that fall within the Preferred Alternative's 65 dB 
_ Day-Night Sound Level contour when compared to the 
Airside Project's No Action Altemative’s 65 dB Day-Night Sound 
» Level contour, and also (ii) Massport and the FAA will continue to 
_ sound insulate and work to complete the current 2-year sound 
_ insulation program as presented in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR. 
_ Forthe eligible residences, the FAA will fund building code 
_ upgrades, to the extent necessary, to implement sound insulation 
_ improvements. i 
_ During the construction period an extensive array of traffic, air quality 
_ and noise mitigation measures will be employed to mitigate 
_ temporary construction impacts. 
_ APRAS monitoring system to gather data and report on the actual 
_ achievement of PRAS. The objective of this system is to improve the 
_ FAA's achievement of the community's PRAS goals and to providea 
_ broader platform for disclosure of the monitoring results. 
_ While not related to Airside Project impacts, Massport will commit to 
_ discussions with the FAA with the goal of instituting local or national 
__festrictions on the use of hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft at Logan Airport. 
_ Massport reports the status of those consultations in the 1999 ESPR 
_ and subsequent EDR. 
_ Massport is actively involved in many air quality initiatives and 
_ explored other options to reduce emissions from activities at 
_ Logan Airport in the 1999 ESPR i 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


/ Impacts 


Code 


m also concerned about the air pollution from the planes 
verhead. Is anyone thinking about the effects of that? 


ixty thousand jets over the South End are going to cause 
ir pollution and if they want to fly any lower, there'll be no 
uality of life. 


Opposition 


ight years ‘ago ) when | moved into my ‘house in n Winthrop, | 
could hear the airport, but now with the increase in air travel 
can also smell the jet fuel, and tires buming from the 
landings. 


..€ family who grew up in the same house near the airport, 
t least three of us have gotten asthma. 


eae zi ee = | 
: ' assess how many people are disturbed by aircraft noise. 


No remedy was given [in the Draft EIS/EIR] for the 
Structural damage due to low-flying aircraft vibrating homes, 
_ school buildings, monuments, and industrial infrastructures 
_ within the affected communities. 


a - 7 f vir 
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The FAA's threshold of 65 decibels does not accurately 


Response 


_ Aircraft emissions are evaluated to 3,000 feet. Beyond this 
_ height, emitted gases and particles are not expected to have 


substantial ground-level effects. 


Emissions are shown to decrease with the Preferred Alternative 
when compared to the No Action Altemative. : 


_ Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in substantial 
_ Noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would enable the air 
__ traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the PRAS goals and 
decrease the population that is most severely affected. For 

_ example, implementation of the Preferred Alternative will 

_ reduce the population affected by Day-Night Sound Level 

_ values greater than 70 dB by four percent with the 29 M Low 
_ Fleet scenario, by 67 percent with the 37.5 M High Fleet 

_ scenario, and by 39 percent with the High Regional Jet Fleet, 
_ while increasing the population exposed to 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB by 

_ two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these three 

| fleet scenarios, respectively. 


Refer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 


the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


The emissions inventory /and di dispersion r modeling indicate 


_ better air quality conditions with Runway 14/32 and the 
_ Centerfield Taxiway than with the No Action Alternative. 


_ Massport is actively involved in many air quality initiatives and 
_ explored other options to reduce emissions from activities at 
_ Logan Airport in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously 


GEIR). 


The available public health studies for communities adjacent to 
Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in Section 6.8 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health status reports 
were available for the City of Boston; however, comparable 
public health reports were not available from the Public Health 
Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and Winthrop.A review of the 


_ available information did not indicate any causal relationship 


based on proximity to the airport. 


The 1999 Massachusetts budget included $150,000 to fund an 
environmental assessment of the health impacts of Logan 


_ Airport on any community located within a five-mile radius of the 
_ airport. The final protocol for the study is being developed. The 
Study i is expected to be completed i in summer 2002. 


_ Anoise exposure of 55 to 65 dB DNL i is believed to be 

_ generally compatible with residential land use, although the 

_ expected percentage of the population to be highly annoyed 

_ ranges from four percent at the 55 dB end of the range to 

_ 15 percent at the 65 dB end. Exposure to 65 to 75 dB DNL is 

_ considered marginally compatible with residential land use with 
_ residential structures that have a 25 to 30 dB noise level 

_ reduction. In this higher noise exposure range, the expected 

_ percentage of the population to be highly annoyed varies from 
615 percent at 65 dB to 7 ‘Percent at i dB. 


Neither Massport nor the FAA is aware of any evidenceto 


_ support the contention that structural damage has ever 

- occurred due to overflights. Noise-induced vibration levels from 
_ aircraft, though they may cause rattling, are normally less than 
_ footfalls produced by people walking through their own homes. 
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Code Topic 1 1 Topic 2 Comment _ Response 


117.48 Environmental Impacts wif the plani is implemented, there will be a disproportionate / - Refer to Section 6.8 of the ‘Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for ¢ a 
| Justice : : and exorbitant increase in flights over poorer communities discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. Low-income 
i _ such as sections of Chelsea, East Boston, Everett, and _ and minority populations were defined in accordance with 
| Roxbury. _ Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and 


_ the Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 

_ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of 

"low-income populations was expanded to include households : 
_ at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 
| No high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income and | 
__ minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. : 


Open Space/ The Harbor Islands recreational area will suffer significant — _ The Boston Harbor Islands, while within the 

| Parkland | noise impact. _ No Action Alternative (Alternative 4) 

: i _ 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level (dB DNL) contour, will have no 
_ Noise increase with the Preferred Alternative. Refer to 

_ Section 6.3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional 

_ discussion of parklands | relative to the Preferred Altemative. 


- 117.50 — Analysis “emission predictor us uses s 1993 asa ‘contrast item.. the ‘The: Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes updated operational. 
: _ Assumptions/ | predicted emission reductions for year 2010 are "and environmental analyses of 1998 conditions similar to that 
_ Methodologies : undoubtedly minimized to favor a lesser environmental _ contained in the 1998 Annual Update prepared in October 
| impact. ' 1999. While the 1999 ESPR published in December 2000 
_ includes updated analyses for 1999, the differences between 
_ the two study years are small. Between 1998 and 1999, 
_ operations declined by 2.5 percent, primarily due to a decline in 
_ regional carrier operations. Since the fleet mix and runway use 
_ varied little, the shape of the noise contours and the population 
_ impacts were also similar, with slightly less impact in Winthrop 
- and Boston and slightly more impact in Chelsea and Revere in 
_ 1999 compared to 1998. The air quality and other 
_ environmental analyses also yielded similar results. Since the 
- felevant comparison for evaluating the proposed airside 
_ improvements is the comparison between the No Action and 
_ Preferred Alternatives, and since 1998 and 1999 are similar in 
_ terms of passengers, operations, and environmental impacts, 
_ this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR maintains the 1998 modeling 
_ analysis as a representation of recent conditions at 
__ Logan Airport. 


__...the proposed action model predictor uses altemative 1 to - The air quality z assessment was conducted for the No. Action 
- attain this analytical profile...Since plan 1 was rejectedin Alternative (Alternative 4) and Altemative 1 (the Preferred 
' favor of plan 1A, these data do not necessarily fit the _ Alternative with PPP) because the full range of potential air 
report's final conclusions... _ quality effects is bracketed by Alternatives 1 and 4. Alternative 
: _ 1 results in the same air quality conditions as the Preferred 

__ Alternative (Alternative 1A). 


117.49 


Base Year 


117.52 | Air Quality — ~“ Impacts - i The additional combustion of gasoline and oil will increase / Although VOC emissions increase overtime because of 
| _ the total Volatile Organic Compounds or Hydrocarbons _ increased aircraft operations activity at Logan Airport, 


| (VOCs) in the atmosphere. _ emissions are lower with Alternatives 1 and the 
i _ Preferred Altemative, when compared to the 

No Action Alternative. The decreases are attributable to both 
the ‘Proposed Runway 14/32 and the taxiway improvements. 


_ The projected increase in passenger volume to 45 million by ~ Although ozone dispersion modeling i is not possible for the ‘ 
» 2010 will have an adverse effect on the local transportation —_ Airside Project (because ozone, which is not directly emitted but 
_ and air quality by increasing the overall level of ozone inthe —_formed through reactions, modeling must be done ona regional _ 
_ airport region and on roads leading to the airport. basis), emissions and dispersion of ozone precursors were 
- calculated. The NOx and VOC emissions from the 
Airside Project have been compared to the federally set 

_ de minimis levels for an ozone non-attainment area. 

_ Project-related emissions, which include local transportation 

_ emissions, have been found to be de minimis. 
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Code Topic 1 _ Topic 20 Comment _Response 


“11754 | Arualiy | impacts 


i "Local ai airport ‘traffic will also add. to the problem ofCarbon The Airside Project: does n not result in n additional: aircraft 
Monoxide (CO) emission. | Operation or passenger demand for ground access services, 

i since the project will not induce additional passenger demand. 
Refer to the Logan Airport1994/95 GEIR which includes 
Massport’s Ground Access Management Plan and forecasted 
_ Vehicle Miles Traveled for the 37.5 million and 45 million 

_ passenger levels that were studied in the Airside Project 


» Air Quality 


: Benzene, dioxin, toluene, xylene, and formaldehyde are _ Toxic or hazardous air pollutants are discussed in Sec 
_ known to be toxic and carcinogenic even at minute _ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ concentrations. None were monitored individually in the 

draft EIS/EIR study. 


Lead emissions were not assessed by the draft report...the Lead, in general, is not associated with airport emissions. The 
_ lack of sufficient epidemiological and long-term health _ phasing out of leaded gasoline in motor vehicles means that 

_ impact analysis due to these pollutants on people in _ this compound is no longer a problem in most of the United 

| affected communities is troubling. _ States. Issues related to health are discussed in Section 6.8 of 
- the > Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


pecte increase in traffic load will go on for | years ‘and implementation of the Preferred Alternative ‘would not increase 

_ Will add to the already overly congested roads thatleadto capacity, but rather it would correct a series of deficiencies in 
| and from the airport. _ the airfield geometry and operation. Massport’s plans to handle 
_ the ground access requirements of future passenger levels are 

_ discussed in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) 

_ and its subsequent Environmental Data Reports (Annual 


re | = a 
: _ Transportation 


__ Updates). 
117.58 — Analysis _ Base Year The draft report chose 1993, a year in which flights peaked The projections of future arf eld delays at Logan Aiport: are not 
: » Assumptions/ _ and Logan was overcrowded, as a base year for statistical based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred : 


| Methodologies» _ comparison. _ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the Airside 
: : : _ Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective to the 
_ delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model calibration. 
_ The analysis contained in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has 
_ been updated to include modeled delay results for 1998 to 
_ provide more current context to airfield conditions at 
_ Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay analysis and 
: discussion of cu rrent and future delays at Logan Airport. 


Peak Period The Michael S. Dukakis Administration in 1989 imposeda The impacts of the Program: for Airfield Capacity Efficiency 

_ Pricing _ form of peak period pricing which dropped congestion _ (PACE) are described and evaluated in Section 3.5.1 of the 

: » dramatically at the airport, thus, putting doubt on the draft Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

eports contention that Peak Pricing i is not hel 


117.59 Altematives 


117.60 Purpose and ..even if short delays are excessive, ‘the US 5 Dep elays occur wi en wind or weather conditions require the use 


| Need : _ Transportation confirmed that delays are not unusual for _ of configurations with fewer than three active runways, when 

: _ Major airports, even for state-of-the-art facilities like _ poor weather requires increased separation distances between 
_ Denver's Centennial airport, which had 29% of its flights _ aircraft, or when airlines schedule more flights than : 
| delayed last year. According to FAA data, the delay _ Logan Airport can handle. The Airside Project is designed to : 
situation at Logan has improved since 1993 and is _ reduce delays at Logan Airport from adverse winds and taxiway _ 
» essentially in equilibrium. _ congestion by addressing constraints at Logan Airport. Delays 


_ caused by conditions at other airports or other factors, such as 

_ mechanical failure, are not addressed since Massport cannot 

_ influence these delays. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a discussion of the FAA 
_ and U.S. DOT delay measures and historical data, along with 
_ comparisons of Logan Airport with other United States airports. 


FAA Opsnet delays at Logan Airport peaked in 1993, declined 
_ for two years and are rising again. Arrival delays which would 
_ be directly affected by Runway 14/32 have risen steadily since 
1994. 
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Code Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


117.61 | Noise, Air | Impacts _ The proposed runway would adversely affect the noise and Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in substantial 
/ © Quality : air quality in surrounding communities and seriously prevent | noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would enable the air 
i _ or hamper many redevelopment efforts currently underway. traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the PRAS goals and | 
i _ decrease the population that is most severely affected. For 
_ example, implementation of the Preferred Altemative will 
| reduce the population affected by Day-Night Sound Level 
values greater than 70 dB by four percent with the 29 M Low 
_ Fleet scenario, by 67 percent with the 37.5 M High Fleet 
_ scenario, and by 39 percent with the High Regional Jet Fleet, 
while increasing the population exposed to 
_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB by 
_ two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these three 
fleet scenarios, respectively. 


Refer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Noalternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Alternative 
_ shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 


The widespread broadening of flights over many here is no change in the flight paths over most of the i 
_ neighborhoods would increase noise impact to intolerable neighborhoods. The only changes in flight paths are associated 
' levels. _ with new Runway 14/32 and these changes occur primarily 

er water, not over neighborhoods. 


_ The draft's conclusions are drawn based on datamodels © The models used for the air quality analyses (emissions 
_ that fail to analyze true health impacts or to assess. _ inventory and dispersion modeling) are EPA- , DEP-, and FAA- 
_ meaningful noise measurements. _ approved. The dispersion modeling allows impacts to be 
_ compared to the NAAQS (NAAQS), which are designed to 
_ protect human health and welfare, including sensitive groups. 
_ There were no violations of the NAAQS for any alternative. : 
_ Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have 
_ been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and Annual 
_ Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in locations : 
_ were significantly reduced in 1996 through modification of 
_ source levels to better account for over-water sound 
_ propagation and apparent use of higher engine power settings 
_ than are normally assumed in the noise model's database 
_ (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 Annual 
_ Update). 
- In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 
_ became even less when Massport upgraded its monitoring 
_ system and began to report noise caused only by aircraft - a 
_ metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure levels 
__ predicted by the noise model. 


_ Atsites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this 

_ improvement to the monitoring system brought measured and 

_ modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to 

' Chapter 5 of the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update). Massport 

_ continues to investigate possible causes for remaining 

_ differences (such as from hill effects) but believes the FAA’s 

_ INM noise model used in the Airside Project noise analyses 

" accurately represents expected noise exposure. Using results 
_ froma special study of Terrain Modeling analysis ( “hill effects’) 
_ in Orient Heights and Jeffries Point, Massport applied for and 

_ received approval to apply a correction to 1999 contours to 

_ account for increased levels in Orient Heights. 


117.64 _ Air Quality _ NAAQS | The EPA Regional Administrator stated that the regionis DEP recently submitted a demonstration of an ozone (one-hour _ 
: / "currently in serious violation of the National Ambient Air _ average) attainment plan to the U.S. EPA. This plan includes 
_ Quality Standards for ozone, and that any increased traffic current Logan Airport-related emissions and all other emissions i 
| generated by the airport will make the Commonwealth's job _ in Massachusetts. It is expected that DEP will be able to 
_ Of attaining the ozone standard more difficult.... continue to include airport-related emissions, which show 
_ Masspor''s emission reduction measures, in the ozone 
_ attainment plan. 
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Code _Topic 1 _ Topic: 2 _Comment _ 7 Response ue _ 
117.65 / Alternatives “Peak Period Peak Period Pricing [ [should | be] ‘considered, _ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 


_ Pricing : _ DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 

: : _ demand management alternative at Logan Airport. The analysis 
_ indicates that PPP is an effective option when airlines schedule 
_ beyond the normal hourly operating capacity of the airport and 

"provides an assessment of the extent of the benefits from PPP 

_ under such circumstances. See Section 4.5.4 of the 

Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


: 117.66 _ Environmental 


_ Impacts _ Most troubling is the disproportionate, biased, and | The Environmental Justice analy: XD e 
| Justice : | significant increase in air traffic over low-income and _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 
: _ minority communities of East Boston, Chelsea, Everett, and populations were defined in accordance with Federal Executive 


_ Roxbury. _ Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the Council on 

: _ Environmental Quality’s guidance on environmental justice. In 
_ addition, the analysis of low-income populations was expanded 
_ to include households at 150 percent of poverty level. This : 
_ analysis found that there is no high and adverse 
_ disproportionate impact to low-income and minority populations 
_ caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income or _ 

" minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is minority, 

» compared to the Suffolk County minority population of 

_ 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within the 

- 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Altemative has a 
household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 

_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour associated 

_ with the Preferred Alternative includes a predominately 

_ Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is predicted under : 

_ Worst case assumptions to experience an increase of 0.6 dB or — 

_ less. Under FAA standards, this change is not a significant 

_ adverse impact. The minority and low-income populations in 

_ South Boston and East Boston affected by the 

_ Preferred Altemative 65 dB DNL contour are almost identical to 

_ the No Action Altemative. The 65 dB DNL contour for the i 

_ Preferred Alternative does not extend into Jamaica Plain, 

_ Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the increased noise 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour will be provided to affected 

_ communities in the form of residential sound insulation. 


_ Adiscussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is presented | 
_ In Section 6. 8 of ‘Supplemental | DEIS/FEIR. : 


“117.87 Noi he repor often failed to reference the appropriate tables Refer to the new graphics in Chapters 4, and6 ofthe 
: for the graphs shown. : Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


0 obviate the build option, : a a regional solution should be _ Logan Airport is part ofa regional system of airports ‘that 
_ adopted. _ includes T.F. Greer/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
: _ Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that service 
_ development and increased passenger traffic at these airports 
__ are an important part of the region’s long-term strategy to 
_ accommodate passenger and activity growth. Massport has 
_ actively encouraged the development of regional airports and 
_ use of other options, including high-speed rail to Logan Airport's 
_ largest market, New York. Regional service was examined in 
_ Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the 
- conclusion that greater use of the regional airports will provide 
_ passengers within the service area of such airports with a viable 
_altemative to Logan Airport. Since demand within 
_ Logan Airport's primary service area will remain strong, the 
improvements at other regional airports will not eliminate the 
ed forai 


g egional 
_ Transportation Airports 
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Public Health 


: will condemn hundreds of thousand of local residents to 
: living with deteriorating medical, social, and environmental 
conditions. 


117.70 Alternatives — 


_ Runway 14/32 


_ Given Massport's history at keeping promises, it current 
_ assurance that runway 14/32 will be unidirectional is 
_ dubious at best... 


“117.71 Public Heath __...Masspor...has not addressed the long-term and 
_ cumulative impact of pollutants on our health and the 


» environment in a satisfactory manner. 


_ dustice efforts to avoid impacts to these protected communities. 


Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O’Connor, President 


| The available public health studies for communities adjacent to 
_ Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in Section 6.8 

_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health status reports 

_ were available for the City of Boston; however, comparable 

» public health reports were not available from the Public Health 
_ Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and Winthrop. A review of the 
"available information did not indicate any causal relationship 
_ based on proximity to the airport. 


_ The 1999 Massachusetts budget included $150,000 to fund an 
_ environmental assessment of the health impacts of Logan 

_ Airport on any community located within a five-mile radius of th 
_ airport. The final protocol for the study is being developed. The 
_ Study is expected to be completed in summer 2002. 


_ Emissions are shown to decrease with the Preferred Alternative 


_ Refer to response to Co 


- aya . ee ; ac fai ee - : Fen Agate: pees Re ete eee en ate 
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Response 


when compared to the No Action Alternative. 


The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
_ physical limitations that reinforce the 

_ unidirectional requirements of that improvement concept. The 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 

_ within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the 

_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades applicable 

_ FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 

_ precluding arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another 

_ factor limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack 
_ Of available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow maximum 
__use of over-water operations and thereby limit operational 

_ impacts over residential areas. To strictly reinforce these i 
_ important environmental benefits, Massport has designated the _ 
_ intended unidirectional limitation on Runway 14/32 as a 

_ mitigation measure. We anticipate that any state and federal 

_ approvals will also strictly reinforce the unidirectional limitations 


ended for Runway 14/ 


79. 


_ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i., all aircraft 
arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the Runway 32 : 
_ approach and all departures would initiate from the Runway 14 
_ heading out over Boston Harbor). State approval under MEPA 

and federal approval under NEPA will allow Runway 14/32 to 

_ proceed only on a basis consistent with the stated unidirectional 
_ limitations. Consistent with any such approvals, Massport will 

_ light and stripe Runway 14/32 to accommodate unidirectional 

_ operations only. 
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Topic 1 


A regional approach to reducing the ground and air traffic 

_ loads is needed...Any credible model for pollutant reduction 
_ includes efforts such as replacing short haul air traffic and 

_ its associated ground automobile traffic with electrified high 
| speed rail. 


_ Regional | Regional 
_ Transporation —_ Airports 


_ Massport has actively encouraged regional transportation 
_ altematives to Logan Airport, including rail. Massport supports 

__ intercity rail planning through its membership in the Boston 

_ Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). The MPO is a 

_ cooperative planning board whose membership also includes : 
_ MassHighway, Metropolitan Area Planning Council; MBTA, and 
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EIR 


Response 


_ MBTA Advisory Board. As members of the MPO, Massport and 
_ these agencies are responsible for preparing the Boston 
_ Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the 

_ Transportation Plan for the Boston Region. |n this capacity, 

_ Massport influences regional transportation plans for intercity 

- rail. Massport also holds a seat on the Citizens Advisory 
| Committee (CAC) of the MBTA’s North-South Rail Link Project. 
_ The CAC met monthly and provided a forum for Massport and 
_ the MBTA to coordinate their ridership estimates and 


_ assessments of the relationship of the North-South Rail Link on 
_ airport access and airport usage. To date, the North-South : 
_ Rail Link Project has not received funding and will not impact 
_ Logan Airport over the study time frame. Should the 

_ North-South Rail Link be constructed, resulting passenger 


_ diversions from Logan Airport to rail could reach 
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_ 46,700 annual passengers, or less than one-half of one percent 
_ of Logan Airport's total annual traffic. 


Thamac A OW ooo 
Thomas A Kershaw Remarks 
April 7, 1999: 6:00 pm 
State Transportation Building : Conference Room 5 & 6 


LETTER 118 


Hampshire House restaurant calls for action on Logan Airport 
unidirectional runway 14/32 


¢ The proposed Logan Airport runway 14/32 is critical to 118.1 
the health of Boston's future convention and business 
travel - and restaurants that depend on the visitor industry 
-and | urge state and federal officials to move forward on 
approval of this project. 


¢ If we do not act on this now we will be making a multi- 
billion dollar mistake on Boston’s future 


¢ Our competitive position as a leading visitor destination is 
directly tied to the ability of Logan Airport to handle the 
region's air service needs. -The new 1 4/32 runway will be 
critical in reducing delays and making Logan Airport more 
efficient 


¢ The success of the new $700 million convention center, that 
will open in the Seaport District in late 2003, depends on the 


efficiency of Logan Airport. 


¢ If the delay problem is not addressed, it will Cripple our 
efforts to attract and retain conventions, meetings and 
business travelers to Boston. At the very time when the 
new convention center will open delays at Logan 
International Airport will have grown to the point that will 
be unacceptable to meeting planners. As the new center 
reaches peak efficiency - attracting more than 300,000 
visitors a year - Logan will become a national disgrace- 
with delays up to 54 minutes per flight! 


e | support the development of a comprehensive regional 118.2 
airport system and the growth of Providence, Manchester 

and Portland Airports--as well as the high-speed rail 

System from New York to Boston that debuts later this 118 3 
year. 


Nevertheless- Logan remains the hub of the region’s 
transportation system for business travelers and for the 
convention and meetings market and the SuCCess-or 
failure of the industry and restaurants like Hampshire 
House depend on an efficient Logan Airport. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
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Letter 118 


Thomas A. Kershaw 
Hampshire House 


Comment 


| Purposeand _ The proposed Logan Airport runway 14/82 is critical to the 

| Need _ health of Boston's future convention and business travel — 
| and restaurants...Our competitive position as a leading 
visitor destination is directly tied to the ability of 


“Regional 
: Transportation _ airport system and the growth of Providence, Manchester 

ind Portland Airports.... ee 
...[| support the] the high-speed rail system from New York 
to Boston that debuts later this year. 


Regional Passenger Rail 


Transportation 


Letter 118: Thomas A. Kershaw, Hampshire House 


LUUAL 4 

Ne 
INTERNATIONAL UNION OF OPERATING ENGINEERS 

EEN 


AFL-CIO 
120 Mount Hope Street LETTER 1 1 q 


Roslindale, Massachusetts 02131 
Area Code (617) 323-9300 
William P. Ryan, Business Manager FAXphone (617) 323-7821 


April 22, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
MEPA Office 

100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Attention: Secretary of Environmental Affairs 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Massachusetts Port Authonity’s Airside Improvement plan for Logan International Airport. Local 4 94 


Delays at Logan are consistently among the worst in the United States. These delays are not only 
inconvenient, they are costly. In 1998 delays at Logan cost airlines and their passengers nearly $310 
million. These losses ultimately affect the livelihood of many working men and women as it impedes 
the ability of Boston and the region to compete in a global economy. 


A major component of the Airside Improvement Project, Runway 14/32, provides significant noise 1 19 2 
relief our members living in the highest impacted noise areas of East Boston’s Bayswater, Revere’s . 
Beachmont and Winthrop’s Court Road and Point Shirley as well as South Boston’s Castle Island area. 

The new unidirectional Runway shifts 75,000 flights over water rather than over communities. It also 

allows noise impacts to be spread more equitably across communities. The proposed centerfield taxiway 

and other improvements would further enhance air quality by reducing aircraft idling and queuing on 

the airfield and reduce gtound noise from taxing aircraft to adjacent neighborhoods 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley -2- April 22, 1999 
It is therefore, without reservation, that Local 4 wholeheartedly supports Airside Improvements at 
Logan Airport and eagerly looks forward to the projects approval. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter 

Sincerely yours, 

William P. Ryan, 
Business Manager 
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Letter 119 

International Union of 

Operating Engineers — Local 4 
William P. Ryan, Business Manager 


Comment 


_ Local 4 firmly believes this project is necessary to reduce 
_ delays, improve the quality of life of our members and 
i employment opportunities. 


vis , provides significant noise relief for our 
_ members living in the highest impacted noise areas of 
_ East Boston's Bayswater, Revere's Beachmont and 
_ Winthrop's Court Road and Point Shirley as well as South 
_ Boston's Castle Island area. 


LOCAL. No. 7 
Boston, MA 


LOCAL No 37 
Providence, RE. 


COCAL. No 57 
Worcester, MA 


LOCAL No. 357 
Springfield, MA 


LOCAL. No 474 
Manchester, N H 


LOCAL No.496 
Portland, Maine 


Sron Workers District Council of Nae England 


International Association.of Bridge, Structural 


& Ornant 


JOSEPH Ma. : 
444 Washington Street *Dwug¥80J* Woburn, MA 01801 


Tel: (781) 937-8070 © (781):93%8067 © Fax (781) 937-8370 


LETTER 120 


April 22, 1999 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmenta Programs 
Airports Division 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


[am writing today on behalf of the International Association of Bridge, 
and Reinforced Jron Workers to voice our strong support for the Massachusetts 
Improvement plan for Logan International Airport. The Iron Workers District 
this project is necessary to reduce delays, improve the quality of life of our me 


needed employment opportunities. 


1 personally have had many problems getting into | 
my plane was put into a holding pattern just flying 
Denver, we were in a holding pattern so long that 


Island to refuel. 


This is not the way a big City like Boston can encourage people to visit our fair city if they are 
continuously held up by delays, etc. 


Logan Airport is constantly building and expanding. Those who have built hotels, 
growth of this airport. They can neither grow or expand if traffic is re-routed to an 


Mayor Menino worked hard trying to 
how would we have handled the many 


Manchester, N.H. or Previdence, RI. and tell them to drive from there? 


I know that many of the residents in the town surroundin 
third runway. However. people in those towns stil bu 


that the airport is there. 


The new unidirectional Runway shifts 75,000 fli 
allows noise impacts to be spread more equitabl 
noise goals. The proposed centerfield taxiwa 
air quality by reducing aircraft idling and 


aircraft too close in neighborhoods. 


LOCAL No. 501 
Boston, MA 


LOCAL No. 523 
Pawtucket, RL. 


LOCAL No. 745 
Portsmouth, NH 


LOCAL No. 807 
Winslow, Maine 


Structural, Ornamental 
Port Authority’s Airside 
Council firmly believe 
mbers and provide much 


1204 


-ogan. In my last six (6) flights into Logan Airport, 
around waiting for a runway to open. Ona trip from 
we started to run out of fuel and had to go to Rhode 


etc., depend on the 
other airport. 


get the National Democratic Convention. If he was successful, 
people coming from all over the Country. Would we send them to 


g the airport are concerned and are opposed to a 
y homes and open businesses knowing fully well 


ghts over water rather than over communities. It also 1 2 0)? 
y across communities, in accordance with community 
y and other taxiway improvements would further enhance 
queuing on the airfield and reduce ground noise from taxing 


120.3 


Mr. John C. Silva 
April 22, 1999 
Page 2 


Logan International Airport is directly responsible for creating more than 15,000 jobs in this area, many 
of which are the hard wcrking men and women of the Iron Workers Union. 


It is therefore, without reservation, that the Iron Workers District Council wholeheartedly support’s 
Airside Improvements a. Logan Airport and eagerly looks forward to the projects approval. 


With best wishes, I remain 
Sincerely 
; gaps (a 


Joseph M. Quilty 
President 


JMQ/ef 


Runway 14/32 


_ Taxiway 
_ Improvements 


Letter 120: Iron Workers District Council of New England, Joseph M. Quilty, President 


Si Ca EX 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


he Iron Workers District Council firmly believe this project 
is Necessary to reduce delay, improve the quality of life of 
lur members and provide much needed employment 
portunities. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 120 

lron Workers District 
Council of New England 
Joseph M. Quilty, President 


Response 


_ Comment noted. 


- Comment noted. 
water rather than over communities. It also allows noise | 
mpacts to be spread more equitably across communities, in 
cordance with community noise goals. i 
he proposed centerfield taxiway and other taxiway _ Comment noted. 
improvements would further enhance air quality by reducing 
ircraft idling and queuing on the airfield and reduce ground 
joise from taxing aircraft too close in neighborhoods. : 
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7 C/o = Ee ec as a LETTER | 21 


Fast Boston, MA 02128 


"Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
ATTENTION MEPA OFFICE 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley #10458 

190 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr, Pugslcy: 


On Monday, February 8, 1999. the Jeffries Point Neighborhood had its monthly meeting. Peter Blute, Executive 


Director of Massport and his staff were present at this mecting, They gave a presentation on the proposed New 
Runway and Taxiway 14/32. After the presentation an open dialogue took place between Mr. Blute, his staff. and 


A motion was made to oppose the Construction of the New Runway and Taxiway 14/32 4 Vote was taken. (there was 


150 peonle Present) the vote was unanimons. 


eeu pecpre 


Opposition to the now runway/taviwav Proposal being made hy Massnort, Representatives from the IPNA and 
citizens have been actively meeting with our State and federal government legislators to discuss our concerns 


regarding this specific Proposal, as well as the core problem of dealing with the projections for si gnificant increacee 
4) air traffic demand for the region. 


Femsepues tS DICH sal 


distributing the impact all over East Boston Winthrop at the expense of Boston and other communities. Even if true, 


bout the entire Boston arca ac 


Massnort has Pitched the Runway 14/32 Proposal as Providing some relicf to some arcas of East Rocton and 


and we have corioue doubts, it would only be short-torm relict We are concerned a 


ween YF sve we 


well as the Surrounding communities. Regardless of a new Tunway, and according to Massport’s own projections, 
demand for nascongors and aircraft to come to the area ic cxpected to grow significantly, and flight delavs are 


sew eee LOT rewewasswes LNG aircraft 


expected to soar. Asa physically small inner-city airport, Logan has exceeded reasonable canacity and cannot 
handle the dramatic Projected domand without pulling Boston, the Harbor and Surrounding communitice in extreme 
danger! 


Please know that we supnort cconomic growth for Ractan tha Commonwealth and Now England We are warking 
ve ees Oh, ie Commonwealth at matte. YC are working 


t fee 


air transportation problem, such as secondary airnorts, etc, There are answers to the problem, which could bring 


Sconomic benefit outside of Rastan but trying to increase capacity at Logan is not th 


be severely detrimental to those of us who call the Boston area home and, ironically, to those visitors expected to fly 


Favagiini, Conerceeman Markey, Conercceman Capuano and others in Support of potential solutions to the regional 


€ answer. Such a courca would 


here as well. Que health and safety are already at great risk Our burden hac increased each year, We cannot accent 

more! 

Listed below are the some of reacons we think that Massnort’e draft anvir enmental impact smdy (EIS/EIRO is 

flawed: 

*  Massnort’s drat environmental impact study (EIS/ETR) did not rigorously oxplore all reasonable alternatives 

* — Massport Supported its conclusions With outdated Studies and figures, 

* There can be not guarantee of “unidirectional nen” of Runway 14/32. This is an FAA decision and the F AA is 
making no such guarantee 

* FAA modeling was not used. FAA data chowe delay reduction since 1993. Massport’s delay figures aro 
inflated. 

* Affected communitias were not given fair onsideration we will het ? 3,000 more flights over our headg 


cd fli3 
t 


a 
annually. Sound roofing cannot mitigate the impact of this increase in noise and ai olution. 


e 
Huge issucs such as air pollution and respiratory health, unequal impacts, secondary ground traMe and others aro 
ignored or glossed Over, enough so that in truth, on might well ask if there is anything good to be said about it. Y 


fees ION IO tt wheel oll Le ve aio In 


our Community, hear our concems regarding our health and the environmental impact of this Proposal. There are 
scrions WEStIONS revardina tha adequacy amaliny: and reliahilin: af informatian sunnlied by Macennet Additianal 
Gq scequacr, H Sunsets Se intormation sunnlied we svetSSpOrt, Additional 


Meee ees oing tre sytteteses Oi Tetan £38) 


Sir. we need vour attentio: to this issue, Wo ack that vou listen to our concerme and nrotect the Quality of Life in 


21.1 


121.2 
121.3 
21.4 
121.5 
121.6 


Te ae UA BS alrcady Caused OV Logan Alrport. 


22 residente is threatened Wa need your heln! 


We ask you to 


Naren M. Maddalena 
Chairperson 


we? 
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Letter 121 
Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association 
Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment 
121.1 General :  Amotion was made to oppose the construction of the New g rside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
| Opposition _ Runway and Taxiway 14/32 a vote was taken, (there was _the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 


| 150 people present) the vote was unanimous. _ environmentally responsible manner. 
_ Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would also give the controllers 
_ considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 
_ achievement of PRAS goals, and redirect many flights to 
_ overwater routes. During very high demand periods, the 
_ controllers currently have little or no flexibility for 
_ runway selection. The addition of Runway 14/32 would be the 
single most important mechanism to achieve 
_ equitable geographic distribution of aircraft operations. 
_ Massport and the FAA are committed to the PRAS system and 
have been making improvements since 1982. 


_ Massport's draft environmental impact study (EIS/EIR) did The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
_ Review | Not rigorously explore all reasonable alternatives. _ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan 

| process _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 

i : : _ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 

_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); andthe 
_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 Report, 
_ published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a numerous : 
_ physical, operational, and administrative concepts for reducing 

_ Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan International Airport 

_ Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA recommended several 

_ improvement concepts, including unidirectional Runway 14/32, 

_ for further study. These improvement concepts, as well as 

_ concepts from other studies, were individually examined by 

_ Massport in the Logan Airside Feasibility Study, published in 

_ duly 1995. Based on the Feasibility study, some concepts were 

_ tejected and the most promising concepts were combined into 

_ the Altematives considered in the Draft EIS/EIR. The 

__ alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 

_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 

_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate that 

__ alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 provide 

_ the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and ability to 

- achieve PRAS goals. 


“Analysis ‘Base Year ——-Massport supported its conclusions with outdated studies ‘The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are not 
- Assumptions/ _ and figures. _ based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 


| Methodologies — : _ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the Airside 

: : _ Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective to the : 

_ delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model calibration. 
The analysis contained in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has 
been updated to include modeled delay results for 1998 to 

_ provide more current context to airfield conditions at 

_ Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay analysis and 

_ discussion of current and future delays at Logan Airport. 


Code 


Topic 1 


Alternatives 


Topic 2 


: Nadel = 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment ; 
There can be no guarantee of "unidirectional use" of 
_ Runway 14/32. This is an FAA decision and the FAA is 
_ making no such guarantee. 


"FAA modeling was not used. FAA data shows delay 


_ reduction since 1993. Masspor's delay figures are inflated. 


_ intended for 

_ Refer to Section 4. 
_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
__and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 
estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 

_ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The : 
_ methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects of 
_ constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay / 
_ estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 

_ models, which have been validated in previously published 

- Studies of Logan Airport. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (ie., all aircraft 
_ arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the Runway 32 
_ approach and all departures would initiate from the Runway 14 

_ heading out over Boston Harbor). State approval under MEPA 

_ and federal approval under NEPA will allow Runway 14/32 to : 
| proceed only on a basis consistent with the stated unidirectional ; 
_ limitations. Consistent with any such approvals, Massport will 
| light and stripe Runway 14/32 to accommodate unidirectional 

_ Operations only. 

_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 

_ physical limitations that reinforce the 

_ unidirectional requirements of that improvement concept. The 

_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 


within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the 
Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades applicable 
FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 


_ precluding arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another 
_ factor limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack 
_ of available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 


The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow maximum 


_ use of over-water operations and thereby limit operational 

_ impacts over residential areas. To strictly reinforce these 
_ important environmental benefits, Massport has designated the 
_ intended unidirectional limitation on Runway 14/32 as a 
_ mitigation measure. We anticipate that any state and federal 


approvals will also strictly reinforce the unidirectional limitations 


e Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora 


_ The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and 
_ delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report 


for Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 


_ reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 
_ Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the 

_ RDSIM model and estimated that when activity reached 

_ 504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 

- 260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 

_ forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 

_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet 

_ scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 

_ Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the 

_ Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that 
_ the Airside delays represent “a plausible and conservative 

_ estimate...” 


_ The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 
_ delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport's 

_ estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA's 

_ 20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code Topic Topic 2 Comment Response ee 
| 121.6 —_ Noise » Sound Soundproofing cannot mitigate the impact of this increase in While sound insulation does not mitigate exterior sound levels, 
i Insulation itis a widely accepted measure considered appropriate for 


| noise and air pollution. 


Public Health 


Huge issues such as air pollution and respiratory health, 

| unequal impacts, secondary ground traffic and others are 

» ignored or glossed over, enough so that in truth, one might 
| well ask if there is anything good to be said about it. 


“4217 


Letter 121: Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association, Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 


_ general mitigation of noise impacts. Sound insulation reduces 
| Noise inside the home. While the implementation of the 

_ Preferred Alternative would bring additional homes within the 

| criteria for inclusion in the sound insulation program, the inside 
_ of these homes will have lower noise levels than they would 

_ have had without sound insulation under the 

_ No Action Alternative. 


_ The emissions inventories for future conditions and altematives 
are contained in Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ and Appendix F. These inventories show that all Altematives, 
including the No Action and Preferred Alternative, are well 

_ within acceptable criteria. In addition, dispersion modeling 

_ indicates no violation of the NAAQS for the pollutants analyzed 


‘CO, NO and PMio) under any alternative and future year. 


Noise was identified as the only off-airport impact from the 


_ Preferred Alternative (refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a discussion on noise impacts). Because of 

_ improved airfield efficiency and shorter delay periods, the 

_ Preferred Alternative is projected to slightly reduce air 

_ emissions when compared to the No Action Altemative. The 
"available public health studies for communities adjacent to 

_ Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in Section 
_ 6.8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. A review of the available 
_ Information did not indicate any causal relationship based on 

_ proximity to the airport. Construction will be managed to 

_ minimize air, noise and other impacts to the adjacent 

_ communities. All construction vehicles will be required to use 

_ designated truck routes and avoid local streets. 


_ LETTER 122 


Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association 
C/o Ms. Karen M. Maddalena 
4 Lamson Street 
East Boston, MA 02128 


April 21, 1999 


Exccutive Office of Environmental Affairs 
ATTENTION MEPA OFFICE 

Mr. Arthur Pugslcey #10458 » 

100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Enclosed in this package arc petitions and Icticrs from the Jeffrics Point community and impacted 
communities. The People who signed these petitions and letters are concemed about the expansion of 
Logan Aimort and the cnvironmental issucs causcd by this cxnansion., 


is flawed: 


Listed below are the some of reasons we think that Massnort’s draft environmental impact study (EIS/EIRO 99 1 


¢  Massport’s draft environmental impact study (ETS/EIR) did not ri gorously explore all reasonable 
alternatives. | 2 2 2 

¢ — Massport supported its conclusions with outdated studies and figures. | y) 2 3 

* There can be not guarantee of “unidirectional usc” of Runway 14/32. This is an FAA decision and the " 
FAA is making no such guarantee 

° FAA modeling was not used FAA data shows delay reduction since 1993, Massport’s delay figures 1 2 2 4 
are inflated. 

e = Affected communities were not given fair consideration we will het 23,000 more flights aver onr | 2? 5 
heads annually, Soundproofing cannot mitigate the impact of this increase in noise and air : 
pollution, 

e 

Huge issues such as air pollution and Tespiratory health, unequal impacts, secondary eround traffic and | 2 2 6 

others are ienored or glossed over, cnough co that in truth, on might well ack if thore is anything pood to he ' 


Sir, Wwe need your attention ta this icone Wa ask that vm lictan ta our Concemes and nratact the Onalite af 


~' ov Swwsesawen one sane Issue, We Suwne saetes Fuse sansSes 10 OUr Concems™s mueese prawewee onl Citality at 


Life in our Community. hear Our concems regarding our health and the environmental impact of this 


proposal, Thore are Serious quoctions raoardina the adeouacy auality and reliability of information 


oreo BESOSIONS TO PNRSE SES Sethe eC, Agtesset el pert} 


Recnact hy Y 
Aeenpeesaensal A / 


aT nd 
Karen M. Maddalena 


Chaimerson 


Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 


Communities 
SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 


Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution dver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an “economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 
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Communities 


We the undersigned are opposed to “ Logan Airside Improvement Plan” (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related Operations. 
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vesssieo X ULL INEIZNDOFHOOd Association and Impacted 
Communities 


SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 


Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution dver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new Projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion Project. If Logan Airport is an "economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 


We the undersigned are opposed to “ Logan Airside Improvement Plan” (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 


We the undersigned are opposed to “ Logan Airside Improvement Plan” (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 


Communities 
SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports’ 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 


Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution aver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport ai do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an “economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 


We the undersigned are opposed to “Logan Airside Improvement Plan” (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 


We the undersigned are opposed to “ Logan Airside Improvement Plan” (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 
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Jeffries Point N eighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 
We the undersigned are opposed to “Logan Airside Improvement Plan” (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 


communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 


We the undersigned are opposed to “Logan Airside Improvement Plan” (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 


Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 


SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 


Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution over, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
. fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an “economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 
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rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 


Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution over, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new Projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an “economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 


Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 


SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development , 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 


Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution dver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new Projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an “economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 


We the undersigned are opposed to “ Logan Airside imeravanieal Plan” (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities _ 


We the undersigned are opposed to “Logan Airside Improvement Plan” (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 


We the undersigned are opposed to “ Logan Airside Improvement Plan” (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 


We the undersigned are opposed to “ Logan Airside Improvement Plan” (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 
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Jeitries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 


SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 


Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution dver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an “economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. - 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 


We the undersigned are opposed to « Logan Airside Improvement Plan” (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
Proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 
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SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION reaivivivs 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 


Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution over, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an “economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 


SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports - 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 


Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution éver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion Project. If Logan Airport is an "economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 


Communities 
SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 


Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution dver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an “economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 
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Commuhitiés Against Runway Expansion 


SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 


Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution éver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new Projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an “economic engine" for New 
Engiand, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 
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Vommunities-Agginst Runway Expansion 


SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 


Massport is Pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 

ually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution aver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 122 
Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association 
Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 


Comment 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 


Environmental = MEPA _ Massport's draft environmental impact study (EIS/E provement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 

: Review _ not rigorously explore all reasonable alternatives. _ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan 
| Process _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 

i : _ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 

_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); andthe 
_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 Report, 
_ published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a numerous 

_ physical, operational, and administrative concepts for reducing 
_ Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan Intemational Airport 

- Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA recommended several 
_ improvement concepts, including unidirectional Runway 14/32, 
for further study. These improvement concepts, as well as 

» concepts from other studies, were individually examined by 

_ Massport in the Logan Airside Feasibility Study, published in 
_ July 1995. Based on the Feasibility study, some concepts were 
_ rejected and the most promising concepts were combined into 
_ the Altematives considered in the Draft EIS/EIR. The 
__altematives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 

_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 

_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate that 
_ altematives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 provide 

_ the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and ability to 

_ achieve PRAS goals. 


_ Analysis _ Base Year : Massport supported its outdated studies @ projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are not 
_ Assumptions/ - and figures. _ based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 

_ Methodologies i _ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the Airside 

; : : _ Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective to the : 
_ delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model calibration. 
_ The analysis contained in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has 

_ been updated to include modeled delay results for 1998 to 

_ provide more current context to airfield conditions at 

_ Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay analysis and : 
_ discussion of current and future delays at Logan Airport. i 


122.2 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FinaL EIR 


Code _Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment _Response 
1223 | Alternatives Runway 14/32 There can be no guarantee of "unidirectional use" of ~The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
i _ Runway 14/32. This is an FAA decision and the FAA is _ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all aircraft 
_ making no such guarantee. arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the Runway 32 


_ approach and all departures would initiate from the Runway 14 

_ heading out over Boston Harbor). State approval under MEPA 

_ and federal approval under NEPA will allow Runway 14/32 to 
_ proceed only on a basis consistent with the stated unidirectional 
_ limitations. Consistent with any such approvals, Massport will 
| light and stripe Runway 14/32 to accommodate unidirectional 

© operations only. 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional 
_ requirements of that improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel and 
_ Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is within 1,300 feet 
_ of the Runway 14. The location of the Hyatt Hotel and 

_ Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach surface 

_ lide slope requirements, thereby precluding arrivals from the 

_ west to the Runway 14. Another factor limiting westerly 

_ operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available facilities to 
_ allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow maximum 
__use of over-water operations and thereby limit operational 

_ impacts over residential areas. To strictly reinforce these ; 
_ important environmental benefits, Massport has designated the 
_ intended unidirectional limitation on Runway 14/32 as a 
_ mitigation measure. We anticipate that any state and federal 

_ approvals will also strictly reinforce the unidirectional limitations 
i tended for Runway 1 4/32. 


_ FAA modeling was not used. FAA data shows delay reduction - Refer to Section 44 of the ‘Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora 

_ since 1993. Massport's delay figures are inflated. _ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
_ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 

_ estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 

_ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The : 
_ Methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects of 
_ constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 

_ estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 

_ models, which have been validated in previously published 

_ studies of Logan Airport. 


_ The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and _ 
_ delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report 
_ for Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 

_ reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 

_ Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the 

_ RDSIM model and estimated that when activity reached 

_ 504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 

_ 260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 

_ forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 

_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet 

_ scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 

_ Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the 

_ Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that 

_ the Airside delays represent “a plausible and conservative 

_ estimate...” 


_ The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 

_ delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport's 

_ estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA's 
- 20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. : 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Sound 
_ Insulation : Noise and air pollution. 


Huge issues such as air pollution and respiratory health, 

| unequal impacts, secondary ground traffic and others are 

| ignored or glossed over, enough so that in truth, one might 
_ well ask if there is anything good to be said about it. 


Letter 117: Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association, Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 


oundproofing cannot mitigate the impact of this increase in 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 
While sound insulation does not mitigate exterior sound levels, 


_ itis a widely accepted measure considered appropriate for 

_ general mitigation of noise impacts. Sound insulation reduces 
_ Noise inside the home. While the implementation of the 

_ Preferred Altemative would bring additional homes within the 

| criteria for inclusion in the sound insulation program, the inside 
_ of these homes will have lower noise levels than they would 

_ have had without sound insulation under the 

_ No Action Alternative. 


_ The emissions inventories for future conditions and altematives 
"are contained in Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ and Appendix F. These inventories show that all Altematives, 

_ including the No Action and Preferred Alternative, are well 

_ within acceptable criteria. In addition, dispersion modeling 

_ indicates no violation of the NAAQS for the pollutants analyzed 

~ (CO, NO and PMio) under any altemative and future year. 


_ Noise was identified as the only off-airport impact from the 
_ Preferred Alternative (see Section 6.2 of the Supplemental 


designated truck routes and avoid local streets. 


Draft ElS/Final EIR for a discussion on noise impacts). Because 


_ of improved airfield efficiency and shorter delay periods, the 
_ Preferred Alternative is projected to slightly reduce air 


emissions when compared to the No Action Alternative. The 


_ available public health studies for communities adjacent to 


Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in Section 6.8 

of the Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR. A review of the 

available information did not indicate any causal relationship i 
based on proximity to the airport. Construction will be managed _ 
to minimize air, noise and other impacts to the adjacent 
communities. All construction vehicles will be required to use 


LETTER 123 


GOULSTON & STORRS 
A PROFESSIONAL CorPORATION 
COUNSELLORS AT Law 
400 ATLANTIC AVENUE 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02! 10-3333 
(617) 482-1776 


TELECOPY/FAX (617) 574-4112 


April 21, 1999 


BY OVERNIGHT COURIER 
SA TEANGH TT COURIER 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20" Floor 

Boston, Massachusetts 02202 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
and Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIS/EIR”) 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (F ebruary 1999) 
Dear Messrs. Pugsley and Silva: 
These comments are submitted on behalf of our client, LaSalle Hotel Operating 


Partnership, L.P. (“LaSalle”). Pursuant to LaSalle’s Ground Lease with Maséport, LaSalle 
owns the Hyatt Harborside Hotel located at 101 Harborside Drive at Logan International 


surrounding communities, we appreciate this Opportunity to pose some concerns and 
questions regarding certain aspects of the Draft EIS/EIR. 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Mr. John C. Silva 
April 21, 1999 


Page -2- 


LaSalle wishes to voice its Opposition to Layout Option A, which according to the 
Draft EIS/EIR places Runway 14/32 in such close proximity to the Hyatt Harborside Hotel as 
to raise significant safety, noise and operational concerns that cannot be mitigated. 
Moreover, Layout Option A would remove 174 parking spaces (or 71% of available parking) 12 31 


Layout Option A moved forward. Layout Option A would, in effect, destroy LaSalle’s 


multi-million dollar investment at Logan. 


positions would be relocated; (vi) safety factors for the Hotel’s premises and mitigating 
actions that may be necessary; and (vii) access to and from the Hotel and any possible 
relocation of Harborside Drive. ’ 


LaSalle would appreciate the Opportunity to review the above matters with Massport 
prior to Massport filing its Final EIR/EIS so that we can understand the impacts of 
Massport’s proposal and are satisfied that Massport is committed to providing adequate 
mitigation measures. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Yael ff 


Michael J. Haroz 
as attorney for and on behalf of LaSalle Hotel 
Operating Partnership, L.P. 


cc: Peter Blute, Massport Executive Director 
Betty J. Desrosiers, Massport Director, Aviation Planning & Development 
Todd Noonan, LaSalle Vice President 
David J. Martin, Hyatt General Manager ~ 
GSDocs-757865-3 
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Letter 123 

LaSalle Hotel Operating Partnership 
c/o Goulston & Storrs, Michael J. Haroz 
(as attorney on behalf of LaSalle Hotel 
Operating Partnership, L.P.) 


Topic 2 Comment 


Response 
_ Runway 14/32 


aSalle wishes to voice its opposition to Layout Option A, Refer to Section 8.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, which 
..Layout Option A would remove 174 parking spaces... clearly states that Option C is the preferred layout for 

ignificantly hampering LaSalle’s ability to attract quests... Runway 14/32. 

0 viable option for parking for the Hyatt Harborside Hotel 
would be available if Layout Option A moved forward. 


In general, LaSalle supports Massport’s goal of improving 
ervice at Logan through means other than Layout 
Option A. 
Issues affecting the Hyatt Harborside Hotel such as noise, _‘The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
ight, air quality, mitigation, airplane parking positions, safety DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 
factors, and access to and from Harborside Drive shouldbe = Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
dressed more specifically. _ scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 

_ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 

_ programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 

_ associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives are 

_ described in the Logan Airport ESPR (previously the GEIR) and 

_ its updates, 


Refer to response to Comment 123.1. 


Altematives Runway 14/32 


‘Letter 123: LaSalle Hotel Operating Partnership, c/o Goulston & Storrs, Michael J. Haroz, 
(as attorney on behalf of LaSalle Hote! Operating Partnership, L.P.) 


April 7, 1°99 


wl 
Aly 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn.: MEPA 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

EOEA #10458 

100 Cambridge St. - 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


“Construction of a uni-directional Tunway 14/32 for over the water Operations, 


*Construction of a centerfield taxiway to reduce taxiway congestion. 


*Reduction of approach minimums on Tunways to upgrade Logan Airport to 
industry standards. 


Aer Lingus Air Canada 
Air-France America West 
Alitalia American 


Atlantic Coast Airlines 


British Airways 
Cape Air 

Delta 

Eastwind 
Icelandair 
LufthansaMidway 
Northwest 

Sun Country 
TAP/Air Portugal 
Trans States 
USAirways 

US Airways Express 


On behalf of the over 26 million customers using Logan Airport, we strongly reiterate our 


support for EOEA #10458. 
Sincerely, 


LAMCO 


Charles Ferrara, President 


Speros Frangules, Vice President ps, 
Robert Costello, Secretary/T. raanes 


tH 
3 


Wl 
‘il 


¥ — 


Business ane 
Continental 

Delta Shuttle 
Frontier 

Korean 

Midwest Express 
Olympic Airways 
Swissair 

TWA 

United 

USAirways Shuttle 
Virgin Atlantic Airways 


Ch 4p Prk bv 


C2 Cisipllve 
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Letter 124 
Logan Airlines Management Council 
Charles Ferrara, President 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


sey 


e, the undersigned executive board members of 
LAMCO (Logan Airlines Management Council), wishto 
Xpress our support for the series of airside improvements 
currently proposed by Massport...to reduce delaysand 
_ improve efficiency on Logan's airfield... 


Letter 124: Logan Airlines Management Council, Charles Ferrara, President 


LOGAN ARUNES MANAGEMENT Gounen 
SSS MANAGEMENT COUNCE, 


April 7, 1999 
Secretary of Environmental A ffairs LETTER 1 2 Y 
ATTN: MEPA 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
EOEA #10458 ae 


100 Cambridge St. - 20" Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


We, the undersigned co-chairpersons of the LAMCO (Logan Airlines Management Council) { y 5 { 
Cargo sub-committee Wish to express our Support for the series of airside improvements : 
currently proposed by Massport. In an effort to reduce delay and improve efficiency on 

Logan’s airfield, we Support the following projects: 


=> Construction of an uni-directional Tunway 14/32 for over the water Operations. 
=> Construction of a centerfield taxiway to reduce taxiway congestion. 
=> Realignment and extension of existing taxiways to enhance airfield safety. 


> Reduction of approach minimums on runways to upgrade Logan Airport to industry 
standards, 


On behalf of our Customers, who annually ship over 814 million tons of Cargo and mail in and 
out of Logan Airport, we Strongly reiterate our Support for the Logan Airside Improvement 
Planning Project (EOEA #10458). 


Sincerely, 
Jeff Ealy Enrico Miranda William Taylor 
Co-Chairperson Co-Chairperson Co-Chairperson 


r= ly. Yor 


CARGO SUBCOMMITTEE 
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Letter 125 
Logan Airlines Management Council 
Cargo Subcommittee, Co-Chairpersons 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Purpose and Delay We, the undersigned co-chairpersons of the LAMCO — Comment noted. 
Need : (Logan Airlines Management Council) Cargo sub- : 
: : committee wish to express our support for the series 

_ of airside improvements currently proposed by i 
' Massport...to reduce delay and improve efficiency on 


Manchester Airport 
One Airport Road 


Suite 300 

Manchester, NH 
03103-3395 

Tel: 603-624-6539 

Fax: 603-666-4101 
http:/Awww. flymanchester.com 


Alfred Testa, Jr. 
Director 


LETTER 126 


02 April 1999 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20"" Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Please accept this letter as a comment on Logan Airport's Airside Improvements 
Project. There have been many comments made by various officials regarding 
Massport’s dedication and commitment to a regional approach for the mitigation 
of impacts. : 

| wish to assure you as Director of Manchester Airport that for the past five years 
Massport has worked diligently with the regional airports of New England in an 


| cannot reiterate strongly enough how much Massport has been involved in the 
regional attempt to mitigate traffic congestion, but, | must also strongly emphasis 
that no matter how much increased air traffic Providence and Manchester may be 
able to manage, Logan must still improve its airside efficiency. 


| am moving on to become the Director of Philadelphia International Airport 
where, by the Way, a uni-directional commuter runway is under construction for 
exactly the same reasons Logan is seeking to do the same. 


If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at Philadelphia 
International Airport. ° 


AT/ds 


cc: Betty Desrosiers/Massport 
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Letter 126 
Manchester Airport 
Alfred Testa Jr., Airport Director 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


_ | wish to assure you as Director of Manche 1p 

_ for the past five years Massport has worked diligently with 
_ the regional airports of New England in an effort to find 
_ some regional solutions to the congestion at Logan 

Airport. 


© Regional _ Regional 
_ Transportation —_Airports 


- Regional _ Regional _ ...Logan's Airside Improvements are complimentary to the 
_ Transportation — Airports _ hundreds of millions of dollars of improvements already 
: done at T.F. Green and Manchester Airport. One will not 
: work without the other. 


"The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
| Transportation — Airports _ peak hour pricing is a very viable and supportable _ DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 
i : solution. _ demand management altemative at Logan Airport. The 


For airports that are further away in distance from Logan, 


_ analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 
airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 

_ capacity of the airport. See Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 
_ Comment noted. 


.No matter how much increased air traffic Providence 
_ and Manchester may be able to manage, Logan must still 
_ improve its airside efficiency. : 


Letter 126: Manchester Airport, Alfred Testa Jr., Airport Director 


Massachusetts Audubon Society 


208 South Great Road 
Lincoln, Massachusetts 01773 
(781) 259-9500 April 22, 1998 
Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Arthur Pugsley, EOEA #10458 
100 Cambridge St., 20° Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


Attention: MEPA Unit 


Re: EOEA #10458, Logan Ai ide Improvements, Boston an in 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


On behalf of the Massachusetts Audubon Society, I submit the following comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact ReporvEnvironmental Impact Statement (DEIRVEIS) for the above-referenced 
project, 


The Massachusetts Audubon Society has not conducted an in-depth review of this document, 
therefore our comments will be limited to two aspects: general transportation Planning issues and proposed 
Tare species impact mitigation. 


Transportation Planning . 


Massport has proposed these airside improvement to alleviate current and future delays at Logan. 
Meanwhile, other related planning and Wansportation activities are Ongoing, inciuding the Proposal for 
Massport to take over management of Worcester Airport, discussion of the roles of regional airports both 


situation at Logan. There are also environmental and community impacts associated with many of the 
alternatives under consideration, Parucularly the aviation alternatives. Decisions on the future 
configuration of the commonwealth’s and New England's transportation networks have huge implications 


The Draft EIRVEIS shows that alternatives to aviation travel, including increased reliance on rail 
and video conferencing, may divert up to 7,3 million Passengers away from Logan in the year 2010 (Table 
2.4-9). Nearly half of this diverston amount is attributed to diversion to other regional airports, which will 


LETTER 127 


is CTitical for finding the region's most environmentally sound transportation solutions, and that this ; | 07 y 
analysis must include Consideration of other modes including the effects of two major rail Projects: high . 
speed rail to New York and the North-South Rail Link. Other options such as peak pricing deserve further 
consideration as well. At the same time, it should be recognized that some options, like the proposed 7 9 


Protection Regulations were promulgated in 1983. The relative utility and impacts of the full Tangeof 1 27 4 


Habitat of rare grassland birds, notably the State-endangered upland sandpiper, would be destroyed 
by the proposed central taxiway. The DEIRVEIS mentions the Possibility of Testoring grassland habitat ar 


undertaking, monitoring, and maintaining grassland restoration. Masspon should be tequired to pursue 
those consultations actively, and to submit a n “final, detailed mitigation plan with the Final EIREIS. 


Many transportation improvement Projects, including the Proposed Logan expansion and some of 
the alternatives Proposed to avoid the expansion, have large impacts of concern to the affected 
communities. These issues should be addressed in a fair manner, with a level Playing field that allows 
comparison of relative impacts of various alternatives. The FEIR for this project should be Tequired to | 2 16 
more fully evaluate thé role of Logan within a regional transportation System and to seck options which 
minimize environmental impacts at all locations. 


Thank you for the Opportunity to comment. 


Sincerely, 


Fe PO gy ime 0 eee 


E. Heidi Roddis 
Environmental Policy Specialist 


ce: Massport 
Robert Bartanowicz, FAA 
Elizabeth Higgins Congram, U.S. EPA 
MNHESP 
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Letter 127 

Massachusetts Audubon Society 
E. Heidi Roddis, 

Environmental Policy Specialist 


Code Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
127.1 | Environmental | MEPA : Decisions on the future configuration of the : Massport has actively encouraged regional transportation 
: Review : » commonwealth's and New England's transportation "alternatives to Logan Airport, including rail. Massport 
| Process : _ networks have huge implications for land use and | Supports intercity rail planning through its membership inthe 
_ environmental quality. These decisions should not be _ Boston Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). The MPO 
_ based only on an uncoordinated series of independent _ is a cooperative planning board whose membership also 
_ environmental reviews for specific alternative projects. _ includes MassHighway, Metropolitan Area Planning Council; 
_ There should be some more centralized, organized _ MBTA, and MBTA Advisory Board. As members of the MPO, 
| approach which fully engages the public. The _ Massport and these agencies are responsible for preparing 


_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) process _ the Boston Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 

_ isa good mechanism for public participation, and we urge _ the Transportation Plan for the Boston Region. In this 

_ you to determine means of better coordinating the state's capacity, Massport influences regional transportation plans 

_ transportation improvement planning processes through for intercity rail. Massport also holds a seat on the 

_ MEPA. _ Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) of the MBTA’s 

: _ North-South Rail Link Project. The CAC met monthly and 

_ provided a forum for Massport and the MBTA to coordinate 

_ their ridership estimates and assessments of the relationship 
of the North-South Rail Link on airport access and airport 

_ usage. To date, the North-South Rail Link Project has not 

_ received funding and will not impact Logan Airport over the 

_ study time frame. Should the North-South Rail Link be 

_ constructed, resulting passenger diversions from 

- Logan Airport to rail could reach 46,700 annual passengers, 

_ or less than one-half of one percent of Logan Airport's total 

- annual traffic. 


_ Reg ...[An] alternatives analysis is critical for finding the _ Refer to response to comment 127.1. Massport has actively 
| Transportation Airports, _ region's most environmentally sound transportation _ encouraged regional transportation alternatives to 
: _ Passenger Rail — solutions, and that this analysis must include _ Logan Airport, including rail. Massport supports intercity rail 
: _ consideration of other modes including the effects of two planning through its membership in the Boston Metropolitan 
_ major rail projects: high speed rail to New York andthe Planning Organization (MPO). The MPO is a cooperative 
_ North-South Rail Link. Other options such as peak pricing planning board whose membership also includes 
_ deserve further consideration as well. _ MassHighway, Metropolitan Area Planning Council; MBTA, 
_ and MBTA Advisory Board. As members of the MPO, 
_ Massport and these agencies are responsible for preparing 
_ the Boston Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 
_ the Transportation Plan for the Boston Region. In this 
_ capacity, Massport influences regional transportation plans 
- for intercity rail. Massport also holds a seat on the 
_ Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) of the MBTA’s 
_ North-South Rail Link Project. The CAC met monthly and 
_ provided a forum for Massport and the MBTA to coordinate 
_ their ridership estimates and assessments of the relationship 
_ of the North-South Rail Link on airport access and airport 
_ usage. To date, the North-South Rail Link Project has not 
_ received funding and will not impact Logan Airport over the 
_ study time frame. Should the North-South Rail Link be 
_ constructed, resulting passenger diversions from 
_ Logan Airport to rail could reach 46,700 annual passengers, 
_ or less than one-half of one percent of Logan Airport’s total 
- annual traffic. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Topic 2 Comment 


' Regional 
Airports 


Code Topic 1 


‘egional 
ransportation 


potentially diverting one cargo flight per day) while 
esulting i in tremendous environmental impacts. 


127.4 he relative utility and impacts of the full range of 
: Iternatives (aviation and non-aviation) should be 
onsidered and subjected to public review through the 


MEPA process. 


..the proposed expansion of the New Bedford airport, will 
ave insignificant impacts on Logan's congestion situation 


Response 


_ Comment noted. 


The & Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

| Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ There was an extensive public participation and review 

_ process during the preparation of the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR. Public comments were received on the ENF 

_ after it was filed during the summer of 1995. In the fall of 

_ 1995, several public scoping sessions were held to provide 

_ community input to the subsequent state and federal scopes 
for the project. To assure that the Airside analysis was 

' conducted with awareness and input from all concerned 

_ parties, the Massport Board established the Airside Review 
_ Committee (ARC), which consists of the Community Advisory 
_ Committee (with representatives from 24 communities 

_ Surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ forthe CAC to provide them with the capacity to : 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 

_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 


16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 


_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 


CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 

29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 


_ an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 
- comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the 
_ FAA held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
__ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the : 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 

_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 

_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 

_ and public officials responding to the Airside Project Draft 

_ EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and written presentations 

_ from the Project's technical consulting team and other 

_ independent industry experts. : 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 2 


Comment 


_ While off-site mitigation has the potential to benefit rare 

| grassland birds, there are many details which remain 

| unresolved, including permission for Massport to 

: undertake such activities on Camp Edwards land and 

| requirements for undertaking monitoring, and maintaining 
: grassland restoration. Massport should be required to 

_ pursue those consultations actively, and to submit a near- 
_ final, detailed mitigation plan with the Final EIR/EIS. 


127.6. Environmental proj @ required to more fully 
_ Review _ evaluate the role of Logan within a regional transportation 
_ Process _ system and to seek options which minimize environmental 


_ impacts at all locations. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ Massport has developed a comprehensive on-site and off-site 
- Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close 
_ coordination with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 

_ Endangered Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such 

_ habitat at Logan Airport from construction of the 

_ Centerfield Taxiway. The plan strives to enhance protection 
_ of remaining Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport 

_ without increasing the aviation safety hazards typically ; 
_ associated with birds or hazards to the birds. Additionally, itis 
_ expected that an area of former Upland Sandpiper habitat at 
_ Camp Edwards on Cape Cod will be restored to grassland 

_ habitat by removing woody and shrub vegetation to 

_ encourage enhancement of the Upland Sandpiper regional 

| population. This restoration effort provides a unique 

_ opportunity to expand grasslands in the Commonwealth far 

_ exceeding the +40 acres to be lost at Logan Airport. Inthe 
" event that such a program at Camp Edwards is not available, 
_ an appropriate altemative program acceptable to the NHESP 
_ will be developed and implemented. Additional details of the 

_ Upland Sandpiper mitigation plan are presented in 

_ Section 6.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


n accordance with the MEPA Certificate on the Airside 
» Project Draft EIS/EIR, the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains 
_ @ summary of the environmental impacts of growth at the 
_ tegional airports, based on existing available environmental 
_ documents and studies. Refer to Appendix B of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


UVIBIK 


Massachusetts Business Roundtable 
ee 


April 7, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 


Attention: MEPA Office 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA #10458 


100 Cambridge Street 
20" Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


RE: Draft EIR/EIS 


LETTER 128 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Division 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Logan Airsides Improvement Project 


Dear Sirs: 


the Massachusetts Business Roundtable, a statewide 1 y) 8 | 


Over the last decade, the Governor and the Legislature have accomplished a 
ability of Massachusetts’ businesses to grow, create 


great deal to improve the 


jobs, and compete with companies based 


This proposal is not an ex 


in other states and around the world. 


efficient air travel for employees, customers and goods 


Pany’s ability to grow and to compete. This 


Pansion of Logan and will not result in an increase in 
flights. The reduction of weather related delays will enhance safety, allow 


er airports on the East Coast. It will reduce air 
ounding residential areas, and move a greater 


Massachn'setts Business Roundtable 
RE: Draft EIR/EIS 

Logan Airsides Improvement Project 
April 7, 1999 


capacity, through this runway and taxiway, will allow our businesses to continue 
to create jobs here in Massachusetts and to compete nationally and around the 
world. 


The Massachusetts Business Roundtable would be pleased to work with you in 
any way to address this critical issue. 


Sincerely, 


CC : 
qj 
ere 
Nader F. Darehshori 
Chairman 
Massachusetts Business Roundtable 


Chairman, President and Chief Executive Office 
Houghton Mifflin Company 
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Letter 128 
Massachusetts Business Roundtable 
Nader F. Darehshori, Chairman 


Code ‘Topic 1 


Comment Response 


The Board of Directors of the Massachusetts Business 
_ Roundtable...has recently voted unanimously to strongly 
: support the opening of runway 14/32 and the creation ofa | 
new taxiway at Logan | International Airport. 


Alternatives 


Runway 14/32 ' Comment noted. 


| Purpose and —_—- Economic : Predictable and efficient air travel for employees, 
_ Need _ Impacts _ customers, and goods are a key component of any 
: : _ company’s ability to grow and to compete. ...[The 

_ proposed new] runway will help our state leaders to 

_ prepare for the future and to ensure that Massachusetts 
_ businesses have a level playing field to compete and 
create jobs, even in less positive economic times. 


_ Comment noted. 


LETTER 129 


=) MASSACHUSETTS SIERRA CLuB 


100 Boylston Street Boston MA 02116 (617) 423~5775 fax (617) 423-5858 


Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Attention: MEPA Office 
Mr. Authur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 

100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE - 600 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01 803 


April 22, 1999 


Re: Massachusetts Port Authority (MPA) Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
(“Project”) DEIS/DEIR - EOEA No. 10458 
Boston-Logan International Airport 


The Massachusetts Chapter of the Sierra Club (the Club) with over 20,000 members, including 

the Greater Boston Group with over 7,000 members, request that the Secretary of Environmental { 29 1 
Affairs (the Secretary) and the FAA determine that Significant planning deficiencies exist in the . 
DEIS/DEIR of the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (“Project”) that must be 


the data and studies used are outdated and a 1998 base year should be required with the planning 1 y) 93 
period extended from 2010 to at least 2020, 

The Club furthers wishes to 80 On record concerning the conflict of interest that exists for the 

FAA to bea Proponent for the Project and then also one of the decision makers in determining 1 2 94 
the Project’s adequacy. We strongly request that the EPA take the lead role for any decision 

making because of this conflict. 


Please note our major concems: 


1. A comprehensive Northeast regional transportation plan, including all forms of | 2 95 
transportation, needs to be developed and subjected to public review before any further 
airport expansion is allowed 


The study area must include the Federal Aviation Administration’ s Eastern and New England 129 6 
regions with a goal of identifying and quantifying long range airside, landside and groundside : 
demand requirements. The Present system of piecemeal airport expansion throughout the 

Northeast has become counterproductive, with each airport justifying projects Seemingly based 


The scope for such a study should include, but not be limited to: 


© an inventory of all airports and associated Planned regional airside and landside projects. 
© existing and planned rail passenger services(both Amtrak and commuter rail). 
* an inventory of underutilized railroad rights of way and potential uses. 
© an analysis of future high speed rail initiatives. 
¢ an inventory of the existing interstate highway system and any planned system expansion. 
* an analysis of regional air cargo demand 129 7 
¢ adiscussion of how airports with constrained landside expansion potential deal with airside : 
Capacity issues. 
all environmental impacts on wetlands, waterways, flora, fauna, and human, including health 
Studies as well as air, noise and odor impacts. 
* potential for future reduction in peak time business trips due to improvements in 
teleconferencing. 
¢ The implications on regional airside planning of NLA’s(New Large Aircraft) - more later. 


¢ The implications on regional groundside planning of the construction of the North/South Rail 
Link - more later. 


This study should be accomplished with the cooperation of all interested Parties including, but 
not limited to, residents, businesses, and organizations. 
The goal of the above study would be to determine the least invasive environmental impacts of 
future transportation developments needed to meet the region’s requirements for future long term 
growth. Segmental planning cannot and should not be tolerated. | ) Q g 
2. The North/South Rail Link must be a integral part of the planning process for Logan or 

any other regional airport expansion projects. 


The ridership figures referenced in Massport’s DEIS/DEIR for the proposed North/South Rail 
Link project are in draft form and have not been reviewed by the Rail Link CAC (Citizen’s 


with artificial constraints, primarily parking supply, than with actual Northeast Corridor ridership 
potential. For example, lack of sufficient parking for Amtrak riders at Route 128 Station has 


3 
Massachusetts political squabbling over funding for future local Boston transit projects, rather 
than as a judgment of the potential value of the Rail Link. 


3. The impact of New Large Aircraft (NLA) must be quantified as to their impacts on 1 29.4 | 
Logan and other regional airports. 


There is another trend that impacts the 14/32 runway project. 
According to sources in the aviation community, 2003 will see the start of commercial 


It is important to ask Massport to describe what Plans, if any, have been made to address the 

impacts of NLAs. And if such an effort is ongoing, the result is segmentation of the EIS/EIR 1 2 Q 1 2 
Process which is not legal, especially when the Tunway 14/32 project would be a small part of an 

EIS/EIR looking at Logan expansion as a whole. 


4. The reopening of a discussion regarding the construction of a second major airport is 1 29 1 3 
" counterproductive at this time and would preclude the discipline necessary for any true ' 
analysis of transportation alternatives, 


5. Any discussions of future regional airport development must be based on reality and 
not just on wishful thinking. 


The Sierra Club and others are Presently contesting New Bedford’s Proposed airside expansion 
due to the significant amount of wetlands filling invoived. Because of our environmental 
concerns, the Club has had to review the “purpose and need” Justification for this project, and we 
have yet to find any overwhelming economic “need” that would necessitate the Proposed action. 
Yet, New Bedford, as well as other regional airports, continue to Pop up as potential candidates 
for everything from commuter to air cargo operations. 


Additional concerns are as follows. 


The MPA makes the claim in their transmission letter of February 19, 1999 that, “...the lapse of 
time between the publication of the ENF and the publication of notice availability of this Draft 


Nino and La Nina effects. FAA delay data (DELAYSIM) shows that Logan’s delay situation has 129.1 4 


planning for the project to calendar year 1998: to revise all presentations in the DEIS/DER, | 24 4 5 
including the appendices thereto, to reflect the changes; to extend the planning period to 2020 


4 
from 2010 with concomitant revisions in projected levels of activity and impact and to require 
that the DEIS/DEIR be republished. 

Massport has not met the Tequirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR Part 
1502 Environmental Impact Statements) which requires: 


1. the DEIS/DEIS t “Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, 


A reasonable person could expect the DEIS/DEIR alternatives to include, but not be limited to, 
the following: 


¢ Consideration of Implementing a High-Density Rule (Slots). 

¢ Consider Implementation of FAR Part 161 regulations to Provide aircraft noise and access 
restrictions for Stage 2 and Stage 3 operations at Logan in order to provide noise relief to 
affected communities. 


¢ Thorough regional transportation planning, including rail, and that all environmental impacts 
be addressed 


2. regarding methodology and scientific accuracy, that, “.. They shall identify any 
methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote to the Scientific and the 
Sources relied upon for the conclusions in the statement”. # 


The DEIS/DEIR does not indicate the detailed methodology used to develop the levels of 
Passenger forecasts presented. 


3. the environmental consequences regarding the following, “The discussion will include the 


of resources which would be involved in the Proposal should it be implemented. It Shall 
include discussions of: ...(g) Urban quality, historic and cultural resources, and the design 
of the built environment...” # 


The DEIS/DEIR discusses the preferred alternatives effect on historic districts but does not 
comment on the urban quality, or the design of the built environment. Although Peak Hour 
Pricing in Alternate | clearly shows to be the most beneficial for delays and thus, noise 
reduction, the MPA continues not to consider this alternative except as a future option. 


4 


describes a proposal as the following: « ‘Proposal’ exists at the Stage in the development 
of an action when an agency subject to the Act has a goal, is actively Preparing to make a 
decision on one or more alternative means of accomplishing that goal, and the effect can 
be meaningfully evaluated.” 


The ENF Certificate was issued November 22, 1995. The MPA and the FAA have not complied 
with the required timing of the DEIS/DEIR document. Furthermore, the analysis uses baseline 


129.16 


129.17 


129.18 


129.19 
129.20 


129.21 


5 ‘ 
data of 1993 for a document submitted in 1999, Weather, as well as aircraft and major regional 
infrastructure and have occurred to the point where a 1998 base year should be required. 


include air conditioning and which requires that the residence meet current code guidelines. 
That can cause financial stress on the already noise impacted residents. 


The proposed centerfield taxiway between Tunways 4L/22R and 4R/22L leads to further 
increased operations at Logan Airport and increased noise for the close in residents of Winthrop, 


noise and further degrade the quality of life for these residents. 


Massport and the FAA both State “when dealing with an existing airport (such as Logan 
Airport) within an urban Setting (such as metropolitan Boston), any change in operating 
conditions aimed at more equitably distributing noise impacts (here, in accordance with the 
ncrease in noise at specific historic areas while at the same 
time decreasing noise at other historic areas.” 

The Sierra Club believes that changes to Logan’s Operating conditions are not any more 
important than the cultural, historical and urban quality of life in the metropolitan Boston area. 


The state listed endangered upland sandpiper habitat which would be disrupted by the enterfield 
taxiway is not adequately addressed and there is no agreement with the Massachusetts Natural 


129.22 


129.23 
129.24 


129.25 
129.26 


129.27 


129.28 
129.29 


129.30 


129.31 


6 


’ Heritage and Endangered Species Program although this has been a known area of concern since 
1993. 


A primary concern for the newly created Boston Harbor Islands National Recreation Area is the 1 29 3 2 


hear and smell the harbor and Study the skies. These sensory experiences would be severely 
impacted by the exorbitant number of flights over the harbor. 

Children from school groups, Boy and Girl Scout troops, Inner City Outings groups, and many 
other groups camp and explore the islands and enjoy learning experiences from the skies to the 
flora and fauna of the islands to the marine life and water quality. All of this will be degraded by 
the subject project. 

The roar of the overhead Planes will make a camping experience a horror rather than the 
wonderful enjoyment of Sleeping under the stars. The fuel emissions and dumping from the 
airplane engines will contaminate the islands and the wildlife, not to mention the humans who 
will be much more exposed by being out of doors rather than at home or work. 


In conclusion, The Sierra Club Sees this proposed Project as the first step in further major 

development at Logan airport, sees a lack of guarantee of the unidirectional use of the proposed r 
14/32 runway, and believes the lack of future plans and analysis for the airport over the next 20 | 29.33 
years must be found and the current document declared inadequate. In addition, the public has 

not been given fair consi eration of the Proposed Project. It is merely an interim solution to a 

much bigger and more complex problem which must be addressed before allowing the project to 

go forward. In addition the Projected growth of jet operations is horrifying. Other alternatives 

must be assessed. 


Because none of th 
in the DEIS/DEIR, the Sierra Club requests that the Secretary of Environmental Affairs (the 29 3 4 


of the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (“Project”) that must be addressed, that the 
document be found “INADEQUATE?” and that anew Draft document be required 


Thayk you i ortunity to comment. 
. > v ete 
ohn F. Deacon, Chair 


Greater Boston Group 


ec: John Devillars, Director, Regional EPA 
Robert Bartonowicy, Regional Director, FAA 

‘Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.14(a) 

"Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.24 

" Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.16 

Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.5 


“ DEIS/DEIS Section 8.6.1.2 “Assessment of Impact” 
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Letter 129 
Massachusetts Sierra Club 
John F. Deacon, Chair, Greater Boston Group 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 


Response 


© 129.1 | Environmental | FAA/NEPA, apter of the Sierra Club...requests je Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the i 
| Review » MEPA _ the Secretary of Environmental Affairs (the Secretary) and _ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
| Process : _ the FAA determine that significant planning deficiencies | project adequately and properly complies with the 
: : _ exist in the DEIS/DEIR of the Logan Airside _ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
_ Improvements Planning Project ("Project") that mustbe Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 


_ addressed; that the document be found "INADEQUATE", _ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


and that a new Draft document be required. _ In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 


_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS : 
_ to address specific issues identified by the FAA following input 
| from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA’s 
"direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the 

_ Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 

_ were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the 

_ direction of the New England Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel 

_ convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly with 

: a final meeting in December of 2000. A total of 12 meetings 

_ were held. To provide the appropriate background, the SDEIS 

_ Panel was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, 
_ the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written by members of _ 
_ the public, concerned agencies and public officials responding 

_ to the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual 

_ and written presentations from the Project’s technical i 
consulting team and other independent industry experts. : 


_ Preferred _ Each of the major three parts: the proposed runway 

_ Alternative _ 14/82, the centerfield taxiway between the 4/22 runways, 
"and the lowering of the minimum have major 

| environmental impacts for the greater Boston metropolitan 
_ area which have not been adequately addressed. 


129.2 Altematives _ Refer to response to comment 129.1. 


129.3 Analysis ..the data and studies used are outdated anda 1998 ? ¢ 
| Assumptions/ _ base year should be required with the planning period © --: 1998-—the latest year for which actual Logan Airport data are 


: Methodologies _ extended from 2010 to at least 2020. _ available. 1993 was adopted as the base year when the Airside 
: : _ Improvement studies commenced in 1994. The primary 
_ function of the Base Year analysis is to calibrate the airfield 
" operation models and environmental impact models. The 
_ benefits and impacts of the action alternatives (Alternatives 1, 
_ 1A, 2 and 3) are assessed by comparing these not with the : 
_ base year, but with Alternative 4, the No-Action Altemative. The i 
_ planning scenarios for 37.5 and 45 million passengers : 
_ fepresent a range of future activity at Logan Airport expected in 
_ the 2010 to 2020 time frame. Analysis of 1981 to 90 weather 
_ with 1989-98 weather identifies no significant differences in 
tistical properti 


/-Environmental = FAA/NEPA 


129.4 | The Club further wishes to goon record. =—=S*S«SMormmet nt, 
/ Review : _ concerning...[there is a] conflict of interest...for the FAA to 
_ Process | be a proponent for the Project and then also one of the 


decision makers in determining the Project's adequacy. 
_ We strongly request that the EPA take the lead role for 
_ any decision making because of this conflict. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
129. 5 | Regional _ Regional A comprehensive Northeast regional transportation plan, 
: _ Transportation _ including all forms of transportation, needs to be 


_ Airports 
/ _ developed and subjected to public review before any 
_ further airport expansion is allowed. 


y assenger The study area must include the Federal Aviation 
| Assumptions/ —__ Forecasts : Administration's Eastern and New England regions with a 
» Methodologies | goal of identifying and quantifying long range airside, 


_ landside and groundside demand requirements. 


| Massport’s analysis of regional alternatives is comprehensive 
_ and reflects all the major recommendations of various regional 
_ planning studies that have been conducted over the last 

_ decade. These include expansion of the regional airports and 
development of high-speed rail in the Boston-New York market 


The proposed Logan Airport Airside Project is necessary and provide 


_ Clear benefits at current traffic levels. Massport has long recognized 
_ that service development and increased passenger traffic at the 

_ fegional airports are an important part of the region's 

_ long-term strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 


_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of regional 

__ airports and use of other options, especially high-speed rail to : 
_ Logan Airport's largest market, New York. : 
_ Section 2.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR evaluates 
_ TF. GreenvProvidence, Manchester, and Worcester Regional airports 
_ and their potential impacts on Logan Airport. The regional airports are 
__ expected to accommodate an increasing share of the overall growth 

_ inairtravel demand within the greater Boston area. This will provide 


_ Regional 
_ Airports 


_ The scope for such a study should include, but not be 
_ limited to: 

Man inventory of all airports and associated planned 
_ tegional airside and landside projects. 

M existing and planned rail passenger services (both 
_ Amtrak and commuter rail). 

@ an inventory of underutilized railroad rights of way and 

_ potential uses. 

Wan analysis of future high speed rail initiatives. 

Wan inventory of the existing interstate highway system 

| and any planned system expansion. 

Wan analysis of regional air cargo demand. 

Wa discussion of how airports with constrained landside 

_ expansion potential deal with airside capacity issues. 
Wall environmental impacts on wetlands, waterways, 

_ flora, fauna, and human, including health studies as 

_ well as air, noise and odor impacts. 
potential for future reduction in peak time business trips 
_ due to improvements in teleconferencing. 

@ The implications on regional airside planning of NLA's 
(New Large Aircraft) - more later. : 
| The implications on regional groundside planning of the 


Regional — . 
| Transportation 


some relief to the growth pressures at ei Airport but will not 


ives in the Airside Project 


_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR responds to 
_ federal and state scoping directives and provides appropriate 
_ analytical context for assessing the need for the 

_ Preferred Alternative. 
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Code __Topic 1 1 _ Topic 2 Comment 
129.8 "Regional Passenger Rail _ The North/South Rail Link must be a integral part of the 
_ planning process for Logan or any other regional airport 


_ Transportation 
: _ expansion projects. 


Response 


Massport has actively encouraged regional transportation 
alternatives to Logan Airport, including rail. Massport supports 
intercity rail planning through its membership in the Boston 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). The MPO is a 
cooperative planning board whose membership also includes 
MassHighway, Metropolitan Area Planning Council; MBTA, and — 


_ MBTA Advisory Board. As members of the MPO, Massport and 
_ these agencies are responsible for preparing the Boston 
_ Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the 

_ Transportation Plan for the Boston Region. In this capacity, 

_ Massport influences regional transportation plans for intercity 
__ tail. Massport also holds a seat on the Citizens Advisory : 
» Committee (CAC) of the MBTA’s North-South Rail Link Project. 
- The CAC met monthly and provided a forum for Massport and 
_ the MBTA to coordinate their ridership estimates and 
_ assessments of the relationship of the North-South Rail Link on | 
airport access and airport usage. To date, the North-South 
_ Rail Link Project has not received funding and will not impact 
_ Logan Airport over the study time frame. Should the 

_ North-South Rail Link be constructed, resulting passenger 

_ diversions from Logan Airport to rail could reach 


129.9 Analysis ‘Passenger Members of the Rail Link CAC have serious concerns with 
_ Assumptions/ Forecasts _ the intercity (Amtrak) numbers for trips originating and 
: _ terminating north of Boston, as well as potential diversions 


_ Methodologies 
_ from airside demand. The Club feels that the low 

_ estimates for Rail Link airside Logan diversions have 

| more to do with artificial constraints, primarily parking 

_ supply, than with actual Northeast Corridor ridership... 


Regional 


129.10 
: _ Transportation — 


| pending the completion of the Rail Link MIS/DEIS/DEIR, 
_ and the incorporation of its findings into a regional 
transportation study. 


_ The impact of New Large Aircraft (NLA) must be. “eh 


| Analysis Fleet Mix 
_ Assumptions/ _ quantified as to their impacts on Logan and other regional 
Methodologies _ 


airports. 


In any case, Masspor’s DEIS/DEIR should be withdrawn 


_ So-called New Large Aircraft (NLA) carrying up to 

_ 1,000 passengers are still just in the discussion phase. No 

_ manufacturer has undertaken serious development of such 
_ aircraft yet, which would be a multi-year process. These aircraft 


_ 46,700 annual passengers, or less than one-half of one percent 


of ‘Logan Airport's total annual traffic. 


- The analysis of regional altematives presented inthe Airside 


_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR relies 
_ onair to high-speed rail diversion estimates published in the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and Section 4(f) Statement, 

_ Northeast Corridor Improvement Project, prepared by the 

_ Federal Rail Administration in October 1994. In preparing the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport contacted Amtrak for more 


recent estimates, but Amtrak did not have any 

updated ridership estimates that could be released to 
Massport. Amtrak's written response to Massport’s request for 
updated ridership numbers is contained in Appendix B of the 


_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. See Appendix B for the latest status 


of the North South Rail Link diversion estimates. _ 


Refer to response e to Comment 129.9, 


_ would probably require modifications to existing airport jetways 
_ and apron areas along with increases in taxiway width and 

_ turning area. Their use would be limited to extremely high- : 
_ density markets, and itis not likely that Boston would be among _ 


: Itis ; important toask Massport to describe w p 
"any, have been made to address the impacts of NLAs. i 
_ And if such an effort is ongoing, the result is segmentation 
__ of the EIS/EIR process which is not legal, especially when 
_ the runway 14/32 project would be a small part of an 

EIS/EIR 


129.12 Altematives Runway 14/32 


Regional _ Passenger Rail 
Transportation _ of a second major airport is counterproductive at this time 
_ and would preclude the discipline necessary for any true 

_ analysis of transportation alternatives. 


129.18 
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these. In fact, the number of “jumbo jets” serving Logan Airport 


: has declined i in recent years. Consequently, the NLA was not 


e Fleet scenarios. 
er to response 0 Comment 129.11. 
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Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response ; 

Analysis _ Planning _ FAA delay data (DELAYSIM) shows that Logan's delay Section 1.4 and Appendix C of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ Assumptions/ Period _ Situation has improved since 1993 and is essentially in contains a discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay 
| Methodologies _ equilibrium. The entire analysis in the document needs to | Measures and historical data, along with comparisons of 


_ be updated. _ Logan Airport with other United States airports. The delay 
: _ Situation is not at equilibrium. FAA Opsnet delays at 
_ Logan Airport peaked in 1993, declined for two years and are 
__tising again. Arrival delays, which would be directly affected by 
_ Runway 14/32, have risen steadily since 1994. In fact, 
' Logan Airport is the second most delayed airport in the nation 


Analysis _ Base Year | The Sierra Club urges the Secretary and FAA to require The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airp 
 Assumptions/ » the MPA to change the base year for planning for the _ based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
: Methodologies | project to calendar year 1998; to revise all presentations _ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the Airside 
| _ in the DEIS/DEIR including the appendices thereto, to _ Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective to the : 
_ feflect the changes; to extend the planning period to 2020 = delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model calibration. : 
_ from 2010 with concomitant revisions in project levels of The analysis contained in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has 
_ activity and impact and to require that the DEIS/DEIR be —_ been updated to include modeled delay results for 1998 to 
| republished. _ provide more current context to airfield conditions at 
_ Logan Airport. 
_ Current traffic trends at Logan Airport and the regional airports 
_ indicate that Logan Airport may not reach 29 million 
_ passengers, presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR as a 
_ “999° projection, until 2003. Continued air service expansion 
_ at the regional airports and the introduction of high-speed rail to 
_ New York in December 2000 is expected to further slow Logan 
_ Airport's passenger traffic growth. With these developments, 
_ Logan Airport is expected to reach 37.5 million passengers in 
_ 2015 rather than 2010, and the 45 million passenger forecasts 
_ will not be achieved until 2024. Thus, the planning forecasts 
_ that underlie the delays and environmental analyses cover a 
_ planning period of at least 20 years. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of the 
nn 


e€ no 


129.16 Environmental | Massport has not met the requirements of the National ry of Environmental Affairs found that *...the 


| Review _ Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR Part 1502 _ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ Process : _ Environmental Impact Statements) which requires...the project adequately and properly complies with the 
: _ DEIS/DEI[R] to "Rigorously explore and objectively _ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 


| evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives | Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
_ which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss _ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


| the reasons for their having been eliminated”. _ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 


_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS 
_ to address specific issues identified by the FAA following input 
_ froma SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA's 
_ direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the 
_ Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 
_ Were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the 
_ direction of the New England Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel 
_ convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly with 
_ afinal meeting in December of 2000. A total of 12 meetings 
_ were held. To provide the appropriate background, the SDEIS 
_ Panel was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, 
the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written by members of 
_ the public, concerned agencies and public officials responding 
to the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual 
_ and written presentations from the Project's technical : 
_ consulting team and other independent industry experts. : 
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Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


129.17 | Alternatives Other Non- 


.the DEIS/DEIR alternatives...[should] include, but not Neither federal nor state scoping directives required an 


_ Construction —__be limited to, the following: _ analysis of slotting. Imposition of slot controls constitutes a 

_ Altematives ma Consideration of Implementing a High-Density Rule _ federal policy that has been preempted to the FAA under 

| (Slots). _ federal law and is not within Massport’s jurisdiction. Congress 
i | MiConsider Implementation of FAR Part 161 regulations determined that the slot program has a number of significant 

: to provide aircraft noise and access restrictions for i problems. The U.S. DOT has studied options for reducing slot 
i Stage 2 and Stage 3 operations at Logan in order to _ controls at airports. As a result, the AIR-21 Act, which was 

: | provide noise relief to affected communities. _ enacted in March 2000, eliminates all slots at three of the 

@ Thorough regional transportation planning, including _ nations slot controlled airports. Slots at the Chicago O'Hare 


rail, and that all environmental impacts be addressed. _—_aitport will be eliminated by July 1, 2002 and slots at New York 
_ LaGuardia and New York JFK will be eliminated by 
_ January 1, 2007. PPP represents a market approach that 
_ should encourage the highest value services to use 
_ Logan Airport during periods of scarce capacity without the i 
_ market disruption and other inefficiencies related to slot control. 


The phaseout of Stage 2 aircraft operations was complete as of 
December 31, 1999. Refer to response to Comment 85.26. 


_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 

_ discussion of the specific role played by the regional 

_ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 

to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 

_ recognized and has been a proponent of options to 

_ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 

_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 

_ options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 

_ Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that 

_ could be absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 
__T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 

_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that these 

_ developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger traffic 

_ growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 

_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 2015, 
"and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be achieved 

" until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play an 

_ important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth at 

_ Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability to 

__ efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during : 
_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed to 
_ correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is necessary to 
_ correct this deficiency and provides clear benefits at current 

_ aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will only increase in the 
future, even as developments at the regional airports act to 

_ reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


Passenger «The DEIS/DEIR does not indicate the detailed -—»—»-‘The 29M level was developed in the Logan Airside 
_ Assumptions/ Forecasts ' methodology used to develop the levels of passenger _ Improvements Feasibility Study. \t represented the growth from 


| Methodologies _ forecasts presented. _ 1993 level at the historic (1960 to 1993) average growth rate of 
: : _ approximately three percent annually. The 37.5 M and 45 M 
_ levels have been used historically in other planning studies at 
_ Logan Airport and represent estimates of future demand under 
_ constrained and unconstrained growth scenarios. More 
_ information can be found in Passenger Forecast for Logan 
__ International Airport, Massport, 1991 and in Logan Airside 
_ Improvements Feasibility Study Phase 1 Report, Massport, July — 
1995. : 
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Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
| Open Space/ Impacts _ The DEIS/DEIR discusses the preferred alternatives effect . The proposed projects evaluated under each of the altematives 
| Parkland _ on historic districts but does not comment on the urban —_—__ are located on the existing airfield. Implementation of any of the | 
: : | quality, or the design of the built environment. _ proposed projects will not physically change the urban 


_ characteristics or the design of the built environment within 
_ adjacent communities when compared to the No-Action 

_ Alternative. Off-airport noise impacts from the 

: Preferred Alternative are discussed in Section 6.2 of the 


| Alternatives 


_ Peak Period _ Although Peak Hour Pricing in Alternate 1 Clearly shows 
| Pricing _ to be the most beneficial for delays and thus, noise 

: reduction, the MPA continues not to consider this 

: alternative except as a future option. 


upplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Environmental 
_ Review 
Process 


The MPA and the FAA have not complied with the _ Massport and FAA have complied with all applicable state and 
_ required timing of the DEIS/DEIR document. _ federal requirements. 


| reer ne 
_ Assumptions/ 
Methodologies L 


- 129.23 Environmental NEPA TA lack of "reasonable altern 
: _ Review : lack of an assessment of the entire Northeast regional 
_ Process / transportation system, the documentation of the history of 
i : _ PRAS and the problems of implementation. 


_ Base Year _ ...€ 1998 base year should be required. 


e improvement ‘concepts evaluated i in the Airside Project 

nalysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan 

Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 

Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 

_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); andthe 

_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 Report, 

_ published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a numerous 

_ physical, operational, and administrative concepts for reducing 

_ Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan International Airport 

_ Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA recommended several 

_ improvement concepts, including unidirectional Runway 14/32, 

_ for further study. These improvement concepts, as well as 

_ concepts from other studies, were individually examined by 

_ Massport in the Logan Airside Feasibility Study, published in : 
July 1995. Based on the Feasibility study, some concepts were _ 

_ rejected and the most promising concepts were combined into 

_ the Alternatives considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. 

_ The alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 

" consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 

_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate that 

_ alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 provide 

_ the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and ability to 

achieve PRAS goals. 
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_Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
129. 24 - Cumulative _ Landside The surrounding communities cannot continue to absorb The Airside Project has ir independent utility from existing and 
_ Impacts Improvements the landside growth that would accompany the | proposed landside projects at Logan Airport. The proposed 


| proposed airside growth at the airport. ! improvements analyzed in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR involve 
_ both construction and administrative actions that will facilitate 
__ aircraft operations (landings, takeoffs and taxiing). None of the 
| improvements involve landside facility improvements (e.9., 
_ terminals and roadways) or related operations. The 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR analyzes in detail the impacts from 
' aircraft operations, including analysis of noise and air quality 
_ impacts during the years 1993, 1998 and under future forecast 
_ scenarios as well as environmental benefits from certain of the 
| improvement concepts under review. In this respect, the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR conforms with scoping directives from 
_ the lead federal agency (the FAA) and with applicable FAA 
_ environmental orders, all issued in accordance with NEPA, and 
_ with directives from EOEA issued under MEPA. The various 
_ GEIR documents, including the Logan Airport 1998 Annual 
_ Update and the 1999 Environmental Status and Progress Report 
_ (previously GEIR), provide additional analytic context by : 
| examining cumulative impacts from airside (i.e., aircraft) 
| operations and landside (e.g., vehicular traffic, terminal service 
' vehicles) operations at Logan Airport as well as Massport's 
: comprehensive mitigation program. The ESPR/GEIR is 
specifically incorporated by reference in the Airside Project 
_ Draft EIS/EIR and in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR as a 
_ background document. Each GEIR/ESPR submission is subject 
_ to public review and comment. The Logan Airport 1998 Annual 
_ Update and the 1999 ESPR analysis is based on the same 
_ forecast levels used in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The 
_ GEIR/ESPR informs Masspor''s planning process for all the 
| improvements at Logan Airport, including the improvements 
| under review in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Consistent with 
| past practice, Massport expects that the FAA will take the 
: GEIR/ESPR analysis into account during its deliberations and 
ultimate decision on the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


There should be a detailed analysis of the causes of the The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that ..the 
| delays in the document which show aircraft mechanical Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this project 

_ problems, crew caused delay, and weather causes both | adequately and properly complies with the Massachusetts 

_ at Logan and those caused by weather at other airports. _ Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the Certificate of the Secretary of 

_ Environmental Affairs on the DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 
_ The Airside Project addresses delays from constraints at Logan Airport. 
» Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also 

! contains a detailed discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay 

! measures and historical data, along with comparisons of Logan Airport 
delays within the context of delays at other United States airports. 


129.26 Altematives Reduced Lowering of the minimum on runway 22L [will cause Reducing the current landing minimums for Runways 15R, 22L, and 27 
: - Approach _ increased noise]...the near in neighborhood _ at Logan Airport will not increase noise levels. Aircraft will follow the 


- Minima _ of...Saratoga Street area of East Boston. : same arrival paths, at the same altitudes as today, but the location at 

: i _ whicha missed approach decision must be made will be moved closer 
_ to the airport. Since missed approaches rarely occur, they have 
_ nodiscemible effect on the cumulative noise. For example, reducing the - 
| Runway 22L decision height to 200 feet moves the maximum noise 
_ point to approximately 3,000 feet from touchdown which is further from 
| populated areas in East Boston than the current maximum noise point. 
Although categorically excluded from NEPA review, modeling of the 
__ changes in runway availability from reductions in the approach : 
_ minimums and an analysis of the potential impacts on community noise 
_ exposure that may result were included in the Airside Project in 

_ compliance with an earlier agreement among Massport, the FAA and 

the City of Boston. : 
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_ Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
128. 27 | _ Alternatives Taxiway The proposed centerfield taxiway between runways Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that there 


_ Improvements = 4L/22R and 4R/22L...will increase noise and further » are small noise benefits from the construction of the 
_ degrade the quality of life for [residents of Winthrop, _ Centerfield Taxiway. The principal effect of the 
_ Revere, and East Boston]... Centerfield Taxiway is to reduce the number of aircraft waiting 

i _ on the taxiways reducing ground noise and emissions for close 
_ in residents of East Boston and Winthrop. It also should 
_ eliminate aircraft landing on Runway 4R from waiting to cross 
_ Runway 4L and aiming their intake noise toward i 
_ Constitution Beach. Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ discusses the air quality benefits of the Centerfield Taxiway. 


129; 28 Open Space/ Impacts “Boston as a historic city will suffer the brunt of negative = | The FAA and Massport have consulted with the Massachusetts : 

: © Parkland i _ impacts from the proposed Project... _ Historical Commission (MHC). The MHC has concurred with = 

i : i _ the FAA’s determination that the Preferred Alternative will have 

_ no adverse effect on significant historic properties. Refer to : 

_ Section 6.3.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description 
of ‘historic properties, project impacts and mitigation. 


129.29 Regional 


Development of high speed rail connections to other 


Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports and 


| Transportation _ airports and the connection of Boston's two rail stations high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 
: : _ with the North/South Rail Link could help reduce these _ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
| impacts. _ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 


_ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 

_ analysis in Chapter 2 indicates, these off-airport alternatives 

_ are expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at 

_ Logan Airport, but they will not eliminate airside delays at 

_ Logan Airport that occur because of a third operating runway 

_ during periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, 

_ which specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and 
_ provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 

_ benefits will only increase in the future, even as developments 
_ atthe regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 
reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


129. 30 Ground — Access to [The convenience level of a city's airport has no effecton The delay analysis presented in the Airside Project 
| Transportation | _ Logan _ tourism or convention business.] _ Draft EIS/EIR and in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR clearly : 
i : _ indicates that delays will increase in the future if Runway 14/32 
_ is not built. Section 1.2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and 
_ Section 1.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discuss the 
_ importance of Logan Airport to the regional economy. Refer 
_ also to Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ discussion of the delays that would occur under 
_ future scenarios if no actions were taken, and the 
_ delay reduction benefits of the Preferred Alternative. 


The state listed endangered upland sandpiper habitat Massport has developed a comprehensive on-site and off-site 

_ which would be disrupted by the centerfield taxiway is not _ Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close coordination 

_ adequately addressed and there is no agreement with the _ with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered 

_ Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such habitat at : 
_ Program... _ Logan Airport from construction of the Centerfield Taxiway. The / 
i _ plan strives to enhance protection of remaining 

_ Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport without increasing 

_ the aviation safety hazards typically associated with birds or 

_ hazards to the birds. Additionally, it is expected that an area of 

_ former Upland Sandpiper habitat at Camp Edwards on 

_ Cape Cod will be restored to grassland habitat by removing 

_ woody and shrub vegetation to encourage enhancement of the 

_ Upland Sandpiper regional population. This restoration effort 

_ provides a unique opportunity to expand grasslands in the 

_ Commonwealth far exceeding the +40 acres to be lost at 

_ Logan Airport. In the event that such a program at Camp 

_ Edwards is not available, an appropriate alternative program 

" acceptable to the NHESP will be developed and implemented. 

_ Additional details of the Upland Sandpiper mitigation planare 
_ presented in Section 6.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. : 


" Rare Species 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


| Altematives = Runway 14/32 


| [The proposed new runway will have a very adverse impact on The Boston Harbor Islands, while within the No Action Altemative 

_ the Boston Harbor Islands National Recreation Area including -_—_(Altemative 4) 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level (dB DNL) contour, will 
_ increased noise, scenic, water quality, and wildlife impacts. ] have no noise increase with the Preferred Altemative. Refer to 

i _ Section 6.3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional 
discussion of parklands relative to the Preferred Altemative. 


...lhhe lack of future plans and analysis for the airport over the 


Current traffic trends at Logan Airport and the regional airports indicate 


: Review Process : Next 20 years must be found and the current document declared _ that Logan Airport may not reach 29 million passengers, presented in 
| inadequate. In addition, the public has not been given fair the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR as a “1999” projection, until 2003. 

_ consideration of the proposed Project. Itis merely an interim _ Continued air service expansion at the regional airports and the 

_ solution to a much bigger and more complex problem which introduction of high-speed rail to New York in December 2000 is 


_ must be addressed before allowing the project to go forward. expected to further slow Logan Airport's passenger traffic growth. With 

: _ these developments, Logan Airport is expected to reach 37.5 million 
_ passengers in 2015 rather than 2010, and the 45 milion passenger 
"forecasts will not be achieved until 2024. Thus, the planning forecasts 
_ that underlie the delays and environmental analyses cover a planning 
_ period of at least 20 years. Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of the planning forecasts. 


_ There was an extensive public participation and review process during 
__ the preparation of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. Public comments 
_ were received on the ENF after it was filed during the summer of 

© 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public scoping sessions were held to 

_ provide community input to the subsequent state and federal scopes 
forthe project. To assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with 
| awareness and input from all concemed parties, the Massport Board 
__ established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), which consists of 

_ the Community Advisory Committee (with representatives from 

_ 24communities surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and 
_ industry organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ forthe CAC to provide them with the capacity to professionally assess 
_ the analysis and conclusions of the Airside Study. Between 1995 and 
_ 1999, Massport held 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 

_ 15meetings with just the CAC, and several meetings with the 

_ CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 29 presentations to 

_ elected officials, most of whom represent Logan Airport's neighboring 

_ communities, and Massport held 45 meetings with community and 

_ business leaders, reaching an audience of more than 3,000 people. 

_ During the public comment period on the Airside Project Dratt 

_ EIS/EIR, the FAA held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft EIS, the 
_ FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS to address : 
specific issues identified by the FAA following input from a SDEIS 

_ Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA's direction, three SDEIS 

_ Panel members were appointed by the Govemor of the 

_ Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three were appointed by the 

_ Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the direction of the New England 

_ Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then 

_ metat least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A total 
_ of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate background, the 
_ SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft ElS, 

_ the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written by members of the 

_ public, concemed agencies and public officials responding to the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and written 
presentations from the Project's technical consulting team and other 

_ independent industry experts. 


_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this project 
dequately and properly complies with the Massachusetts 

_ Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the Certificate of the Secretary 
__ of Environmental Affairs on the DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


| Sere a T= pla : So ec 
_ Review Process _ addressed....the documents [should] be found "INADEQUATE" 
: and ...a new Draft document [should] be required. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Improvements at Logan Airport Badly Needed. With an annual economic 
impact of $5 billion, Boston Logan International Airport is at the heart of the 
region's economy. But in 1998, Logan experienced more than 120,000 hours 
of delay, making it the sixth-worst airport for delays in the nation. The annual 
cost of those delays to airlines and Passengers? An estimated $310 million. 


Surprising Reason for Logan Delays: Wind. The layout of Logan's four major 
runways means that when strong winds blow from the northwest, only one or 
two of the existing runways can be used. The normal of capacity 120 takeoffs 
and landings per hour drops to 90 or even 60, causing huge traffic delays. 


“ew Over-Water Runway Is the Key to Improvement. Massport has pro- 

»sed a series of airside improvements to reduce delay and improve efficien- 
-y on Logan's airfield. The Centerpiece would be a new 5,000-foot com- 
muter aircraft runway with all arrivals and departures occurring over water. 
The new runway would reduce delays up to 90 percent on northwest wind 
days, by more than 50 percent on good weather days, and by up to 25 percent 
annually. 


Other Airports Can Help But Not Enough. Passenger growth in 1998 was 
up 75 percent at Manchester Airport and 14 percent at T.E Green Airport 
(RL), making them two of the fastest growing regional airports in the coun- 
try. Hanscom Field already is the second largest New England airport in 
landings and takeoffs. This growth helps to siphon off some of Logan's con- 
gestion but is not cnough to make a serious dent in Logan's delays. 


Public Overwhelmingly Favors Airport Improvements. 70 percent of cit- 
izens statewide consider Logan Airport very important to the region's well 
being, and 88 percent of the public favors a program to modemize Logan. 
62 percent of Massachusetts residents and 52 percent of those in Boston sup- 
port the new runway construction, specifically. , 


Logan Upgrade Helps Residents and Job Growth. A more efficient and 
hassle-free Logan made possible by airside improvements will support busi- 
ness expansion and job growth, the new convention center and Boston's Sea- 
port District. At the same time, the new runway will spread noise impacts 
more equitably across communities near the airport and shift 75,000 flights 
‘x water—and that benefits everyone. The new tunway also will improve 
quality by reducing aircraft queuing, idling and circling overhead. 


_ 
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THE ISSUE: LOGAN AIRFIELD LAYOUT LEADS 
TO POOR SERVICE—AND THE PUBLIC SUFFERS 
SUPPER 


Delays at Logan Are Five Times the Congestion Mini- 
mum and Costly. Logan's 120,000 hours of delay in 
1998 were at five times the FAA threshold for congestion. 
Delays cost Massachusetts businesses, passengers, and air- 
lines more than $300 million annually. High-growth 
industries in particular depend on Logan—business, man- 
agement and financial services, high tech and communica- 
tions. 78 percent of local businesses expect their demand 
for air travel to increase over the next five years. 


Wind and Airfield Layout the Culprits. Logan has four 
major runways. The FAA tower uses three runways at a 
time to accommodate 120 takeoffs and landings per hour. 
Under these conditions, demand can be accommodated 
with little delays. But when strong winds come from the 
northwest, one or two of the runways become unusable, 
making operations plunge to between 60-90 per hour. 
Even when the weather is clear, airplanes at Logan can 
end up taking off late, and planes in other airports embark- 
ing for Boston remain grounded. 


The Public Sees Logan as Non-Competitive. 43 percent 

of Massachusetts residents feel that Logan Airport is 

worse than other airports, 27 percent feel it is better, and 

14 percent believe it is about the same as other airports. 

Among airport users, negative ratings jump. 53 percent of 
veople using Logan one to five times in the last year say it 
. worse than other airports. 


Airfield improvements 
at Logan 


A>- Southwest Comer 


Proposed Over-Water 
Runway 14/32 
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Delays Create More Noise for 
Logan's Neighbors. Residents 
in communities surrounding the 
airport suffer from delays. Late 
daytime schedules mean planes 
continue operations later at 
night. The lack of a third east- 
west runway forces the FAA to 
tely heavily on Logan’s north- 
south oriented runways, Signifi- 
cantly impacting communities to 
the north and south. This also 
limits how often planes can 
takeoff and land over the water. 


LOGAN IMPROVEMENT IS 

CRITICAL TO THE REGION’S 
COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE 
anne Rlelec sen erestuliaaric dell i Sbosl 


Job Growth Hinges on 
Improvements. Boston-area 
businesses surveyed said that 
dependable and frequent air ser- 
vice is the second-most important factor when considering 
where to locate a business. A delay-prone airport alienates 
executives considering Massachusetts as a home base and 
undermines Boston's new convention center and Seaport 
District. No significant improvements have been made to 
Logan's airfield in more than 25 years. Other major U.S. 
cities are investing in new runways to enhance their air- 
ports; Boston must do the same to remain competitive. 


Logan Airport Creates Jobs and Revenue Directly. 
Logan supports more than 100 airport-related businesses 
and provides jobs for more than 15,000 employees. Air- 
port payroll, local purchases, and taxes translate to $1.4 
billion, while visitor expenditures, travel commissions and 
related revenue generate another $3.6 billion. 


Public Sees Logan's Importance to Residents and Busi- 
nesses. More than half (56 percent) of Massachusetts resi- 
dents have used Logan airport in the past year. 86 percent of 
the public consider the airport to be important to the eco- 
nomic well being of the region; the number is even higher 
in Boston. One-third of state residents consider Logan to be 
important to their employers. In Boston, nearly half (47 
percent) see the airport as important to their business. 


OVER-WATER RUNWAY 14/32: THE KEY TO 
IMPROVEMENT 


ee 


New Over-Water Runway Is the Critical Element. One 
of the key solutions Massport has proposed to increase 


MASS INSIGHT BRIEFING REPORT 


efficiency at Logan is the uni-directional over-the-water 
runway 14/32. The new runway 14/32 would reduce 
delays up to $0 percent on northwest wind days. Flights to 
Logan are expected to grow at about 1.5 percent annually. 
That’s because Boston has a vibrant economy and is one 
of the most popular destinations for business and leisure 
travel in the U.S. Runway 14/32 will allow the FAA to 
better manage the traffic that is coming anyway and dis- 
tribute flights more equitably over nearby neighborhoods, 
reducing persistent noise over any one community. 


WStatewide 
BBosten 


Very important Im portant Somewhat important 


[Having heard arguments for and against 
the proposed runway at Logan] 
Do you favor or oppose the plan? 


@ Statewide 
& Boston 


Not sure 


Other Airside Improvements Support the New Run- 
way. Proposed improvements to Logan also include a 
centerfield taxiway, which would reduce taxiway conges- 
tion and ease movement of aircraft between terminal areas 
and runways. Proposed changes would also lower 
approach minimums—the point at which a pilot must 
decide whether to abort a landing—for Logan's runways. 
Reduced minimums will further ease delays, enhance safe- 
ty and improve operational flexibility by giving air traffic 
controllers a choice of runways under poor weather condi- 
tions. 


How important do you think Logan airport is 
to the economic well-being of this region? 


Net important 


19% 21% 


: Page 3 
ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ARE NOT ENOUGH 


Relief Proviaea by Other Airports Necessary But Not 
Sufficient. Hanscom Field is already the second busiest 
New England airport in operations, serving the corporate 
market. Passenger growth in 1998 was up 75 percent at 
Manchester, N.H., Airport and 14 percent at LE. Green 
(Providence) Airport, siphoning off some of Logan's con- 
gestion. Planned expansion at Worcester and New Bedford 
airports can help. However, Logan will remain the 
region’s hub airport, and none of these develop- 
ments will sufficiently decrease delays at Logan. 


Peak-Period Pricing Doesn't Address the Problem. 
Pricing landing/takeoff fees higher at peak-travel times 
will not address weather-related delays, which are the 
Principal cause of slowdowns at Logan. In addition, 
the costs to important regional carriers, such as Cape 
Air and Business Express, could be devastating. 


PUBLIC SUPPORT, EVEN IN BOSTON, FOR 
THE PROJECT 


Public Strongly Favors Modernization. 88 per- 
cent of the public favor a program to improve 
Logan. The public Strongly supports the construc- 
tion of a new runway: 62 percent are in favor, 19 
Percent oppose it, and 19 percent are unsure, Even in 
Boston, the majority (52 percent) are in support of a 
new runway, while 27 percent oppose it. 


Gaining Momentum for the Project. Massport 
has filed the Environmental Impact Statement 
Report for the Logan Airside Improvements Plan- 
ning Project, as it is called, to the appropriate state 
and federal agencies and hopes to have the project 
permitted by the end of 1999. In early 2000, Mass- 
port will seek relief from a 1975 court injunction, 
which was based on a petition filed by a community - 
based organization Opposing construction of the 
new runway. Design and construction of the run- 
way is planned for 2000-2001 and should be com- 
pleted within a year. Other improvements will take 
an estimated three to five years to complete. 


Public and Business Support Crucial. The support of 
business and community leaders is critical at public hear- 
ings and in the media. A partial list of hearings includes 
the NEPA/MEPA hearings on April 7 at 6:30 PM at the 
State Transportation Building in Boston and on April 8 at 
6:30 PM at the Holiday Inn, Route 1A North in East 
Boston. The Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce is 
coordinating an effort involving the Mass. Business 
Roundtable, A.I.M. and other advocates. 


a 
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Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


| State of the State: The Need for Logan Airport _ Comment noted. 
_ Improvements. : 


Briefing Report in support of improvements at Logan 
_ Airport including the new runway. 
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LETTER 131 


WMASSPIRG 


Massachusetts Public Interest Research Group 
29 Temple Place, Boston, MA 02111-1350 (617) 292-4800 
http://www. pirg.org/ masspirg 


TO: Secretary Bob Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs ie - 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor : ai, 
Boston, MA 02202 


FR: Rob Sargent, Legislative Director 
Date: April 23, 1999 


Attn: MEPA Unit 
Re: Logan Expansion/Runway 14/32 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


MASSPIRG urges you to reject the Massachusetts Port Authority's (MASSPORT) current 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on their proposed runway expansion as | 3 1 
insufficient. The EIS fails to adequately take into account existing pollution from the 
airport and the increased pollution from the planned expansion in light of their projected 

increases in passenger load. The EIS fails to specifically address past commitments that 1 3] ; 2 
have been made to contain the environmental footprint of the airport. 


You will hear from many commenters, well documented accounts of the level of current 
air, water and noise pollution. You will also receive many comments making an 
assailable argument that MASSPORT has neglected many factors which will contribute 
to increased pollution resulting from the airport expansion. Therefore, MASSPIRG will 
limit its comments to a number of conceptual considerations which must be taken into 
account ocfore approving this EIS or any expansion at Logan Airport 


Existing Burdens on the Environment and the Health of the Surrounding 
Communities 


Logan Airport already poses an overwhelming air pollution burden on the communities 1 3 3 
surrounding it. It is directly responsible for very substantial emissions of smog-causing 

Nitrogen Oxides, hazardous air pollutants, including known and suspected carcinogens 

such as benzene and formaldehyde, and fine particulate pollution, a fine soot for which is 
increasingly known to be directly responsible for premature deaths. 1 3 4 


Additionally, the airport is responsible for polluted runoff and other pollution of the 
surrounding harbor. 


Past Assurances of No Net Increase in Environmental Impacts 


MASSPORT has made statements in the past that it wouldnot expand the "environmental 1 3] 5 
footprint" of the airport. The EIS neglects to address these past commitments. The EIS 

states that the runway expansion will make the airport more efficient resulting in reduced 
congestion, idling and circling planes. Yet, it completely ignores the accompanying 

‘projections of growth in air traffic. The new Tunway must be considered in the context of 

the projected growth. In that light, the new runway can only be seen as an enabler to 1 3 1 6 
increased traffic in the absence of a commitment to cap air traffic at existing levels. 


MASSPORT should not even consider a new runway without adopting policies which 1 3 dl 
incent more efficient use of the runways. 


Any increase in emissions and other environmental and health impacts must be offset by 
equivalent or greater reductions those impacts in the neighborhoods most directly affected 1 31 8 
by airport pollution. MEPA should reject any MASSPORT plan which does not contain 

clearly enforceable plans which adhere to this principle. 


A Clear Accounting for Resources Committed For Past Environmental Mitigation 
Commitments 


Consideration of the assumptions about and promises about future environmental impacts 
currently being made by MASSPORT cannot be done without a tough look at what has 
happened in past mitigation efforts, 


Past mitigation commitments have included commitments continually increase the mix of 
passengers reaching the airport by public transit. Substantial resources were have been 1 31 Q 
earmarked for this and other mitigation commitments. MEPA should demand a full : 
accounting where those resources have been spent and where they intend to spend them in 

the future. 


Flaws in State Transportation Planning 


Lastly, the debate over the runway has fueled a much needed debate on transportation 

planning in the Commonwealth and in the region. This runway, nor any other changes in { 31 { ) 
our tranportation infrastructure, should be considered with a comprehensive assessment : 
of transportation options. 


This must include a well thought out and coordinated regional plan including rail and a 
balanced use of the region's airports. 
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Response 


: Environmental _ : quately take into account existing 
_ Review | pollution from the airport and the increased pollution from 
_ Process 


e air quality analysis includes all existing sources and 
i _ future growth at Logan Airport. 

_ the planned expansion in light of their projected increases 
in passenger load. 


Environmental — FAA/NEPA, The EIS fails to specifically address past commitments  — Massport’s airport-wide mitigation commitments are well 

: Review _ MEPA _ that have been made to contain the environmental _ documented and tracked in the Environmental Status and 
| Process : footprint of the airport. _ Planning Report and its annual updates. The Airside 

i : _ Improvements Planning Project proposed recommendations 
_ does not include the expansion of the footprint of Logan 

_ Airport. Extensive analysis of impacts of the 37.5 million 

» scenario is discussed in detail in Chapters 5 and 6 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Logan Airport already poses an overwhelming air pollution ~ Modeling o of air emissions shows | no violation of the NAAQS in in 7 
burden on the communities surrounding it. : y areas Surrounding Logan Airport 


__...the airport is responsible for polluted runoff and other Massport | presents data regarding outf. g 
_ pollution of the surrounding harbor. _ GEIR/ESPRs and its subsequent Annual Updates. Similarly, 

: _ Massport has developed extensive documentation regarding 

_ its development of the new salt marsh restoration area along 

_ Taxiway November. The Airside Project has been designed in _ 
_amanner to avoid any wetland or harbor construction anda 
_ mitigation program has been developed to ensure that the 
project will not adversely affect water resources. 


AirQuality Impacts. 


_ Impacts 


1314 


- Water Quality 


131. " FANINEPA, — Massport has made statements in the past that it would See Response to 131.2. Extensive analysis of impacts of the 
: : _ MEPA _ not expand the "environmental footprint" of the airport. _ 37.5 million scenario is discussed in detail in Chapters 5 and 
Process The EIS neglects to address these past commitments. _ 6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Extensive analysis of 


_ impacts of the 37.5 million scenario is discussed in detail in 
: Chapters 5 and 6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Alternatives Runway 14/32 


_..the new runway c ly abler to _ The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, i increase 
' increased traffic in the absence of acommitmenttocap _ the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 

: air traffic at existing levels. _ environmentally responsible manner. The construction of 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 would prevent the significant 

_ drop in airfield capacity that now occurs during 

_ northwest wind conditions. The runway would not increase 

_ Logan Airport’s normal operating capacity of 

_ approximately 120 operations per hour which is available 

_ nearly 80 percent of the year, but rather would allow this 
apacity to be maintained more consistently. 


_ Massport should not even consider y without The Preferred Alternative i isa delay reduction program that 

_ adopting policies which incent more efficient use of the | promotes the efficiency and safety of airfield operations at 

' runways. _ Logan Airport. Runway 14/32 enhances operating efficiency 

| _ by providing a third available runway in weather conditions 
_ that require northwest-southeast operations. Similar 

three-runway configurations exist for all other operating 

_ directions. Runway 14/32 would not expand the overall : 
capacity of the airport, since Logan Airport's normal operating | 
_ capacity of 120 operations per hour, which is available 
_ approximately 80 percent of the year, is maintained with 
_ Runway 14/32. Massport is committed to ensuring that the 
- airfield continues to function as efficiently as possible. The 
_ Preferred Alternative achieves this goal responsibly. 


131.7 Alteratives Runway 14/32 
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Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


131.8 | PublicHealth Effects _ Any increase in emissions and other environmental and 
: : _ health impacts must be offset by equivalent or greater 
_ reductions [to] those impacts in the neighborhoods most 
directly affected by airport pollution. 
131.9 | Ground ieee to. | Past mitigation commitments have included commitments 
: Transportation | _ [to] continually increase the mix of passengers reaching 


» Logan 
: the airport by public transit. Substantial resources were 
[to] have been earmarked for this and other mitigation 

_ commitments. MEPA should demand a full accounting [of] 
_ where those resources have been spent and where they 
_ intend to spend them in the future. 


[The pr proposed new runway and] any other changes i in 


our transportation infrastructure, should be considered 
: with a comprehensive assessment of transportation 
» options. 


_ Transportation Airports 
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- The Log in Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) reports on 

_ Massport's progress on meeting its air passenger goal of 

| 35.2 percent by the time air passenger volumes reach : 

_ 37.5 million annual passengers. Consideration will be given to - 

_ ways to enhance transit ridership and use of the : 

_ Logan Express bus service. In addition, Massport is 

_ considering consolidation of car rental facilities, which will 
_ facilitate the consolidation of the courtesy vehicles serving the _ 


_ The emissions inventory and dispersion modeling indicate 
_ better air quality conditions with Runway 14/32 and the 
_ Centerfield Taxiway than with the No Action Alternative. 


rental I car "companies. 


market. 


: Massport’s analysis of | regional alternatives is is $ comprehensive 
and reflects all the major recommendations of various 
_ regional planning studies that have been conducted over the 
_ last decade. These include expansion of the regional airports 
_ and development of high-speed rail in the Boston-New York 


AX M] Research, Inc 


ar ee ee ea! 


April 22, 1998 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
attn: Arthur Pugsley -- EOEA #10458 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor > ~~ 
Boston, Mass. 02205 , 


Re: New Runway at Logan Airport; Expansion at S. Weymouth & Hanscom 
Dear Mr. Secretary: 


I wish to offer some comments tegarding the runway expansion at Logan 
Airport, as well as further observations regarding alternatives for expanded airport 
capacity in Eastern Massachusetts. This is a matter that is vital to the future of 


This can be very imposing upon the time of the employees of MJ Research, 
diminishing our corporate efficiency and morale considerably. 


PROBLEM REGARDING CONVENTION CENTER EXPAN SION 

This persistent “delay” problem is going to be exacerbated extraordinarily by 
the construction of a new convention center. We typically exhibit at 20+ 
conferences at such convention centers each year. Believe me, flying in an out of a 


NEED FOR NEW RUNWAY; SYPMPATHY FOR EAST BOSTON RESIDENTS 

In the short term, I see no alternative but to open the proposed new runway 
at Logan Airport. It is the central airport of New England, and the fact is, the 
current runways are oversubscribed the instant a land breeze begins to blow towards 
Boston Harbor. We need a new runway at Logan, period. 


_ LETTER 132 


132.1 


EOEA #10458 
22 April 1999 
page two 


But I am sympathetic to the concerns of the citizens of East Boston, Roxbury, 
Chelsea, Quincy and elsewhere, and I don’t think these communities deserve to 
have every jet airplane flying in and out of Boston passing over their heads for the 
next fifty years. Rather, I wish to advocate in addition to the Logan expansion 


increased commercial service at Hanscom Field. But more importantly, I believe we 
should develop the old South Weymouth Naval Air Station as a new Boston airport. 


INCREASED COMMERCIAL SERVICE AT HANSCOM FIELD 

As our company is located on Route 128 in Waltham, increased commercial 
service at Hanscom Field would be exceedingly convenient for us (as well as everyone 
else on Routes 128 and 2 and along the Interstate 93 corridor). Hanscom has the 
advantages of having existing highway approaches from both Routes 2A, 4 and 
225—which should give adequate capacity for a moderate expansion. In particular, 
if there were simply increased commercial service to the New York, Chicago, and 
Washington D.C. airports, a large fraction of the highly-profitable business traffic 
could be diverted to this airport, without imposing excessively on the local citizens 
or the highway infrastructure. These three cities represent major hubs both 
nationally and internationally, and it would be greatly helpful to have Hanscom as 
a viable airport alternative for the Route 128 and the Metrowest crowd. { 39 3 


FORMER SOUTH WEYMOUTH NAVAL AIR STATION 

Perhaps the biggest unrealized Opportunity for improving commercial air 
service in New England lies in the property that was once the South Weymouth 
Naval Air Station (NAS). This is an existing large airport, it has long runways 
capable of handling heavy jet traffic, and it has been used until quite recently for 
heavy military jet traffic (most of the approaches to the former NAS are over forest, 
highways or industrial buildings). Although the South Weymouth NAS Re-Use 
and Planning Committee has studied the matter for some time and has decided 
upon making the property into a shopping mall -- this old air base is potentially a 
resource of extraordinary value for ALL of New England. Thus I think its 
redevelopment should be more carefully considered, with the needs of the whole 
region in mind (and I hear the shopping mall plan is in trouble anyway). 

The decisions being made today will affect all of New England for decades to 
come. It is inconceivable to me that more attention has not been given to the South 
Weymouth alternative, for this a unique opportunity to address fundamental 
problems with the New England infrastructure that are causing this ages-old Logan 
debate in the first place. The former NAS is well located on Routes 128 and Route 
3, it would give good access to the South Shore and Cape Cod, and it is located along 
the new South Shore Commuter Rail Line. Furthermore, a short extension of the 
Red Line could easily bring MBTA subway service, which would conveniently 
connect a new airport to all of central Boston. 

I have heard some argue that use of the old NAS as a commercial airport 
“interferes with Logan flight paths.” As a licensed pilot of fifteen years experience, 
I simply don’t understand this argument. The Navy's heavy use of this airport for 
decades didn’t interfere—and military flight paths are typically considerable. 

Even if there were some limited interference—surely the flight paths of Logan could 
be adjusted to accommodate an airport a dozen miles away, if these same paths can 
be adjusted to accommodate a new Logan runway a quarter mile from existing 
runways. 


EOEA #10458 
22 April 1999 
‘page two 


Assembling property in the 1990's for a wholly new airport is a virtual 
impossibility—and the problem will only get worse in the twenty-first century. But 
in South Weymouth we have an existing large airport seemingly tailor-made for 
commercial use! A new Boston airport would provide long-term, high-quality local 
job opportunities for the residents of Weymouth, Rockland, Abington and Hingham 
(as well as the rest of the South Shore), while improving the air ‘transportation 
opportunities for all of New England. 


Thank you for taking the time to read my comments, and I look forward to 


your determination on the current proposal. It truly is a matter of significant 
concern for all of Massachusetts business. 


Sincerely, 


book 
JOHN FINNEY 
President 


MJ Research, Inc. 


Enclosures 
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Letter 132 
MJ Research, Inc. 
John Finney, President 


Response 


(0 delay problems. ] 


0 be efficient if Boston is to attract _ Comment noted. 
nvention business.] 


“Purpose and. 
Need 


132.3 | Regional : ition to the Logan expansion increased The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
| Transportation = Airports commercial service at Hanscom Field. But more _ DEIS/FEIR specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
i ' importantly, | believe we should develop the old South _ in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
: Weymouth Naval Air Station as a new Boston airport. __ serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 


_ already accommodates a significant number of 

_ aircraft operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The 

_ Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, charter, 

_ and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 
Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was 
filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began 
commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 
limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets - 

_ Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, 

_ Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is 

_ also conducting operations between Hanscom and : 
New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field, consistent with its 

_ established policy (60-seat regulation), it believes that 

_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a 

_ major general aviation reliever, and that its 

_ geographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional and 

_ Manchester airports will prevent its development as a 

_ significant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 

_ serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 

significant number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom 

_ Field, since approximately 50 percent of passengers on 

_ Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to other 

_ Logan Airport flights. However, any new commercial service 

_ initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for 

_ consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), its 

_ Annual Updates, and applicable regulatory limitations, and 

_ shall be considered by the Hanscom Field Advisory 

_ Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field. The 

_ environmental impacts of commercial services at 

_ Hanscom Field are summarized from the HGEIR and appear 

_ in Appendix B of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. i 


Letter 132: MJ Research, Inc., John Finney, President 
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Nantucket Island Chamber of Commerce 
48 Main Street . Nantucket, Massachusetts 02554-3595 . 508-228-1700 . FAX: 508-325-4925 


LETTER 133 


“April 7, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EQEA No. 10458 
Cambridge Street 

® Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr, Pugsley: 


ajo 
Which would do itrevocable damage to our island's economy. 


The Chamber recognizes local Concems about noise; noise abatement has been g 
major issue on Nantucket as well, However, if the Proposed runway is unidirectional 
and remains unidirectional in Perpetuity, then the impact of air operations will be 
minimized by overwater takeoffs and landings. Thank you for your consideration. 


Maia Gaillard 
Executive Director 


ce: Dan Wolf, President 
Cape Ait/Nantucket Airlines 
Arthur Desrocher, Chairman 
Nantucket Board of Selectmen 
Fred Jaeger, Manager 
Nantucket Memorial Airport 
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Letter 133 
Nantucket Island Chamber of Commerce 
Maia Gaillard, Executive Director 


Topic 2 Comment 


_ Runway 14/32 


| Alternatives : The Chamber of Commerce also considers the new 
i ! runway a better investment of Massport's resources than 
_ any of the stated alternatives, particularly reintroduction of 


_ a peak-period landing fee program. 


133.2 Altematives Peak Period ~—_...[Peak Period Pricing is] misguided and discriminatory, Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
i _ Pricing _ and punish[es] the small airlines who contribute least to _ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
_ Logan's myriad delays. _ services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 


_ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport : 
_ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 

_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
_ air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak — 
_ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay / 
_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes allthe 
' Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
llas other sm : 


133.3 ‘peak | pricing. _.would have the potential to ‘cripple s Cape 


-“Altematives Peak Period ~ Section 4.5 of the Supp 
: Pricing : Air, the independent airline that provides our major link to _ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
_ Logan Airport, and the loss of which would do irrevocable _ Services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 


: damage to our island's economy. _ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 

_ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
__ air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
_ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay i 
_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
_ well as other small communities in New England. 


DRO 
NANTUCKET PLANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOP MENT COMMISSION 


April 19, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 
The Nantucket Planning and Economic Development Commission (“NP&EDC”) 
appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report on 


the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, dated F ebruary, 1999, 


The NP&EDC is the regional planning agency for the Island, Town, and County 
of Nantucket. As an Island, Nantucket faces unique transportation challenges. Nantucket 


most important transportation service are the air links between Nantucket and Boston’s 
Logan Airport. The most consistent and frequent of which is provided by small carriers. 


Peak Period Pricing 


LETTER 134 


134.1 


134.2 


In conclusion, the NP&EDC appreciates this opportunity to comment on this issue 
of serious economic impact to Nantucket. Nantucket as a thriving, historically preserved 


Vv Ty truly yours, 

/ € : 
Alvin §, 
Chairman 


Cc: — Senator Henri Rauschenbach 
Representative Eric Turkington 
Massport 
Arthur Desrocher, Chairman, Nantucket Board of Selectmen 
Jennie Garneau, President, Nantucket Chamber of Commerce 
Dan Wolf, President, Cape Air 


File: Massport: Logan Airside Improvements 
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Letter 134 


Nantucket Planning and Economic 
Development Commission 
Alvin S. Topham, Chairman 


Topic 2 Comment 


_ Alternatives Peak Period = The NP&EDC is adamantly opposed to...{peak period 
i _ Pricing _ pricing] to reduce congestion. 


[Implementation of peak period pricing at Logan would 
| adversely affect Nantucket's economy. ] 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemen 
_ DEIS/FEIR contain analysis of PPP as a demand 
» Management alternative at Logan Airport. See Section 4.5 of 


Response 


the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 


_ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
_ services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 


_ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 

__ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 

_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 

_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak _ 
_ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 

_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 


_ The NP&EDC believes that the proposed Unidirectional 
_ Runway 14/32 is the best solution for improving 
_ congestion at Logan. Based on the information provided 


Alternatives = Runway 14/32 


_ inthe DEIR, this runway isolates much of the small carrier 
_ reduces delays during VFR conditions by 47 to 57 percent 

_ (Preferred Alternative vs. the No Action Alternative); (4) it 
allows controllers to separate aircraft of differing size classes 
_ during northwest winds; and (5) it increases the controllers’ 


_ traffic from major carrier traffic and by reducing this 

_ conflict, decreases delays. The improvements add no 

_ apparent costs to air carrier services and transportation 

_ costs between Nantucket and Logan, which is...of critical 


_ The benefits of Runway 14/32 are significant: (1) It provides 
_ third runway for operations during northwest winds; (2) it 
_ reduces total annual delay by 27 to 37 percent 


importance to Nantucket. 


- Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 


ll as other small communities in New England. 


(Preferred Alternative vs. the No Action Alternative); (3) it 


ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Letter 134: Nantucket Planning and Economic Development Commission, Alvin S. Topham, Chairman 
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naio 


Notional Associotion of 


LETTER 135 


RE: LOGAN DELAY REDUCTION PROGRAM 


Dear Mr. Wickersham: 


NAIOP strongly Supports Massport's Logan Dela 
general and the cornerstone of this pro 


Logan Airport is the 17th busiest 


in terms of delays. With growing 


reduction in delays. 


NAIOP and the research group, 


airport in the nation, and the sixth worst 
demand for its services, Logan has not 

had any significant runway improvements in 25 years. A new runway for 
Logan Airport is vital for the State's contin 
it, delays will get much wors 


y Reduction Program in 


posal, a new uni-directional runway. 


ued economic growth. Without 


; with it MassPort has Predicted a 25% 


Massachusetts Expansion Report 
with senior executives in the top 


two years, access and reliability at Log, 


Mass Insight, have produced "The 

" the last four years, based on interviews 
growth sectors in the state. Over the last 
an Airport were singled out as 


significant disadvantages to Massachusetts businesses. The companies 


that are growing in Massachusetts engage 
employees and clients (consulting, 
telecommunications, etc.). The fre 
to weather relative to places like C 
specifically cited. These business 
consultants say Logan Airport imp 


in a great deal of air travel by 
money management, high tech, 

quency with which Logan is closed due 
hicago, Dallas, or Atlanta, was 
executives and their site location 
rovements are a top priority. 


Although Massport's plans also include expansion of service at other 
regional airports, an expanded rail service to Rhode Island, and a new 


high-speed rail service with New York City; 
to resolve the long term flight delay problems. 


By redirecting small and mid 


alone, they are not sufficient 


-size planes to the planned "14-32" uni- 


directional runway, pressure would be taken off of the other Tunways, 
especially during the potentially crippling conditions with a northwest 


135.1 


135.2 


Jay Wickersham 
April 7, 1999 
Page 2 


wind that presently causes Logan to limit Tunway usage and ground flights. 


Sincerely, 


NAIOP, MASSACHUSETTS 
National Association of Industrial and Office Properties 


David I. Begelfer 
Executive Director 
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Letter 135 

National Association of Industrial 
and Office Properties 

David |. Begelfer, Executive Director 


Response 


_ Reduction Program in general and the comerstone of this 
| proposal, a new uni-directional runway. 


NAIOP and the research group, Mass Insight, have 
| produced "The Massachusetts Expansion Report’ the last 
_ four years, based on interviews with senior executives in 
_ the top growth sectors in the state. Over the last two / 
_ years, access and reliability at Logan Airport were singled 
_ out as significant disadvantages to Massachusetts 


Comment noted. 


_ businesses. 
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Washington, DC E-mail narp@narprail.org 
20002-3557 Web www, narprail.org 


National Association of Railroad Passengers 


April 23, 1999 


Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Attention: MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 

100 Cambridge St., Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Massachusetts Port Authority (MPA) Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project DEIS/DEIR — EOEA No. 10458 
Boston-Logan International Airport 


The National Association of Railroad Passengers, with 14,000 members 
nationwide, believes that the North Station-South Station Rail Link in Boston is 
the single most important rail passenger infrastructure investment opportunity in 
New England and one of the most important in the nation. For that reason, we 
gave our Golden Spike Award to Governor Weld and State Rep. John Businger, 
both of whom accepted the awards in person at our Washington reception in 
April, 1994. A year earlier, Senate Majority Leader George Mitchell came to 
accept the same award, in part for his role in securing $4 million for Amtrak for 
preliminary work on the Rail Link. 


We are concerned that the above-captioned DEIS/DEIR does not reflect the 

importance of this opportunity. 9 g | 

1. The Rail Link ridership diversion number shown in the Massport report : 
is so low as to be completely lacking in credibility. 


I refer in particular to the claim that a North Station-South Station rail link would 
divert only 128 people a day from Logan to rail. [“The preliminary analysis 
conducted by project Proponents indicates that the North-South Rail Link would 
increase 2020 intercity rai] ridership on the Northeast Corridor primarily by 
diverting Passengers from auto with only a small amount of diversion from air— 
approximately 46,700 passengers. ”] 


Messrs. Durand and Silva 
Page 2 


e This figure [46,700 / 365 = 127.9] seems to completely discount improved connectivity 
between north-side commuter rail lines and high speed rail. In other words, it does not 
include people who are riding through the rail link tunnel on commuter rail but are doing so 
in order to connect with high speed rail at South Station. 

e Itclearly does not reflect operation of any trains between Maine and New York, which 
Amtrak certainly would run if the Rail Link existed. We understand that Amtrak is 
developing new numbers based on the assumption of some Portland-New York run-through 
service. 

° It probably reflects a very conservative estimate of demand for the limited extensions of 
high-speed trains to Woburn cited. 


2. The report overstates the quality of existing New York-Washington service with respect 
to both frequency and speed. 


The result is to understate the ability of rail to attract ridership and market-share. In other words, 
existing New York-Washington market-share (about 40% of air-rail traffic, much hi gher if 
intermediate markets are included), has been achieved with fewer and slower trains than the 
report shows. The report therefore is misleading because it gives the reader a more pessimistic 


Picture than the facts support regarding the amount of ridership that a given service level can 
attract. 


The report states that “regular {non-Metroliner] trains generally take about 3 hours and 30 
minutes with as many as 20 additional trains departing on weekdays in both directions.” In fact, 
there are only 17 trips in each direction. Five of the southbound trains take between 3:35 and 
3:50, a sixth takes 4:34: nine [over half!] of the northbound trains take 3:35-55, 


The report states that Metroliners take “about 2:50”. In fact, the fastest published time is 2:58, 
and is achieved by just one train (5:25 am from New York). Most trips are 2:59, a few are 3:05. 
[The standard weekend Metroliner running time is 3:04.] 


The report states that New York-Washington trains “travel at an average speed of 100 mph.” 
This is obviously untrue, since—as just noted—the fastest train scheduled takes 2:5 8, and so 
averages 76 mph on the 226-mile run. The top Metroliner speed is 125 mph. When intermediate 
stops and slow approaches (especially Baltimore and Philadelphia) are taken into account, a 100- 
mph average obviously is not possible. 


[The report implies that there is more freight east of New York than west, but this also is not 
true. Indeed, Amtrak’s freight revenues (payments by railroads running freight trains in the 
corridor) have been rising recently. ] 


3. Similarly, by overstating existing New York-Boston frequencies and (presumably) 
accurately stating planned service, the report understates the degree to which the 
service will be improved. 


Messrs. Durand and Silva 
Page 3 


The report says there are ten Boston-New York trains a day in each direction, running times 
ranging from 4:10-5:00, but there are only eight realistic eastbound choices, nine westbound 
(including the Twilight Shoreliner that departs New York at 1 AM eastbound and arrives New 
York at 1:14 AM westbound). 


The 9" and 10% eastbound trains and the 10" westbound are on the Inland Route; running-time: 

six hours. 

© Most travelers will not take seriously the 3:55 PM Inland Route train from New York, which 
reaches Boston 28 minutes after the 4:55 from New York. 

° Or the 9:40 PM from New York that arrives Boston at 3:40 AM. 

e Or the 7:55 AM from Boston which reaches New York 50 minutes after the 8:25 AM from 
Boston. 


In short, we believe that an accurate analysis would show that the Rail Link has far greater 
relevance to Boston airport requirements than is reflected in this DEIS/DEIR or the documents 
on which it relies. We believe this reflects a significant planning deficiency in the DEIS/DEIR 
and urge that these be addressed in a new Draft. 


Thank you for considering our views. 
ely, 


J: 


Ross B. Capon 
Executive Director 


ec: John DeVillars, Director, Regional EPA 
Robert Bartonowicy, Regional Director, FAA 


Letter 136 
National Association of Railroad Passengers 
Ross B. Capon, Executive Director 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


é Rail Link ridership diversion number shown in the The rail estimates are from existing, independent rail planning 
assport report is so low as to be completely lackingin documents that examined total inter-city travel demand 
redibility. » regardless of mode of travel and then predicted mode shifts 

_ that would result from implementing the rail project. Hence 
_ the rail estimates do not differ for the 37.5M and 
' 45M Logan Airport passenger scenarios. 


Letter 136: National Association of Railroad Passengers, Ross B. Capon, Executive Director 


LETTER 137 


April 12, 1999 


Alabama 
Alaska 


Arizona 
steric . Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Pris Attention: Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
nnecticu 
Dalaware MEPA #10458 


100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


Florida 
Georgia 
Guam 


Hawaii 
mare | Reference: EOEA #10458 Logan Airside Improvements 
nos 
ie 
se Dear Mr. Pugsley: 
Kansas 
Tee The undersigned state directors represent the following agencies that have 
Maine | responsibility for oversight of aeronautical activities within their respective states: 
Maryland : 
re Connecticut Department of Transportation, Bureau of Aviation and Ports 
Minnesota Maine Department of Transportation, Office of Passenger Transportation 
ae Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission (MAC) 
Montana New Hampshire Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics 137.1 
ee Rhode Island Airport Corporation 
Vilsnene , Vermont Agency of Transportation, Division of Rail, Air, and Public 
New Jersey _ Transportation 
New Mexico 
New York 


Please accept this letter as an expression of our strong support for the airside 
improvements and our firm Opposition to the imposition of peak period Pricing at 


North Carolina 
North Dakota 


Oklahoma | Logan International Airport. 
Oregon 
Gee Contrary to published reports in the media, considerable planning has been done 
tT ° . . . 
Rhode Island | ON a multi-state level to improve air service throughout New England. We have 


been working with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Massachusetts 
Port Authority (Massport), the New England Council and nine regional airports 
since 1994 to improve air service throughout New England. Those regional 
airports are: 


South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 

Utah 


Vermont 
tebe 
Washington Connecticut: Bradley International Airport and Tweed New Haven Airport 
Bie ki Maine: Bangor International Airport and Portland International Jetport 
Wyoming Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission: New Bedford Regional Airport 


and Worcester Regional Airport 
New Hampshire: Manchester Airport 


Rhode Island: T. F. Green Airport 
Vermont: Burlington International Airport 


In 1990, the MAC initiated a siting study commonly referred to as the Second 
Major Airport Study ("SMAS") to determine whether there were any suitable sites 
for a second major airport in Massachusetts. The SMAS Started with 182 sites 


referred to as the Strategic Assessment Report ("SAR") study. In November 
1993, the final SAR report reconfirmed that the demand for air service at Logan 
will surpass capacity. More importantly, however, the SAR also identified several 


improved air service at regional airports, improved rail service, improved 
telecommunications technology, and airside improvements at Logan. The logic 


To date, we have: 

e Identified existing air service levels at each regional airport. 

¢ Estimated the degree of leakage; leakage was defined as the number of 
Passengers in a regional airport's marketing area that used either Logan or 
the three New York City (NYC) Airports (LaGuardia, John F. Kennedy, and 
Newark). 

¢ Analyzed potential for improved or new air service at the regional airports in 
New England. 

e Conducted a Regional Airports Route Development Conference where 
representatives of the regional airports met with representatives of more than 
a dozen major, regional and Canadian air carriers (Air Nova, Air Ontario, 
American Eagle, Business Express, Cape Air, Commutair, Eastwind, Kiwi 
International, Northwest, Southwest, Trans World Airlines, USAir, and USAir 
Express). 

¢ Assessed the potential impacts that improved air service at regional airports 
would have on air service at Logan. 

¢ Designed a regional airport fare sampling methodology. 

e Analyzed the results of a common fare pricing strategy at a regional airport. 


In 1998, approximately 40% of the domestic destination Passengers departing 
those regional airports and Logan departed from the regional airports, up from 
35% in 1996. In that two year period, the total number of domestic 
enplanements at all ten airports rose by 13.4%; however, domestic 


Manchester, New Bedford, T.F. Green and Worcester are all complementary of 
-Our individual and joint efforts to improve regional air service throughout New 
England and they all contribute to reducing delays at Logan. 


We urge you to approve the airside improvements Proposed by Massport. Those 137.3 
improvements are necessary to ensure a safe and efficient New England airport 


continue to utilize Logan for markets not served by the regional airports. 


sol ane pf of a 


Sev bplatine t of Transportation 


MALU arf 


Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission 


4 
7 


CHAD es 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 137 


National Association of State Aviation Officials 
New England State Directors 


Topic 2 Comment 


| Preferred 
Alternative 


Alternatives 


: Pp 
| agencies that have responsibility for oversight of 
| aeronautical activities within their respective states: 


Connecticut Department of Transportation, Bureau of 
Aviation and Ports; 


Maine Department of Transportation, Office of Passenger 
_ Transportation; i 


Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission (MAC); : 
New Hampshire Department of Transportation, Division of 
_ Aeronautics; : 
Rhode Island Airport Corporation; 

Vermont Agency of Transportation, Division of Rail, Air, 

_ and Public Transportation. 


Please accept this letter as an expression of our strong 
| support for the airside improvements ...at Logan 
International Airport. 


_ ...the combined efforts of the six state aviation agencies, 
_ the nine regional airports, the FAA and Massport are 
_ diverting demand away from Logan and to the regional 


_ airports. 


- Regional 
_ Airports 


ce 
_ Transportation 


187.2 


We urge you to approve the airside improvements 

_ proposed by Massport. Those improvements are 

_ Necessary to ensure a safe and efficient New England 
irport system to serve scheduled passenge 


oe lemmenned Hae aerate oh aera ee ne a 
: : _ Alternatives 


‘5 of the Supplemental DEISIFEIR provides an 
_ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 


| ...We object to any efforts to artificially con mand 
_ through the employment of peak period pricing. 


- Peak Period 
_ Pricing 


1374 ~~ Alternatives 


_ Notwithstanding the success of the regional airports, our 
_ communities will continue to utilize Logan for markets not 
_ served by the regional airports. 


_ services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
_ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
_ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 

_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
_ air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
_ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay i 
_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
_ well as other small communities in New England. : 


Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Oelaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Guam 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Ilinois 
Indiana 
lowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
* Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
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LETTER 138 


April 12, 1999 


Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: Mr. Arthur Pugsley 


. MEPA #10458 on 


100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


Reference: EOEA #10458 Logan Airside Improvements 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Reference is made to the letter dated April 12, 1999 to you regarding the subject 
Environmental Impact Statement/Report EOEA #1 0458. 


This is to confirm that the National Association of State Aviation Officials has 

reviewed said letter and endorses the recommendations and findings contained 

therein. We urge you to approve the airside improvements Proposed by 13 8 | 
Massport and we object to any efforts to artificially constrain demand through the : 
employment of peak period pricing. 


Sincerely, 
William E. Gehman Henry Fl} Ogrodzins 
Chairman Presideat & CEO 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 138 

National Association of State Aviation Officials 
William E. Gehman, Chairman 

Henry M. Ogrodzinsk, President and CEO 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


138.1 Alternatives Preferred _ We urge you to app provements ection 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
: _ Alternative _ proposed by Massport and we object to any efforts to _ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
__ artificially constrain demand through the employment of _ services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 


_ peak period pricing. _ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport ; 
_ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 

_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 

_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
"air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 

_ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 

_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
_ well as other small communities in New England. : 


Letter 138: National Association of State Aviation Officials, 
William E. Gehman, Chairman; Henry M. Ogrodzinsk, President and CEO 


Sead Conan Hx 


NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION OF THE BACK BAY, INC. 


LETTER 139 


April 23, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Unit 

EQOEA #14508 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02202 


Dear Mr, Pugsley: 


The Neighborhood Association of the Back Back is writing to request that MEPA 
reject the draft Envirommcutal Lmpact Report (EIR) submitted by the Massachusetts Port 
Authority (Massport) relative to the proposed Runway 14/32. We firmly believe that the 
EIR insufficiently addressed environmental impacts of Runway 14/32. Specifically, the 
EIR fails to adequately address (1) landside environmental impacts and (2) the necessity 
to regionalize airline traffic. In addition, the EIR utilizes inconclusive data relative to 
delays at Logan International Airport (Logan). 


Luandside Impacts 


The added capacity and the resulting increased use of Runways 9/27 and 15/33 will 
inflict heavy noise impacts on Boston neighborhoods including East Boston, 
Charlestown, South Boston, Beacon Hill, Roxbury, Jamaica Plain and the Back Bay, and 
potentially areas such as Hyde Park, Roslindale and West Roxbury, In addition, the 
impacts on the streets and neighborhoods of Boston will be substantial, Such impacts 
include additional traffic caused by the increase in cars, trucks and shuttle buses serving 
the increase in passengers at Logan. 


MEPA should reject the draft EIR because substantial landside impacts such as noise, 
traffic, productivity and general quality of life for Boston’s neighborhoods have not been 
adequately addressed, 


Lack of Regiona} Planning 


The EIR fails to adequately address the necessity to regionalize airline traffic cr to plan 
for another major airport. The EJR demonstrates that there has been no real planning by 


139. 


139.2 
139.3 


139.4 


139.5 
139.6 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
April 23, 1999 

Page 2 


Massport to promote the use of the region’s other major airports in Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire and Rhode Island. In fact, growth at Green and Manchester airports has nor 
been the result of planning, but from market forces related to cheaper airfares and easier 
traffic and commuter access, The EIR fails to address important issues such as planning 


Massport and the state should conduct a study of a second Major airport that may serve 
the region in the next decade. Such a study in the 1980, included a potential site at the 
decommissioned Fort Devens. The study’s recommendations, however, were never acted 


MEPA should require that the EM adcquately address the regionalization of airlinc traffic 
and the need for a second major airport. 


Inconclusive Data 


The data upon which Massport has relied in Preparing the BIR is inconclusive at best. 
There are significant discrepancies in the EIR relative to the rate of delay at Logan used 
by Massport and those of the FAA and others, calling the reliability of the entire EIR inta 


question, 
The EIR also fails to adequately discuss factual data regarding delays and the actual 


causes of those delays. First, use of 1993 as a base year is deceiving. In 1993 Logan had 
4 year of severe delays that has not been matched since. In fact, currently less than four 


MEPA should require Massport to withdraw its EIR until it can confirm this critica] 
delay data, 


For all of the above reasons, we respectfully request that MEPA reject the draft EIR 
submitted by Massport relative to Runway 14/32. 


Sincerely, 
IGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION OF THE BACK BAY 


Von Uy Pei Chus 


Peter Y. Flynn’ Peter Sherin 
Vice Chairman Vice President 


139.7 
139.8 


139.9 


139.10 
139.11 
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Letter 139 
Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay, Inc. 
Peter Y. Flynn, Vice Chairman 


Comment Response 


» Cumulative _ Landside _ The EIR fails t _ The proposed improvements analyzed in the Supplemental 
_ Impacts | Improvements — Runway 14/32. _ DEIS/FEIR involve both construction and administrative 
: _ actions that will facilitate aircraft operations (landings, 
_ takeoffs and taxiing). None of the improvements involve : 
_ landside facility improvements (e.g., terminals and roadways) 
_ or related operations. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR analyzes 
_ in detail the impacts from aircraft operations, including 
_ analysis of noise and air quality impacts during the years 
_ 1993, 1998 and under future forecast scenarios as well as 
_ environmental benefits from certain of the improvement 
- concepts under review. In this respect, the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR conforms with scoping directives from the lead 
_ federal agency (the FAA) and with applicable FAA 
_ environmental orders, all issued in accordance with NEPA, 
_ and with directives from EOEA issued under MEPA. The 
_ various GEIR documents, including the Logan Airport : 
_ 1998 Annual Update and the 1999 Environmental Status and 
_ Progress Report (previously GEIR), provide additional 
_ analytic context by examining cumulative impacts from airside 
_ (ie., aircraft) operations and landside (e.g., vehicular traffic, 
_ terminal service vehicles) operations at Logan Airport as well 
_ as Massport's comprehensive mitigation program. The 
_ ESPR/GEIR is specifically incorporated by reference in the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and in the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR as a background document. Each GEIR/ESPR 
» submission is subject to public review and comment. The 
_ Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update and the 1999 ESPR 
_ analysis is based on the same forecast levels used in the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The GEIR/ESPR informs 
_ Massport's planning process for all the improvements at 
_ Logan Airport, including the improvements under review in 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Consistent with past practice, 
_ Massport expects that the FAA will take the GEIR/ESPR 
"analysis into account during its deliberations and ultimate 
_ decision on the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ The added capacity and the r g increased use of _ Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 
_ Runways 9/27 and 15/33 will inflict heavy noise impacts _ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
_ on Boston neighborhoods... _ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
i _ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 
_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 
_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 
_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 
_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 
_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
' exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


_ Refer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Impacts 


Letter 139: Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay, Inc., Peter Y. Flynn, Vice Chairman 
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Code 
139.3 


Topic 1 opic 2 Comment Response 


| Ground _ [The proposed project will result in increased traffic in _ Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 
_ Transportation - Boston.] _ increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 
: i : _ deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 

_ Masspor'’s plans to handle the ground access requirements 
_ of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent 
_ Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 


_ MEPA should reject the draft EIR because substantia ' Refer to response to Comment 139.1. 
_ landside impacts such as noise, traffic, productivity and 
| general quality of life for Boston's neighborhoods have not — 
| been adequately addressed. 


» Review 
. Process 


The EIR fails to adequately address the necessity _ Comment noted. 


_ to...plan for another major airport. 


: Review 
Process 


Regional Regional ..there has been no real planning by Massport to _ Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 
_ Transportation Airports _ promote the use of the region's other major airports in _ City of Worcester to aggressively market the : 
_ Massachusetts, New Hampshire and Rhode Island. _ Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 
; _ involvement with Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 
_ operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 
_ Since January 2000 Massport has attracted three new 
_ airlines to Worcester Regional Airport. Delta Connection 
_ began serving Worcester Regional Airport with two daily 
_ nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta on 
_ February 1, 2000 and will be increasing its service to three 
_ daily flights in April 2001. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle 
_ began service to New York JFK Airport with three daily 
_ nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. In February 
_ 2001, PanAm began daily scheduled service from Worcester 
_ to Orlando International Airport. Massport is in ongoing 
_ discussions with other carriers regarding potential new 
_ services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition to the 
_ Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has pursued a variety 
Of initiatives to promote the use of other regional airports and 
_ travel modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth 
_ pressures at Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, 
_ Massport and Governor Cellucci co-sponsored a 
_ Regional Transportation Summit of the New England 
_ Governors and transportation officials. The Summit focused 
_ on joint marketing among the New England commercial 
_ service airports and the joint promotion of rail and road 
_ initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced regional 
_ transportation system. A second summit was held in Rhode 
_ Island in December 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 
_ Massport’s regional transportation planning initiatives. 
_ Massport disagrees that its record in diverting traffic to other 
_ airports is unsuccessful. Since 1996 eight out of 
_ ten new passengers in New England were directed to 
_ regional airports, which include T.F. Green/Providence, 
_ Worcester Regional, and Manchester airports. In 1999, 
_ Massport estimates that regional airports attracted 2.4 million 
_ passengers, that would have otherwise used Logan Airport. 


_ Massport disagrees that its record in diverting traffic to other 
_ airports is unsuccessful. Since 1996 eight out of 

_ ten new passengers in New England were directed to 

_ regional airports, which include T.F. Green/Providence, 

' Worcester Regional, and Manchester airports. In 1999, 

_ Massport estimates that regional airports attracted 2.4 million : 
_ passengers, that would have otherwise used Logan Airport. 


Letter 139: Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay, Inc., Peter Y. Flynn, Vice Chairman 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


__ Comment 


_Code _Topic 1 


1397 - Altematives 


_ Topic 2 


ceven if | Runway 14/32 is approved and built, Logan: will 
_ soon reach its new capacity and Massport will seek 
_ additional runways to handle more airline traffic. 


Runway 14/32 


Response 


Neither Massport nor the FAA has a program to increase 
passenger demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of 
both organizations is to accommodate demand safely and 


_ efficiently. The recommended Airside Project is intended to 


_ enable Logan Airport to accommodate current and 

_ future aircraft activity with minimum delay. The construction of 
_ Runway 14/32 would significantly reduce delays associated 

_ with northwest wind conditions, but would not be expected to 


Massport and the ¢ state should conduct a ‘study of a : 
_ second major airport that may serve the region in the next 
decade. 


Environmental 
| Review 
Process _ 


i There are significant discrepancies it in the EIR relative to. 
the rate of delay at Logan used by Massport and those of 
_ the FAA and others, calling the reliability of the entire EIR 
| into question. 


: Chapter 4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 

_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays 
_ used in the Airside Project. Chapter 1 and Appendix C 

_ include a description of measures used by FAA and 

_ U.S. DOT to calculate delay, the limitations of those 


_ induce additional aircraft traffic or passenger activity at 


Logan Airport. 


Comment noted. 


_ Measures, an explanation of computer models for estimating 
_ flight delays, and historical delay data at Logan Airport and 
_ other major United States airports. 


_ The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and - 
_ delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report 
_ for Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 

_ reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 
_ Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the 

_ RDSIM model and estimated that when activity reached 

_ 504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 

- 260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 

_ forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 

_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet 

_ scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 

_ Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the 

_ Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that 
the Airside delays represent “a plausible and conservative 

_ estimate...” 


The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 


_ Base Year 


130.10 | Analysis __..use of 1993 as a base year is deceiving. 
_ Assumptions/ 


_ Methodologies 


delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport's 


_ estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA’s 
_ 20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. 

~The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 
_ Not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
_ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 


_ to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 


calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 


_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

_ results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 
- conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 


_ «the EIR fails to address what portion of the delays were 

_ caused by wind and weather that would have closed 

_ Tunways or the entire airport regardless of the existence of _ 
_ Runway | 14/32. 


"Del = : = coe ae 


Letter 139: Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay, Inc., Peter Y. Flynn, Vice Chairman. ===SssStS~™S 


_ analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 


The delay reductions presented i in Chapter 4 of the feo. 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR are the result of the Airside Project 


_ alternatives. The remaining delays are largely due to wind and 


_ weather conditions that are not helped by Runway 14/32. 


—————— THE 
NEW ENGIAND 

OUNCIL 
TESTIMONY OF JAMES T. BRETT 


PRESIDENT & CEO 
THE NEW ENGLAND COUNCIL 


April 21, 1999 
LETTER 140 


PLANNING PROJECT. 


TEN YEARS AGO, THE NEW ENGLAND COUNCIL JOINED AN ELUSIVE, AND 
ULTIMATELY FUTILE SEARCH FOR A SITE FOR A SECOND MAJOR AIRPORT FOR 


ECONOMIC GROWTH, AND THE LIKELY INABILITY OF THE REGION’S DOMINANT 
AIRPORT, BOSTON’S LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT, TO ACCOMMODATE 
EVEN CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATES OF INCREASE IN DEMAND. 


THOSE AIRPORTS AND TO RELIEVE THE OVERWHELMING BURDEN ON LOGAN 
AIRPORT. A TWO-YEAR STUDY YIELDED SOME FASCINATING INF CRMATION 
AND HELPED POINT THE WAY FOR ACHIEVING THESE GOALS. 


WE FOUND: 


¢ MORE THAN 5 MILLION OF LOGAN "S PASSENGERS—ABOUT 25% OF 
LOGAN’S TOTAL TRAFFIC—LIVE CLOSER TO ONE OR MORE OF NEW 
ENGLAND’S REGIONAL AIRPORTS; 


e NONE OF THE REGIONAL AIRPORTS IS FULLY ACHIEVING THEIR 
TRAFFIC POTENTIAL; 


e¢ WITH REASONABLE IMPROVEMENTS IN SERVICE LEVELS AND 
COMPETITIVE FARES, OUR STUDY FOUND THAT THE REGIONAL 
AIRPORTS COULD “RECAPTURE” 50% OF THE PASSENGERS IN THEIR 
MARKETS. 


NOW, SOME TEN YEARS AFTER OUR UNSUCCESSFUL ATTEMPT TO SITE A 
SECOND AIRPORT IN THE REGION, AND WITHOUT MOVING AN OUNCE OF DIRT, . 


NEW ENGLAND HAS ITS SECOND AIRPORT—IT’S JUST NOT ALL IN ONE LOCATION 
OR EVEN ONE STATE! 


T.F. GREEN AIRPORT IN RHODE ISLAND HAS INCREASED ITS PASSENGER BASE 
FROM 2.5 MILLION IN 1996 TO 4.6 MILLION LAST YEAR, MAKING IT THE SECOND 
FASTEST GROWING AIRPORT IN THE NATION. MANCHESTER, NEW HAMPSHIRE’S 


PASSENGERS WHO LIVE CLOSEST TO THAT FACILITY. COLLECTIVELY, THESE 
FACILITIES ARE, IN FACT, NEW ENGLAND’S SECOND AIRPORT. 


OPERATE OVER WATER, HAS BEEN HERALDED BY LEADERS OF BUSINESS AND 
GOVERNMENT. 


THAT OFTEN MAKES LOGAN SO DIFFICULT TO NAVIGATE. FEWER CARS 
ENTERING LOGAN ALSO MEAN CLEANER AIR. ‘ 


THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW RUNWAY, DESIGNATED 14/32, SIMILARLY WILL 
DIRECTLY ADDRESS THE PROBLEM OF DELAYS WHICH DISPROPORTIONATELY 
AFFECTS THIS AIRPORT AND THE PEOPLE WHO USE IT. IN 1998, LOGAN 


PASSENGERS COULD EXPECT AN AVERAGE DELAY OF 54 MINUTES EVERY TIME 
THEY FLY IN OR OUT OF LOGAN AIRPORT. 


MOST DELAYS ARE CAUSED BY WIND AND WEATHER CONDITIONS AT LOGAN. A 
STRONG NORTHWEST WIND CAN REDUCE THE NUMBER OF OPERATIONAL 
RUNWAYS FROM THREE TO TWO OR EVEN ONE. UNDER NORMAL WEATHER 
CONDITIONS, LOGAN CAN ACCOMMODATE 120 OPERATIONS PER HOUR; WITH 
TWO RUNWAYS, LOGAN’S OPERATIONS DROP TO 90 PER HOUR AND WITH ONE 
RUNWAY, LOGAN’S OPERATIONS PLUNGE TO 60 PER HOUR. 

RUNWAY 14/32 WOULD REDUCE ANNUAL DELAYS AT LOGAN BY 21% AND 
VIRTUALLY ELIMINATE ANY DELAYS RESULTING FROM NORTHWEST WIND 
CONDITIONS. 


AS A RESULT, CURRENT AND PROJECTED FLIGHT ACTIVITY AT LOGAN DOES NOT 
EXCEED THE CAPACITY OF THE FACILITY. THAT’S WHY THE NOTION OF “PEAK 


MASSPORT HAS MADE AN IMPORTANT COMMITMENT TO USE THE NEW 
RUNWAY FOR ONLY OVER WATER TAKE-OFFS AND LANDINGS. AS A RESULT, 
75,000 OPERATIONS—FULLY 15% OF TOTAL AIRPORT OPERATIONS—WOULD 
SHIFT FROM PATHS OVER COMMUNITIES TO FLIGHT PATHS OVER WATER. 


COMMUNITIES WOULD SEE A SLIGHT INCREASE IN NOISE; MASSPORT HAS 
COMMITTED TO PROVIDING SOUNDPROOFING FOR THESE COMMUNITIES. 


NEW ENGLAND IS FAST DEVELOPING A REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
CAPABLE OF SERVING THE NEEDS OF A GROWING ECONOMY-- A SYSTEM THAT 
WILL SOON INCLUDE HIGH SPEED RAIL TO NEW YORK CITY, A THRIVING GROUP 


ALLOWING NEW ENGLANDERS TO APPROACH THE 215? CENTURY WITH BOTH 
OPTIMISM AND PRIDE THAT WE HAVE LEADERS WITH VISION AND COURAGE 
CHARTING THE COURSE FOR SUSTAINED ECONOMIC GROWTH. THEY DESERVE 
OUR FULL SUPPORT. 


THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO CONTRIBUTE MY VIEWS ON THIS 
IMPORTANT ISSUE. 


140.2 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 140 
New England Council 
James T. Brett, President and CEO 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


Peak Period 
_ Pricing 


eak period pricing would simply reduce the number of efer to Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for an 
_ aircraft using Logan by making it uneconomical todo so— _ expanded discussion of PPP. An exemption program 

| and cause enormous harm to those from other New _ designed to protect services to small communities most 

: England states who have no choice but to use Loganas _reliant on Boston for access to the national air transport 

» the connecting airport for their ultimate destination. _ system is described in Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental 

: _ DEIS/FEIR. The section provides an illustrative exemption 
_ program and its impact on the delay reduction potential of 

_ PPP. It concludes that an essential level of air service in the 

_ peak period can be exempted from the peak period surcharge _ 
_ without a material impact on the delay reduction benefits. 

_ This exemption program includes all the Cape Cod 

- communities currently served by Logan Airport, as well as 

_ other small communities in New England 


{The proposed project] deservefs] our full support. Comment noted. 


Alternatives Preferred 
Alternatives 
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Letter 140: New England Council, James T. Brett, President and CEO 


LETTER 141 


N.E.E.D. Logan 
New England's Economy Depends on Logan 
P.O. Box 131, Cummaquid, MA 02637 
(508) 362-3981/ Fax (508) 362-4812 
fgibson@capecodjournal. com 


- April 23, 1999 
MEPA Office 
FAX (617) 727-1598 
Attention: Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Re: EOEA #10458 
13 pages including this one 


Attached is a cop of a copy of my testimony at your FAA/MEPA heanng on Apmil 7, 
1999, 


Also attached is my testimony to the Joint Transportation Committee in regard to House 
Bills No/ 1676 and 1678 on March 23, 1999. 


I'd like to add that flying to Logan from Hyannis in a Cape Air Cessna 402 to attend your 
Apnil 7 hearing was a perfect example of what 14/32 could do to alleviate delays at 
Logan. We were approaching Logan about 5:00 p.m. and were advised that there would 
be approximately a 30 minute delay for runway 33L. If we could use 33R there would be 
no delay. Wc used 33R, straight in over the water. 


Also attached are two opinion pieces from the Cape Cod Journal, "Massport Quiz,” from 
the March 17. 1999 issue and "Time to Squeak,” from the April 11, 1999 issue. I would 
like to add them as comments. 


Thank you 


t 
' 
( 


N.E.E.D. Logan 
New England's Economy Depends on Logan 
P.O. Box 131, Cummaquid, MA 02637 
(508) 362-398 1/ Fax (508) 362-4812 
fgibson@capecodiournal. com 
Testimony at KAA/MEPA hearing, Apnil 7, 1999 


My name is Frank (ribson. I live in Cummaquid, on Cape Cod, an area which depends 


upon air service to and from Bdston. 
Iam a strong belicver in the neéd to complete Runway 14/32 and the centerfield taxiway. 


Back when a lormer Massport board proposed PACE -— its Program for Airport Capacity 
Efficiency -- | organized a grass roots citizens group called N.E.E.D. Logan — New 
England's Economy Depends on Logan -- to oppose PACE, a program extremely 
detrimental to the airlines serving Cape Cod and the islands. 


Thankfully, the FAA determined that PACE was ill advised and it was stopped. With 
regard to the current talk about peak period pricing and slots, there is no question that 
financial deterrents to limit access to Logan are not the answer to delays at Logan caused 
by weather. [0 nut be fooled by the comments made by Massport's then-executive 
director Dave Davis that PACE was effective in reducing delays. Delays were reduced at 
Logan during the period PACE was in effect but the record will show that during that 
same time penod stmilar reductions in delays were experienced at all major airports 
monitored by the FAA. The reason for these reductions across the board was quite 
simple. The airlines adjusted their schedules by adding minutes to their scheduled flight 
times. This mcant more flights arrived on time, or even ahead of schedule. Since none of 
the other airpors were using financial deterrents such as PACE, it is obvious that the 
schedule changes. not financial deterrents, were responsible for the reduction in delays. 


The important factor for any airport is its physical capacity to handle all the flights 


-more- 
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N.E.E.D Logan, page 2 of 3 


scheduled by its users to armive and depart as scheduled. And, as I understand it, when all 
of Logan's runways are available for safe use, Logan has the capacity to handle all the 


traffic scheduled hy the airlines‘using it. 


Using all its current runways, Logan can handle 120 operations per hour. However, when 

there are strony winds from the’northwest, Logan is limited to one runway, 15/33, and 

operations are reduced to 60 per hour. Runway 14/33 is not meant to increase the number | A| ? 
of aircraft using Logan. It is simply to allow the aircraft currently using Logan to arrive 

and depart with out delays. 


The completion of cunway 14/32 for use in strong northwest wind conditions would give 
Logan much needed relief during the times when it is currently limited to operations on 
15/33: 


The completion of 14/32 woul | also enh utilization of Logan at all times. By 
eliminating the need for the smaller aircraft that represent almost half of Logan's 
operations to have a six-mile separation behind large aircraft, Logan's operational 
efficiency to handle both large'and small aircraft is increased. 


Since aircraft arrivals and departures on 14/32 would be over water aircraft noise would 
be negligible, For those skeptical of this statement, I invite you to visit Bamstable 
Municipal Airport Standing in the Airport Plaza parking lot, directly across Route 28 
from the end of runway 24, you can see the airplanes approach and land as if you were 
standing in front ar the Harborside Hotel. I say you can see them. Note that I did not say 
you can heur them. because ydu can't hear them over the normal ambient noise of 
Hyannis. Using '4/32 the airplanes would be like polite children — seen but not heard. 


-more- 


N.E.E.D Logan, page 3 of 3 


New England's Economy Depertds on Logan. Logan's future depends on 14/32. 
I ask that those who oppose 14/32 listen to the facts rather than react emotionally to 


misrepresentations of the facts. 
They would discover that 14/32’ is a win-win proposition for everyone. 


N.E.E.D. Logan 
New England's Economy Depends on Logan 
P.O. Box 131, Cummaquid, MA 02637 
(508) 362-3981/ Fax (508) 362-4812 
fgibson@capecodioumal.com 


Testimony at Joint Transportatipn Committee hearing, 3-23-99 


My name is Frank Gibson. I live in Cummagquid, on Cape Cod, an area which depends 


upon air service to and from Boston. 


lam a strong believer in the neéd to complete Runway 14/32 and the centerfield taxiway. 
1 am here to oppose House Bills No. 1676 and 1678. 

Back when a former Massport board proposed PACE -- its Program for Airport Capacity 
Efficiency -- | organized a grass roots citizens group called N.E.E.D. Logan — New 
England's Economy Depends on Logan -- to oppose PACE, a program extremely 
detrimental to the airlines serving Cape Cod and the islands. 


Thankfully, the AA determined that PACE was ill advised and it was stopped. With 
regard to the current talk about' peak period pricing and slots (House Bill 1679), there is 
no question that financial deterrents to limit access to Logan are not the answer to delays 
at Logan caused bv weather. Do not be fooled by the comments made by Massport's 
then-executive director Dave Davis that PACE was effective in reducing delays. Delays 
were reduced at | ovan during the period PACE was in effect but the record will show 
that during that same time period similar reductions in delays were experienced at all 
major airports monitored by the FAA. The reason for these reductions across the board 
was quite simple The airlines adjusted their schedules by adding minutes to their 
scheduled flight times. This meant more flights amved on time, or even ahead of 
schedule. Since none of the other airports were using financial deterrents such as PACE, 
it is obvious that the schedule changes, not financial deterrents, were responsible for the 


reduction in delavs 


-more- 


N.E.E.D Logan, page 2 of 3 


The important factor for any airport is its physical capacity to handle all the flights 
scheduled bv its users to arrive and depart as scheduled. And, as I understand it, when all 
of Logan's runwavs are available for safe use, Logan has the capacity to handle all the 
traffic scheduled by the airlines using it. 


Using all its current runways, Logan can handle 120 operations per hour. However, when 
there are strong winds from the northwest, Logan is limited to one runway, 15/33, and 
operations are reduced to 60 per hour. Runway 14/33 is not meant to increase the number 
of aircraft using | .ogan. It is simply to allow the aircraft currently using Logan to arrive 
and depart with out delays. 


The completion of runway 14/32 for use in strong northwest wind conditions would give 
Logan much needed relief during the times when it is currently limited to operations on 
15/33. 


The completion af 14/32 would also enhance utilization of Logan at all times. By 
eliminating the need for the smaller aircraft — that represent almost half of Logan's 
operations -- to have a six-mile separation behind large aircraft, Logan's operational 


efficiency to handle both large'and small aircraft is increased. 


Since aircraft arrivals on 14/32 would be approaching over water aircraft noise would be 


negligible. For those skeptical of this statement, I invite you to visit Bamstable Municipal 
Airport. 


Standing in the Airport Plaza parking lot, which is directly across Route 28 from the end 
of runway 24. you can see the airplanes approach and land as if you were standing in 
front of the Harborside Hotel. [ say you can see them. Note that I did not say you can 
hear them, because you can't hear them over the ambient noise of the Hyannis streets. 
Using 14/32 the airplanes would be like polite children -- seen but not heard, 


N.E.E.D Logan, page 3 of 3 


New England's Ficonomy Depénds on Logan. 

Logan's future depends on 14/32. 

[ ask that those who oppose 14/32 listen to the facts rather than react emotionally to 
misrepresentations of the facts. 

They would discover that 14/32 is a win-win proposition for everyone. 
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Wednedday, March 17, 1999 
Massport Quiz 
THE ISSUE 
‘AnouTus Fact: Airplanes take-off and land into the wind. 
AOVERTISE 
Mskethe Cc} Fact: Boston's Logan International Alrport has four runways. Two parallel 
yee ee ee: runways are aligned in a northeast/southwest direction, one is aligned 


_ sast/west and one is aligned northwest/southeast. 


Fact: Under normat circumstances Logan can handle 120 aircraft operations 
(take-offs and landings) per hour, enough capacity to handle the schedules 
af all the alnlinds utilizing Logan. 


Fact: When there are very strong winds from the northwest, crosswinds 
neke three of the four runways unfit for safe operations. This reduces the 
capacity of the alrport to 60 operations per hour and causes delays. 


Fact: Massport ‘proposes to bulld a second runway aligned In a 
northwest/southeast direction to increase Logan's capacity when strong 
winds blow from the northwest. 


Question 1: Does this seem like a logical idea? 


Fact: The landing approach to the proposed second northwest runway would 
sring aircraft in over the water, avoiding residential areas. 


Question 2: Ddes this seem like a logical dea? 


Unfortunate Fact: There are people who do not want the second runway 
‘ult. Their angwer to the delays caused by winds that limit Logan to one 

runway is to cHarge landing fees that would limit access to the alrport, their 

idea being that If Logan's capacity becomes weather-restricted to 60 aircraft 
a hour instead of its normal 120, 60 aircraft will be priced out of landing. 


Question 3: Ddes this seem like a logical |\dea? 


r ’ ’ ‘ : Sete aay | eee louse 


Misconception: The people who do not want the second runway say that 
having another runway will increase the traffic at Logan. 


Fact: Massport points out that the second runway would simply allow the 
planes currently scheduled to operate at Logan to do so with a minimum of 


delays. 
Question 4: Doe$ Massport's explanation sound logical? 


We ask these questions because to us the answers to questions 1, 2 and 4 
ate obviously yes and the answer to question 3 is just as obviously no. The 
problem is that there are a lot of people in the Logan neighborhoods whose 
answers are just the opposite and they have been successfully fighting 
construction of the runway for 25 years. 


Why? Because they don't trust Massport. 
Here is what Massport has to say about the situation at Logan: 


In 1998, Logan experienced over 120,000 hours of delay, 
compared to the 20,000 hours of delay that Is the annual 
conges threshold established by the FAA. Delays at Logan 
are consistently among the worst in the U.S., ranking sixth in 
the U.S. for total delays. And the problem has worsened 
dramatically -- delays rose more than 20 percent over the past 
year alone. 


Since 1970, about the time the second northwest/southeast 
runway Was proposed, annual passenger volumes at Logan 
have Increased by 277 percent and annual operations have 
increased by 156 percent. 


Logan's disproportionately high ranking in aircraRt activity 
reflects the uniquely high levels of regional carrer flights 
opera with smaller, non-Jet aircraft, such as 
CapeAlr/wantucket Airlines Cessnas. Roughly half of Logan's 
operations are by regional air carriers, making Logan the U.S. 
airport with the highest amount of regional carrier activity. 
Such regional carriers are significant contributors to the vitality 
of the New England economy. Most of New England's regional 
carrlers have code-sharing relationships with different national 
and intetnatonal airtiines. 


The smaller planes further influence operational activity 
because:they must have a greater separation distance from a 
larger Jet. When a small plane follows 8 larger jet, there must 
be a separation distance of up to six miles between the two. 
The smaller planes are not heavy enough fo withstand the 
turbulerice 0, a leading jet. When the percentage of regional 
carriers Increases, the need to provide greater separation 
between aircraft increases. This necessary “stretching out” of 
the arrival stream, while easily accommodated on a "normai” 
day, has a dramatic Impact on congestion and delay in bad 
weather conditions. 


The prot sed unidirectional commuter runway would allow 
commuter planes, which account for up to 54 percent of 
Logan's'daily operations, to arrive and depart over water on a 


* rs epee 


separate Ainley: By separating the commuter fights, the 
Tower would would be able to use the other runways for larger 
Jets, allowing for the optimal number of (but not increasing) 
take offs and landings for both commuter planes and jets. 


This runway would reduce annual delays in all conditions by 
more thar 27 percent, increase the ability to meet community 
noise goals, and would result In a reduction of odor by 16 
percent and ozone by 6 percent. Overall there would be a 
reduction in nolse impacts for the majority of surrounding 
communities. 


Question 5: Doeb Massport’s proposal for the new runway sound logical? 


Unfortunately, logic does not always prevail over politics, and for a quarter of 
3 century the completion of the proposed runway (It was started In 1973) 
ras been blocked by strong local politics. 


To overcome the local politics the runway must have stronger support from 
the rest of Massachusetts and New England. Support from Cape Cod and the 
islands will be vital. Gavernor Cellucci is behind the runway. If you belleve 
the runway is a logical solution to delays at Logan, It would help if you send 
him a message of support. It would help if you tefl your state representative 
and it would be particularly helpful to tell Falmouth Representative Eric 
Turkingtan who:is a member of the Joint Transportation Committee. 


-- Written by Frank Gibson 
THE CAPE COD JOURNAL 
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Sunday, April 11, 1999 


Time to Squeak 


THE ISSUE 


No doubt you hdve heard about or read about the runway that Massport Is 
proposing to bulld at Boston Logan International Alrport. 


Whiy should Cape Codders care about what Is happening at Logan? 


“ Because Logan Is our doorway to the world and Logan Is the world's doorway 


to Cape Cod. 
Why does Massport want to build the runway? 


To relleve delays caused by adverse wind conditions; delays that make 
Logan one of the worst airports in the country in terms of delays. Last year 
Logan experienced 120,000 hours of delays, delays estimated to have cost 
tne airlines and thelr passengers over $300 million. 


How would the'proposed runway reduce delays? 


Aircraft take off and land into the wind. Logan has three sets of runways. 
Two parallel runways are aligned in a northeast/southwest direction, one is 
aligned in an east/west direction and one Is aligned in a northwest/southeast 
direction. Under normal wind conditions that allow the use of ail three of its 
available runway directions, Logan can handle 120 operations an hour. 
However, whert there are strong winds from the northwest, the parallel 
NE/SW runways are not usable reducing operations to 90 per hour. In the 
worst case scenarios, when the E/W runway also becomes unusable, 
operations are:reduced to 60 per hour. The proposed Runway 14/32 would 
alive Logan a second NW runway which would alleviate the delays. 


't should be n ited that Runway 14/33 Is not meant to Increase the number 
of aircr i . It is simply to allow the aircraft currently using Logan 
oe arrive and depart with out delays during adverse wind conditions. 


However, the addition of 14/32 would enhance utilization of Logan at all 


times. Currently, when on the approach for the same runway the smaier 
aircraft that represent almost half of Logan's operations have to maintain a 
six-mile separatidn behind large aircraft due to turbulence. 14/32 would 
provide separate approach paths for the large and smail aircraft, increasing 
Logan‘s operational efficiency. 


As Runway 14/32 is designed to bring aircraft in over the water rather than 
residential areas, the addition of 14/32 to Logan this would seem to bea 
win-win solution for Massport and its neighbors. 


But the neighbor$ have mounted strong opposition to the runway. The 
neighbors have support from their local legislators and Congressman Joe 
Moakley has ten to Jane Garvey, the FAA director, opposing Massport's 
plans. Congressnhan Michael Capuano has written to John DeVillars, Regional 
Aaministrator of the New England Environmental Protection Agency 
expressing "strotig opposition” to Massport’s plan for the runway. 


I believe this opposition is a classic example of "Don't confuse me with the 
facts. My mind ig made up.” 


The facts are simple. The cunway Is not designed 

Logan, a misconbeption its opponents are spreading as gospel. It will not 
bring more nolse to Boston's neighborhoods. The runway Itself should reduce 
noise and any change in traffic patterns will simply redistribute the current 


noise. 


At the FAA/MEPA hearing last Wednesday night to hear public comments on 
the proposed Environmental Impact Study for the runway and other alrside 
improvements at Logan there were many pvbiic officials who spoke against 
the runway. 


‘ But there were piso a number of businesses and associations who spoke in 
favor of it. They recognize that the economic future of Boston, 
Massachusetts and New England depend on a viable Logan Alrport. These 
included Arthur'D. Little, Associated Industries of Massachusetts, Boston 
Edison, Cape Air, Fidelity, Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau, 
Hampshire House, Lily Truck Leasing, Massachusetts Business Roundtable, 
Massachusetts High Technology Council, Mass Insight, The New Engisnd 
council, State Street Bank and the South Shore Chamber of Commerce. 


At the Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce's Legislative Breakfast Friday 
morning, Senator Henri Rauschenbach stressed the Importance of Runway 
14/32 and urged all to contact Governor Cellucci and Peter Blute, executive 
airector of Massport, to express support for the runway. 


The voices against the runway are organized and loud. And, as the old 
saying goes, "The squeaky wheel gets the grease.” It’s time for the rest of 
us to squeak. . 


In addition of words of support to Celluccl and Blute, your written support of 
Massport's plans to the FAA and MEPA by the April 23 deadline for comments 
on Environmental Impact Study the would be appreciated. 


Write to: 


Airports|Oivision 

FAA New England Region 
12 NE Gxecutive Park 
Burlington, MA 01083 


i . eae se 


and 


MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley 

EOEA #10458 

100 Cambtidge Street, 20 Floor 
Boston, MA 02202. 


-- Written by Frank Gibson 
THE CAPE COD JOURNAL 
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Massachusetts Department of Eaviconmental Management 


FORESTS & P. 


Come Out And Piay! 


12B Parker Road, Osterville, MA 02855 - (508) 428-7000 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 141 
New England’s Economy Depends on Logan 
Frank Gibson and testimony 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Peak Period 
_ Pricing 


..there is no question that financial deterrents to limit 
_ access to Logan are not the answer to delays at Logan 
caused by weather. 


_ Comment noted. 


/ Runway 14/32 


: Runway 14/33 is not meant to increase the number of 
aircraft using Logan. It is simply to allow the aircraft 
currently using Logan to arrive and depart without delays. 


Letter 141: New England’s 


pends on Logan, Frank Gibson and testimony 


NEW ENGLAND GUATEMALAN ALLIANCE 
LETTER 142 


Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, Boston, MA 02202 
4/7/99 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


As an active member of Boston’s Hispanic community and president of the New England Guatemalan 
Alliance (a network of Guatemalan people and organizations established in 1995), I urge you to reject 


“conservation potential” (as required in MEPA regulations) of these alternatives on humans, nature and 
natural resources. Massport’s EIS shows two scenarios: “Logan with the runway” and “without the 1 4 ? : 2 
runway.” In the name of fairness, the EIS should explain the benefits of other alternatives. 


Most importantly, Massport’s EIS does not consider the devastating environmental impacts on the 
populations that will be most harmed by this runway - the majority of whom are inner city, 
lower-income and working class people - a significant proportion of whom are people of color. | 14? 3 


for inner city neighborhoods? Thank you. 
Lope s We Odea 


Ignacio W. Ochoa, President 
New England Guatemalan Alliance 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 142 
New England Guatemalan Alliance 
Ignacio W. Ochoa, President 


Response 
: ..Massport's EIS regarding runway 14/32 [should be _ Logan Airport flight delays, as measured by the FAA, did 
_ Assumptions/ » rejected] because it is biased, inadequate and uses out- decline between 1993 and 1997. Nevertheless, the same 
_ Methodologies | dated figures from 1993, when the 1998 data...clearly _ data show that Logan Airport was consistently ranked as one 
_ shows that delays at Logan have gone down significantly _of the nation’s most delayed airports throughout this period. 
» since 1992. _ In 1998, delayed flights at Logan Airport, as reported by the 


FAA increased by more than 30 percent and continued to 

_ increase in 2000. In 2000, Logan Airport was second most 
delayed in the United States for arrivals. This represents the 
worst rank in Logan Airport's history. 


There are three reasons for the decline in delays between 
1993 and 1997. First, in 1997, the number of hourly 
scheduled flights was less than Logan Airport’s normal 
operating capacity of 120 flights per hour, unlike 1993, when 
_ airlines scheduled flights well beyond Logan Airport's hourly 
_ capacity. Second, Logan Airport’s hourly demand profile is 
_ flatter than it was in 1993. Airlines are spreading scheduled 
__ flights throughout the day taking advantage of Logan Airport’s 
_ off-peak hours (e.g., 10 AM to 1 PM). Finally, airlines are 
_ carrying more passengers per flight. In fact, with roughly the 
_ same number of flights as in 1993, Logan Airport 
- accommodated over 3 million more passengers. One reason 
_ for this is that the regional carrier network serving New 
_ England is more efficient. In 1993, there were three regional 
_ carrier systems serving 2.1 million regional passengers at i 
_ Logan Airport. Since 1994, Logan Airport has been served by _ 
_ two regional airline systems (Business Express, now 
_ American Eagle, and US Airways Express). These carriers 
_ handled 2.2 million Logan Airport passengers in 1998. 


_ The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 
_ not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
- during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
_ to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 

_ calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

_ results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 

_ conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 

_ analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 

_ Logan Airport. 


142.2 Environmental [The DEIR does not satisfy MEPA because it does not «The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “..the 
| Review _ study a full range of alternatives. ] _ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
Process _ project adequately and properly complies with the 


_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 


_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code _Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response ee ; 

442.3 Environmental Impacts .Massport's EIS does not consider the devastating _ The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 
_ Justice : environmental impacts on the populations that will be _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 

i _ most harmed by this runway—the majority of whom are populations were defined in accordance with Federal 

_ inner city, lower-income and working class people—a _ Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the 


_ Significant proportion of whom are people of color. _ Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 

i _ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 
_ populations was expanded to include households at 
_ 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 
_ No high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 
_ and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
' associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an : 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and : 
_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

__ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 

_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 

_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

_ sound insulation. 


_ Adiscussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 
presented it in Section 6. 8 of | Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, _ 


142.4 | Environmental — Impacts Massachusetts needs long-term regional transportation Regional initiatives toi improve the efficiency of the 
_ Justice | planning that will equitably distribute airplane noise, air © _region’s inter-city transportation network have been studied 
i ; pollution and auto congestion throughout various areas of since 1989. Section 2.1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ the state, rather than supersaturate populations who _ summarizes relevant planning studies and their major 
_ already bear the lion's share of negative environmental conclusions. A regional transportation Strategy that includes 
_ impacts... _ the expansion of regional airports, the development of high- 


_ Speed rail, and the construction of Runway 14/32 and 

_ other infrastructure improvements at Logan Airport has 

_ evolved from these important studies. All the 

_ major improvements to the regional transportation system 

_ have been implemented except for improvements to 

_ Logan Airport's airfield. The regional airports have been 

_ experiencing tremendous growth in services and 

_ passenger traffic since 1996 and Amtrak introduced its 

_ high-speed Acela train service between Boston and 

_ New York in December 2000. Massport considers 

_ Logan Airport to be part of a regional system of airports that 

_ includes the T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 

_ Worcester Regional airports. Service development and 

_ increased passenger traffic at these airports are an important 
part of the region’s long-term strategy to accommodate : 

_ growth in air travel demand. While greater use of the regional 

_ airports and high-speed rail will provide relief to 

_ Logan Airport, the proposed Airside Project provides clear 
benefits at current, as well as future, traffic levels. The 

" benefits will only increase in the future, even as regional 

_ transportation developments act to reduce the rate of future 

rowth at Logan Airport. : 


Letter 142: New England Guatemalan Alliance, Ignacio W. Ochoa, President 


EOEA *oys. 


Protecting the Commons: 


econd-hand noise is part of a greater effort to protect that which is held in 


Our effort to control s 
common by the public from exploitation, abuse, and degradation. Other efforts to protect the 


well-being is enhanced when the commons is used to maximize Opportunities for everyone, and 
degraded when the commons is used to maximize profits or opportunities for a few, or to maximize 


Tealize what most of us learned on the school yard years ago: "that my right to swing my fist ends at 
your nose." Or, perhaps they do not recognize the soundness of our parallel claim "that my ri ght to 

I -" In any case, these People are acting as bullies, claiming rights and 
freedoms that are not theirs while degrading resources that are ours. 


second-hand smoke, elevated mercury levels, or ground level Ozone, the strategy is to protect the 
environment and our health and well-being by creating an ethic of the commons. 


of a public good. The commons should be used in as many non-competing, non-damaging ways as 
possible. Noise, like many other pollutants, precludes many enjoyable uses of the commons and is 
not a wise use of the commons: loud late night Parties, early morning garbage pick-up, or aircraft 


We are seeking to improve human well-being by establishing an ethic for the commons that allows 
for as m I 1 


Subject: Noise protection in communist Hong Kong 
From: "Ron Steinbach" <RonSteinbach@prodigy net> 
Date: 4/14/99 6:52 PM Pacific Daylight Time 
“essage-id: <7f3rd2$15ko$1 @newssw01-int.news. prodigy com> 


2 following excerpt is from the South China Moming Post, October 14, 
1998: 


Residents urge 11pm flight ban 


Noise from Ovemight flights has exceeded acceptable levels in 
Eastem District. . . 

Residents have Succeeded in getting flights rerouted from midnight 
until 7am starting from next Sunday, 

but now they want rerouting to start from 11 pm. 


Provisional Urban Councillor Wong Kwok-hing, who represents Eastem 
District, has been measuring 
noise from the flight path between 11pm and midnight. 


It was found that noise from eight planes flying over the Wharf 
Centre in North Point on Monday exceeded the 55 decibels recommended 
by the Environmental Protection Department. 


The average noise level was 66.3 decibels, with the highest level 
reaching 70.4, Mr Wong said. 


My question is why the communist goverment in Hong Kong appears to be more 1 43 | 
Sensitive to aircraft noise experienced by its citizens than the democratic 
Tment in the United States? 


Subj: Ky. Homeowners Flee Alrport Noise 
Date: 4/18/99 11:38:46 PM Pacific Daylight Time 
From: AOL News 

“SC: Mooptdo 


-Y- Homeowners Flee Airport Noise 
-¢ The Associated Press 
By STEVE BAILEY 


LOUISVILLE, Ky. (AP) — Pat Philpott has lived in the same home for more than three decades. Naturally, she felt anxious when 
She leamed she would have to move to make room for an airport's expansion. 


That was until she found out she could take everything with her. her Sofa, her television, her antique dresser — and all her 
neighbors. 


Mrs. Philpott, 58, is among nearly 300 homeowners in Minor Lane Heights who over the next Several years will pack up and move 
about 8 miles to the southeast. 


It's part of an ambitious relocation plan that will keep their tiny incorporated community of about 1,700 residents at the southem 
edge of suburban ‘Louisville from being dissolved, 


“This community does a lot of things together — Easter €gg hunts, senior citizen dinners, picnics and festivals," Minor Lane 
Heights Mayor Fred Williams said. “Why let go of all of that if you don't have to?" 


On one side of Mrs. Philpott's new home will be the family she's lived beside for nearly 30 years. On the other side will be a 
woman who's lived across the street for 26 years. Other current neighbors will be across the street. 


first, | didn't want to move, not at all," Mrs. Philpott said. “I've lived here a long time and raised my sons here and made some 
. friends. | didn't want to give-all that up." 


Neither did many other residents, who banded together to make sure long-standing relationships would not be razed in the same 
fashion as their homes. 


“We've lived here for 14 years and my parents live right next door," said 43-year-old Gerald Jackson, who along with his wife and 
two children will be among the first 50 families to have moved into their new homes by Thanksgiving. 


“Everybody here looks out for each other like family. | couldn't imagine relocating anywhere away from a lot of these people, 
especially my folks," he said. , 


A groundbreaking ceremony for the new community was held March 28, but the process began more than five years ago when 
Louisville Intemational Airport announced plans to Open two new runways. That Sparked outcries that the added noise would further 
burden thousands of already frazzled homeowners below the airport's flight path. 


“From about 10 p.m. to 7 am., the roar is Constant,” Williams said. “But it's not just the noise. The airport here has a great track 
record, but what goes up must come down. Eventually, there's going to be some kind of disaster." 


A solution was Proposed: a $285 million federal and state grant program to buy out more than 3,700 area Property owners so they 
could purchase homes in other locations. 


To those who had lived in Minor Lane Heights for years, however, that wasnt good enough. They told airport officials they would 
agree to move on the condition that residents could move together. 


*n this whole situation came up about five years ago, the phones were ringing off the hook with people asking, “Where am | 


going to go? and ‘What am | going to do," Williams said. 


“Someone Proposed the idea of moving together. Right away, people Started saying it couldn't be done. But our attitude was ‘Why 
* These days, you can do just about anything you want if you put your mind to it." 


‘me residents have taken the buyout money and moved elsewhere. But most, about 300 of 440 homeowners, have chosen ta 
relocate to the new city, called Heritage Creek. 
s 
“Everybody is tickled to death with this," said city Clerk Jan Skeeters.: “And the excitement really picked up when people started 
Picking their lots. Even though they just see their names on a colored dot ona layout board, it's become reality." 


The Federal Aviation Administration spends millions of dollars annually to help people living near airports cope with the unsettling 
problem of jet noise, Soundproofing some houses and buying and tearing down others. The budget for the program was $200 
million last year. 

In this situation, the agency and the airport each Chipped in $10 million to help purchase 287 acres of land at the new site. 


Residents will be able to Sell their property to the Program to buy land in the new community, where they will move into a home 
Comparable to the one they sold. 


About 350 houses will be built in the first phase of construction with more planned over the next several years. Williams said the 
three-bedroom, one-bath homes will average about 1,000 square feet, although residents will be allowed to Pay more for larger lots 
or amenities their current homes lack. 


The new city hall will be a 100-year-old building already on the Property, which officials plan to begin renovating as soon as the first 
residents move into their new homes. 


“A few people have asked me about the downside to this Situation," Skeeters said. “Other than the fact they've got a lot of fond 
memories in those old houses, what possible downside is there?" 
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Something in the air 


By Harvey Black 


the health of people who service jet aircraft 
could be harmed by aerosols of the fuel. At a meeting 
next week in San Antonio, Texas, researchers will 
describe animal studies suggesting that these aerosols 
damage the lungs and have subtle neurological effects, 


Most military and commercial jets use a kerosene-rich 
fuel called JP-8 or Jet A, which has always been 
considered safe. But scientists are now Starting to 
investigate the risks of breathing the aerosols of 
unburnt fuel that shoot into the air when an aircraft 

- Starts its engines, 


Mark Witten, a respiratory physiologist at the 
University of Arizona in Tucson, has exposed rodents 
to aerosols of JP-8 containing droplets between | -5 
and 1 ‘8 micrometres across--similar to those created 
by jet engines. 


Even a single, hour-long exposure to an aerosol 


of bronchial tubes, "This Will allow dust, pollen and 
other stuff in the lungs to set up a chronic 
inflammatory State," says Witten. 


Other researchers are studying the effects of repeated 
exposure to JP-8. Carol Baldwin of the University of 
Arizona exposed five rats to aerosols containing 1000 


and they said they seem to have more colds, more 
bronchitis, more chronic, coughs than the people not 
exposed to jet fuel," says Witten. 


At next week's meeting, sponsored by the US Air 
Force, the Environmental Protection Agency and the 
National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health, 
officials hope to lay down a plan for future 
epidemiological studies. 


"What we're trying to do is develop exposure 
standards for anyone who works around an aircraft," 
says Major Les Smith of the Brooks Air Force Base in 
San Antonio, who chairs an Air Force committee 
looking at the health and environmental effects of JP- 
8. 
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CORNELL UNIVERSITY NEWS 


Airport noise is harmful to the health and well-being of children and may cause 
lifelong problems, Cornell study shows 


8 


FOR RELEASE: March 4, 1998 
Contact: Susan S. Lang 

Office: (607) 255-3613 

email 


"This study is probabl 
harmful to humans," says Gary Evans, a professor of desi gn and environmental 
analysis in Cornell's College of Human Ecology. This is, he says, the first 
longitudinal Study of noise and human beings to look at the same group of 
individuals before and after noise pollution. 


Other studies have been Cross sectional, comparing people exposed to noise to 
well-matched controls who were not subjected to noise. Evans, an environmental 


crowding and air pollution) and his German and Swedish colleagues, Monika 
Bullinger and Staffan Hygge, respectively, reported their findings in the January 
issue of Psychological Science, published by the American Psychological 
Association. 


The researchers looked at 217 third- and fourth-grade children in rural areas 22 
miles from Munich, Germany, before and after the opening of a new airport. 


experienced no significant changes. Eighteen months after the airport opened, 
the children exposed to the chronic aircraft noise also reported a significant 
decline in their quality of life. 


"Although the increases in blood pressure were modest in the children living 


under the flight path, they may predict a greater likelihood of having higher 
blood pressure throughout adulthood," says Evans. There are indications, he says, 
that elevated blood pressure in childhood predicts higher blood pressure later in 
life. 


Boosts in stress hormones also are of concern because they indicate that noise 
induces physiological stress. These hormones are linked to adult illnesses, some 
of which are life-threatening, including high blood pressure, elevated lipids and 
cholesterol, heart disease and a reduction in the body's supply of disease-fighting 
immune cells, 


Evans' and his colleagues' new study adds powerful evidence to cross- sectional 
and animals studies which have shown higher stress levels in children and adults 
working and living in chronically noisy environments. 


The study was Supported, in pa 
Social Issues, the 
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Letter 143 
Noise Pollution Clearing House 


Comment Response 


[Why does Hong Kong have a lower allowable decibel The comment is unclear and difficult to interpret. Hong Kong's 
_ level (55) than Logan?] _ noise standards for its new Chek Lap Kok (CLK) Airport 
: utilize a totally different noise metric (the 
_ Noise Exposure Forecast (NEF)) than is used at airports in 
the United States, and the allowable level is not 55 dB. Also, 
_ itis the FAA, not Massport, that establishes guidelines for 
_ land use compatibility in the United States. It should not be 
_ Surprising that rule making agencies of two such widely 
' different countries and cultures have differing needs and 
_ objectives. 


Public Health 


The constant roar from jet aircraft can seriously affect the Massport has provided the City of Boston and public health — 
_ health and psychological well-being of children, according _ agencies with air quality and emissions data. 
_ to anew Cornell University study. : 


' In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health 

_ data, including mortality and morbidity from each 

_ neighborhood in Boston and cancer incidence data available 

_ from the Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These 
_ data indicated that causal relationships cannot be determined 
_ at this time. A review of the 1999 Report to the Mayor, Health — 
__ of Boston prepared by the Boston Public Health Commission 

_ leads to a similar conclusion. In addition, Massport has 

_ shared the results of the Soot Deposition Study with public 

_ health agencies and is cooperating with the Harvard School 

_ of Public Health on the South Boston Particle Source 

_ Apportionment Study. 


Information on public health issues is provided in Chapter 6 of - 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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FROM: |. John Maheny' - 


PHONE: 
Nuasira COC. PAX: 
Number of pages inctud'-3 eesighahast 121 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
144.1 Alternatives _ Runway 14/32 _...this is only a short-term band-aid so 
_ another five years we will have even fewer options 
: available to help solve the problems that will exist. 
(1442 Noise =——sImpacts.-—=———dt places an undue and unfair burden of noise pollution on 
: : _ areas already bearing too much of the burden for the 
entire state. 
“144.3 Altematives Runway 14/32 Massport can't be trusted in their promise that this 
: : _ [runway 14/32] will only be used to provide an alternate 
_ landing route to minimize delays, not to increase landings. 
1444 Ground == Accessto. —~- Logan and the area around it cannot handle any more 
_ Transportation _ Logan _ vehicular traffic. 


carr usta 
_ Improvements 


| are | 
_ Impacts : and ancillary facilities for shippers and the situation will 


» only get worse with the construction of a new runway. 


_ Implementation of the Preferred Alternative wo 
_ increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 

_ deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 

_ Massport’s plans to handle the ground access requirements 

- of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport — 
_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent 

_ Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 


_ There is inadequate space at Logan to provide storage 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 144 
Nuestra, CDC 
John Mahoney 


ased on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 


: 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. Ifno actions — 
_ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
» been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the | 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
» the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
- expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 

_ levels increas 
_ Projected chang 
_ shifts are consistent with the PRAS goals, which were studied 
_ and approved by the community when established. Activity 

_ increases over certain communities are offset by activity 

_ reductions over other severely impacted communities and by 


patterns and associated noise 


s in flig 


program to increase 


_ passenger demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of 

_ both organizations is to accommodate demand safely and 

_ efficiently. The recommended Airside Project is intended to 

~ enable Logan Airport to accommodate current and 

_ future aircraft activity with minimum delay. The construction of 
_ Runway 14/32 would significantly reduce delays associated 

_ with northwest wind conditions, but would not be expected to 

_ induce additional aircraft traffic or passenger activity at 


Logan Airport. 


Logan Airport’s real estate is admittedly less than the 4 


_ desirable size. Since the existing area cannot be expanded, 
_ Massport proposed the Airside Project and is investigating 

_ other redevelopments to maximize efficiency, including 

_ relocating non-essential facilities off-airport. Runway 14/32 

_ will be located on fill that was prepared for this purpose 25 
"years ago. The runway will not increase airfield capacity, but 
_ will dramatically reduce aircraft and passenger delays during 
_ northwest wind conditi 
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_ Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment _Response ant tne 
144, 6 = Regional | Regional [Improve] Worcester Airport...as a viable alternative. ~ Massport has a long-standing relationship with the 


| Transportation . Airports : | City of Worcester to aid Worcester Regional Airport in 
i : i ' reaching its full potential, thereby improving the efficiency of 

_ the New England air transportation network. Massport 
assumed operational control of the Worcester Regional 
_ Airport on January 15, 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Massport’s 
efforts to promote increased utilization of Worcester Regional 
_and the other regional airports. 


Pursue’ "peak-time" pricing to force corporate jets out as a ‘The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental : 
| cause of delays. _ DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a ; 
: _ demand management alternative at Logan Airport. The 
_ analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 
_ airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 
_ Capacity of the airport. See Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
_DEIS/FEIR. 


Develop Hanscom ai as an alternate for corporate jets. ‘The. Airside Project ‘Draft EISIEIR and the Supplemental - 
_ Transportation — Airports i _ DEIS/FEIR specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
: : _ inthe analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
"serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
_ already accommodates a significant number of 
aircraft operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The 
_ Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, charter, 
_ and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 
_ Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was 
_ filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began 
_ commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 
_ limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets — 
» Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, 
_ Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is : 
also conducting operations between Hanscom and : 
_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established policy (60-seat regulation), it believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a 
- major general aviation reliever, and that its 
_ geographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional and 
_ Manchester airports will prevent its development as a 
significant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 
_ serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a i 
_ significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 
_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 
_ passengers on Logan Airport’s commuter flights connect to 
_ other Logan Airport flights. However, any new commercial 
_ service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field shall be 
_ reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), 
_ its Annual Updates, and applicable regulatory limitations, and 
_ shall be considered by the Hanscom Field i 
_ Advisory Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field. 
_ The environmental impacts of commercial services at 
_ Hanscom Field are summarized from the HGEIR and appear 
_ in Appendix B 


4447 Alternatives 
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_ Transportation Airports 


Comment 


| Green. 


- Further pursue Manchester and Warwick as alternatives. 
_ This would include establishing train service to T.F. 
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Response 


Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airparts that 
includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 


_ development and increased passenger traffic at these 

_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 

| strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and full use of other options, including 

' high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 


Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
analysis supports the conclusion greater use of the regional 


_ airports will provide passengers within the service area of 

_ Such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 
_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 

_ remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 

_ will not eliminate the need for airside projects at Logan 

» Airport 


Pitor LETTER 145 
Block 


N eighborhood : Pilot Block Neighborhood Assoc. 
. 93 Pembroke St. 
Association Boston, MA 02118 


April 9, 1999 


The Honorable Argeo Paul Cellucci 
Governor Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
State House - Rm 360 

Boston, MA 02133 


Dear Governor Cellucci: 


Stop gap measure that will help, at most, for five years and will place an increased burden on 

local communities. There are several options already in existence, Hanscom field (already 
underutilized), Worcester (which could be connected by a high speed rail line), and Ft. Devens. 1454 
Not only would these airports decrease traffic and delays at Logan, but they could lighten the 

traffic on some of the most congested highways in Boston and give much easier access to air 


Increasing air traffic at Logan is not good for business. Nobody wants to be in a city with so 1455 
much airplane noise that you can’t carry on a conversation. Nobody wants to endure the traffic 
congestion on the Central Artery and the lack of infrastructure to support increased air traffic. 

Nobody wants an unhealthy city, and the areas affected by the airport have elevated 

levels of respiratory problems and cancer. These need to be studied further. We shall urge the 145.6 
office of environmental affairs to do careful studies of these health risks, 


We can develop this city in ways that don’t sacrifice our quality of life, if we are ready to put the 
thought and committment into this goal. We need to have a Massport that makes good on its 
past commitments and that involves the communities it serves, not one that goes off and does 


its own thing regardless. 


Please reconsider your position. Pilot Block Neighborhood Association voted unanimously to 
oppose the new runway 14/32. 


Yours truly, 


Cynthia J. Steil 
President Pilot Block Neighborhood Assoc. 
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Letter 145 
Pilot Block Neighborhood Association 
Cynthia J. Steil, President 


Topic 2 


_ Runway 14/32 


Comment 


: ease in noise in 
_ the last year and the new runway will only make this 
_ worse. 


| With 57% of Logan's passengers coming from outside 
_ Rte. 128, we need to develop another airport to take the 
» overload from Logan. 


| aoe | en Be 
_ Transportation —_ Airports 


145.2 


» the future, not settle for a stop gap measure that will help, 
: at most, for five years and will place an increased burden 
_ on local communities. 


9 
_ Transportation — 


_ Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 
_ Substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 

_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these : 
_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


Refer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 


...We need to develop a regional plan that will take us into 


Response 


DEIS/FEIR. 
major airport is not a solution to the current delay 


and congestion problems at Logan Airport. 


ogan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 


_ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 

_ Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 

_ development and increased passenger traffic at these 

_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 

_ strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and full use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 
_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This : 
_ analysis supports the conclusion greater use of the regional 
_ airports will provide passengers within the service area of 

_ such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 
_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 

- remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 

- will not eliminate the need for airside projects at Logan 
Airport. 


_ While regional alternatives will relieve traffic growth pressures 
_ at Logan Airport, the proposed airside improvements are 

_ necessary and provide clear benefits at current traffic levels. 
_ These benefits will only increase in the future, even as 

_ developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail 

_ Services act to reduce the rate of future growth at 

_ Logan Airport. 
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.Hanscom field... Worcester... and Ft. Devens. | The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental : 
_ ».decrease traffic and delays at Logan... [and] they could += DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
| lighten the traffic on some of the most congested _ in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which | 
' highways in Boston and give much easier access to air. -—_—_ serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
» transportation to many of the 57% who live out side 128. already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 

: _ operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
- activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 

_ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

_ newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

_ services to short-haul regional markets - Trenton, Buffalo, 

_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued) 
» and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 

_ operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

| commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 

_ aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
» commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

_ passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 

_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 

_ passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

- commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

_ (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 
_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

_ Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 

__ of Hanscom Field. 


_ Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 

_ City of Worcester to aggressively market the ; 

_ Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 

_ involvement with the Worcester Regional Airport by assuming _ 

_ operational responsibility of the airport on January 15,2000. 

_ By its agreement with the City of Worcester, Massport could 

_ assume ownership of the Worcester Regional Airport by 

_ 2005. On February 1, 2000, Delta Connection began serving 
Worcester Regional Airport with two daily nonstop roundtrip 

flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta. On July 6, 2000, 

_ American Eagle began service to New York JFK Airport with 

_ three daily nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. 

_ Massport is in ongoing discussions with other carriers 

_ regarding potential new services at Worcester Regional 

_ Airport. In addition, MassHighway is analyzing alternative 

_ highway routes that would improve surface access from 1-90 

» and 1-290 to the Worcester Regional Airport and filed an ENF 

_ in December 19991999 and is in the process of preparing a 

_ Draft EIS/EIR, which is expected to be filed in October 2001. 


145.5 Purpose and __ Delay _ Increasing air traffic at Logan is not good for business. _ Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 
: Need ' Nobody wants to be in a city with so much airplane noise _ increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 
_ that you can’t carry ona conversation. Nobody wants to _ deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 
" endure the traffic congestion on the Central Artery and the — Massport’s plans to handle the ground access requirements 
» lack of infrastructure to support increased air traffic. __ of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
; _ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent : 
_ Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 


_ Transportation Airport 
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_ Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment _Response 


146. 6 | Public Health — Effects tthe areas affected by the airport have elevated levels of _ Massport has p provided the City of Boston and public health — 
: i _ respiratory problems and cancer. These need to be _ agencies with air quality and emissions data. 
_ studied further. We shall urge the office of environmental 
_ affairs to do careful studies of these health risks. 


_ In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health 

_ data, including mortality and morbidity from each 

_ neighborhood in Boston and cancer incidence data available 
_ from the Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These 
_ data indicated that causal relationships cannot be determined _ 
at this time. A review of the 1999 Report fo the Mayor, Health — 
__ of Boston prepared by the Boston Public Health Commission 
_ leads to a similar conclusion. In addition, Massport has 

_ shared the results of the Soot Deposition Study with public 
"health agencies and is cooperating with the Harvard School 
_ of Public Health on the South Boston Particle Source 

_ Apportionment Study. 


_ Information on public health issues is provided in Chapter 6 of 


Letter 145: Pilot Block Neighborhood Association, Cynthia J. Steil, President 


LETTER 148 
PRI 


Automation 


April 7, 1999 


PRI Automation, Inc., headquartered in Billerica, Massachusetts, is a leading global 
supplier of advanced factory automation systems and wafer-handling solutions that 
enhance the competitiveness of semiconductor manufacturers and OEM equipment 
suppliers. PRI is a member of The Massachusetts High Technology Council, Inc. 


PRI Automation, Inc. has been in Massachusetts since it was originally founded in 1982 
and currently employs over 500 Massachusetts residents out of a total of 1200 worldwide. 
We are a global company with a customer revenue base and operations at numerous 
locations in the U.S., Europe and Asia. 


PRI spends on average $2.3 million in airfare traveling throughout the United States, 
Canada, Asia and Europe, installing and servicing customers’ equipment and traveling 
between our facilities in California, Toronto, Europe and Asia. PRI’s travel has increased 
at a rate of 20% annually and is expected to continue at that rate. 


PRI employees take 2100 trips per year, most on short notice, leaving at all times of the 
day and night. In our business it is vital to meet the customers’ demands all of which 
include arriving on time for sales meetings, and installing and servicing the equipment 
when the customer needs us there. Arriving too late could mean the loss of a potential 
contract. Efficiency is critical to our economic competitiveness. As PRI continues to 
strive for global presence, access to customers around the country and around the world is 
becoming increasingly important in order to remain a contender. 


Delays at Logan Airport have been a constant loss to PRI in business time, and labor and 
travel costs as well as frustration to PRI travelers and inconvenience to customers visiting | 46.1 
PRI headquarters. The proposed runway will alleviate the aircraft arrival and departure 

delay problem at Logan. Alternative airports will reduce congestion at Logan but not the 

delays, which will continue as a result of any wind related problem. New England 

weather is bad enough without adding wind direction to the list of delaying factors. 


Another concern of PRI’s is our employee’s safety. The proposed changes will lower 
approach minimums for Logan’s remaining four runways to industry standards. The 
lower minimums will give the pilots more time to decide whether to abort a landing. 
Reduced minimums will enhance safety and ease delays while giving air traffic 
controllers a choice of runways under poor weather conditions. 


€ Automation 
PRI employees have Supported the use of regional airports such as Providence and 
Manchester but those airports do not meet the needs of all PRI travelers, nor do these { 4 6 9 


increased ticket prices by 7%, Preventable delays at Logan will only impact negatively 
on ticket prices. For an airline, time on the ground is money lost. 


While remaining sympathetic to the needs of the neighboring towns of Logan Airport, | 46 3 
PRI Automation, Inc. Supports the proposed “delay-reduction runway” plan. The plan is ' 
a reasonable solution that will help the airport operate closer to its full potential while 

balancing the interests of the surrounding communities. 


Sincerely, 
Wnnay Sb 
Wendy eters 


Travel Manager 


PRI Automation, Inc. 
805 Middlesex Turnpike 
Billerica, MA 0182] 
(978) 670-4270 
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Letter 146 
PRI Automation 
Wendy Peters, Travel Manager 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


elays at Logan Airp 
in business time, and labor and travel costs as well as 
frustration to PRI travelers and inconvenience to 
customers visiting PRI headquarters. 


| Purpose and Delay 
_ Need : 


Regional Regional _ PRI employees have supported the use of regional 
_ Transportation Airports | airports such as Providence and Manchester but those 
airports do not meet the needs of all PRI travelers, nor do 
_ these regional airports meet the needs of our customer 
_ base who are worldwide. Traveling from Manchester and 
_ Providence is often more expensive, requires connections 
_ and flight options are insufficient. We support the use of 
_ these alternative airports but Logan will continue to be our 
_ major airport. 


- Comment noted. 


aan Tae aaa Rimi ae ee en eae 
| neighboring towns of Logan Airport, PRI Automation, Inc. 


supports the proposed “delay-reduction runway” plan. 


Provincetown Business Guild 
P.O. Box 421-94 


115 Bradford Street LETTER 147 
Provincetown, MA 02657 - 
(508) 487-2313 
22 April, 1999 


BY OVERNIGHT MAIL 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn. MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20th Floor 

Boston, MA 022025 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Attached please find a petition is support of runway 14/32 and in 
opposition to the establishment of peak period pricing at Logan Airport. 
This petition was circulated at the Provincetown Business Guild meeting 
held on April 14, 1999 and signed by every member present. In addition 
many non Provincetown Business Guild members have have sought me out to 
sign the petition. 


Sincerely yours, 


e 


Gary einhardt, President 
Provincetown Business Guild 


cc:. John C. Silva 

Manager Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Senator Henri Rauchenbach 
State House Room 315 
Boston, MA 02133-0154 


State Representative Shirley Gomes 
State House Room 156 
Boston, MA 02133-1056 


Hon. William Delahunt 
146 Main Street 
Hyannis, MA 02601 


4474 


Petition in Support of Runway 14/32 and in 
Opposition to Increased Peak Period Pricing 


Whereas, Provincetown relies on air service between Boston and 
Provincetown for (a) service for medical needs: (b) convenient air travel for 


Whereas, proposed runway 14/32 for small aircraft will increase efficiency 
and safety at Logan Airport without increasing either noise or air pollution 


Whereas, increased peak period pricing will make it economically 
impossible to continue the Boston/Provincetown route to the detriment of 
Provinctown’s safety and economy, 

WE THE UNDERSIGNED, Support the development of runway 14/32 and 
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Petition in Support of Runway 14/32 and in 
Opposition to Increased Peak Period Pricing 


Whereas, Provincetown relies on air service between Boston and 
Provincetown for (a) service for medical needs: (b) convenient air travel for 
tourists visiting Provincetown where tourism is the primary industry; and 
(c) year round transportation for many Provincetown and lower cape 
residents whose businesses are based in Provincetown with clients and 
customers located elsewhere in the country or abroad: and 
Whereas, proposed runway 14/32 for small aircraft will increase efficiency 
and safety at Logan Airport without increasing either noise or air pollution 
over any Boston neighborhoods: and 
Whereas, increased peak period pricing will make it economically 
impossible to continue the Boston/Provincetown route to the detriment of 
Provinctown’s safety and economy, 
WE THE UNDERSIGNED, support the development of runway 14/32 and 
oppose any increase in peak period pricing. 
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Petition in Support of Runway 14/32 and in. 
Opposition to Increased Peak Period Pricing 


Whereas, Provincetown relies on air service between Boston and 
Provincetown for (a) service for medical needs: (b) convenient air travel for 
tourists visiting Provincetown where tourism is the primary industry: and 
(c) year round transportation for many Provincetown and lower cape 
residents whose businesses are based in Provincetown with clients and 
customers located elsewhere in the country or abroad: and 
Whereas, proposed runway 14/32 for small aircraft will increase efficiency 
and safety at Logan Airport without increasing either noise or air pollution 
over any Boston neighborhoods: and 
Whereas, increased peak period pricing will make it economically 
impossible to continue the Boston/Provincetown route to the detriment of 
Provinctown's safety and economy, . 
WE THE UNDERSIGNED, support the development of runway 14/32 and | 
oppose any increase in peak period pricing. 

Name Address 
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Petition in Support of Runway 14/32 and in 
Opposition to Increased Peak Period Pricing 


.Whereas, Provincetown relies on air service between Boston and 
Provincetown for (a) service for medical needs: (b) convenient air travel for 
tourists visiting Provincetown where tourism is the primary industry: and 
(c) year round transportation for many Provincetown and lower cape 
residents whose businesses are based in Provincetown with clients and 
customers located elsewhere in the country or abroad: and 

Whereas, proposed runway 14/32 for small aircraft will increase efficiency 
and safety at Logan Airport without increasing either noise or air pollution 
over any Boston neighborhoods: and 

Whereas, increased peak period pricing will make it economically 
impossible to continue the Boston/Provincetown route to the detriment of 
Provinctown's safety and economy, 

WE THE UNDERSIGNED, support the development of runway 14/32 and | 
oppose any increase in peak period pricing. 

Name Addres « 

. : 3 C. ee 


Petition in Support of Runway 14/32 and in 
Opposition to Increased Peak Period Pricing 


Whereas, Provincetown relies on air service between Boston and 
Provincetown for (a) service for medical needs: (b) convenient air travel for 
tourists visiting Provincetown where tourism is the primary industry: and 
(c) year round transportation for many Provincetown and lower cape 
residents whose businesses are based in Provincetown with clients and 
customers located elsewhere in the country or abroad: and 

Whereas, proposed runway 14/32 for small aircraft will increase efficiency 
and safety at Logan Airport without increasing either noise or air pollution 
over any Boston neighborhoods: and 

Whereas, increased peak period pricing will make it economically 
impossible to continue the Boston/Provincetown route to the detriment of 
Provinctown's safety and economy, 

WE THE UNDERSIGNED, support the development of runway 14/32 and 


oppose any increase-in peak period pricing. 
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Letter 147 
Provincetown Business Guild 
Gary Reinhart, President 


Response 


Provincetown Business Guild supports the ‘ection 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
| construction of proposed Runway 14/32 and strongly _ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
_ urges you to prevent the implementation of peak period —_ services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 


_ pricing at Logan now and at any time in the future. _ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 

i _ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 
_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
' associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of : 
"air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
_ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay 
_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 

' Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 

well as other small communities in New England. 


Provincetown AIDS Support Group 
96 Bradford Street 
Provincetown, MA 02657 
(508) 487-9445 LETTER 148 


22 April, 1999 
BY OVERNIGHT MAIL 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn. MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20th Floor 

Boston, MA 022025 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 148 | 


The Provincetown AIDS Support Group wishes to express its support 
of runway 14/32 and opposition to the establishment of peak period pricing 
at Logan Airport. 


_ The Provincetown AIDS Support Group has over 260 clients, 
many of whom depend on Cape Air for fast transportation to Boston Medical 
services. We oppose peak pricing because it would end year round air 148.2 
Service to Provincetown and the region. It is a vital link to Boston providing 
air service in the case of medical emergencies. There is no substitute 
service available to our clients. 


The Provincetown AIDS Support Group supports the construction of 
proposed runway 14/32 and strongly urges you to prevent the 
implementation of peak period pricing at Logan now and at any time in the 
future. It is time to permanently shelve this idea that will have such a 


Sincerely yours, 


Gary Reinhardt, President 
Board of Directors, PASG 


cc:. John C. Silva 

Manager Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Senator Henri Rauchenbach 
State House Room 315 
Boston, MA 02133-0154 


State Representative Shirley Gomes 
State House Room 156 
Boston, MA 02133-1056 


Hon. William Delahunt 
146 Main Street 
Hyannis, MA 02601 
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Letter 148 
Provincetown AIDS Support Group 
Gary Reinhart, President 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


General 
Support 
Alternatives 


The Provincetown AIDS Support Group w 
its support of Runway 1 


ection 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

_ analysis of a PPP Exemption Program designed to protect 
_ services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
: (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport : 
_ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption 

_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 

_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
_ air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak : 
_ period surcharge without a material impact on the delay : 
_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 

_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as : 
_ well as other small communities in New England. 


Peak Period _ We oppose peak pricing 
_ Pricing _ air service to Provincetown and the region. 


LETTER 149 


oad e 
- - A-D-S Ventures, Inc. 4540 Monument Street 
4 ° . « Concord, MA 01742-5303 
Tel 978-319-1920 


Fax 978.369.1983 


E-mail: chuta@ix.netcom. com 


Jay Wickersham 

Director 

MEPA Unit 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Apnil 22, 1999 


Jay: 


Please find enclosed, several suggestions for Logan mitigation as put forward by Save 
Our Heritage. I have, as we discussed Jate last month, forwarded a copy of the 
suggestions onto Chuck Anastas for his information. Please do not hesitate t6 contact me 
if you have any questions. : 


Sincerely, 


Chester G. Atkins 
Director 
ADS Ventures 


cc: Chuck Anastas 


Mitigation Strategies for Logan as Proposed by Save Our Heritage —a community group 


The most challenging and Pressing issue facing Massport with regards to Logan airport is 

the issue of noise pollution. Indeed, this is an issue that effects any community in the 

county that “hosts” an airport. In order to address this issue, Massport should begin the 1 49 | 
FAR Part 161 process. Under the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990, thisisthe ~ : 
only formal way an airport operator can legally restrict airport noise. If a FAR Part 16{ 

Proposal for Logan were to be accepted by the FAA, this would allow for noise 

surcharges, limitation on numbers of operations, limitation on the ultimate size of the 

airport, or special flight procedures. Unfortunately, no airport has ever had a Part 16] 

Proposal accepted by the FAA. In fact, the FAA has made it clear that they do not intend 

to accept a Part 161 proposal, However, this is really the only binding way to control 

Logan growth. Through coordinate and combined energy of the community, the state 

and legisfators, there may even be the possibility of establishing breakthrough and 

instigating change at the national level, 


An Airport noise taskforce under the direction of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs 1 49) 
should be created. The mission of the taskforce should be as follows: 


1) Review all current Massachusetts environmental regulations with Tespect to noise 
2) Review the work of other states and countries in the area of airport noise regulation 
3) Propose state standards for measurement of noise and noise impact 

4) Develop and propose a section in the MEPA regulations related to noise 

5) Make recommendations defining the objectives of any Logan FAR Part 161 Proces:: 
6) Make recommendations on the content of the noise discussions in the next Logan 
GEIR 


The task force would consist of recognized noise experts from both the public and private 
sectors who are recognized for their objectivity. Additionally, to gain the support and 
confidence of the citizens the task force should include community activists. 


Massport should work with the state to develop a strategy to move traffic from the air to 1 4g 3 
other forms of transportation and truly build a regional, intermodal system. In particuiar, : 
the new high-speed rail System offers an excellent opportunity for Massport. Massport 

could: 


1) Subsidizing and or build parking for rail stations 
2) Advertise in support of high speed rail 


3) Facilitate access to rail stations through other forms of public transportation 

4) Place a surcharge on air operations that offer service to areas serviced by high speed 
rail. This would encourage the use of rail over the use of air for short haul trips and cui 
down on the amount of traffic in and out of Logan. 

The Governor should set a timetable of 10 years for a "balanced airport noise trade" with 49.4 
our adjacent states and direct Massport to accomplish this, A study of people who come , 
to Logan from New slampshire and Rhode Island will show that Logan is still carrying a 
Significant and disproportionate load of out-of-state passengers. A regional program 
should be developed so that each state is Carrying its share of the aviation traffic load. 
Massachusetts should not be a "net importer" of aviation noise pollution, as it has beep 
for the past 20 plus years. This corresponds to a very real and meaningful shift of the . 
noise burden. Although this could be built into a mitigation plan for Logan and proposed 
by Massport in the EIR, it would bea great opportunity for the Governor to show that the 
state understands citizens’ concems and is prepared to demonstrate leadership on this 


issue, 


Massport and the state should Support and facilitate the Rt. 3 North construction project. | 49 A 
Rt 3 North congestion is the primary barrier to the use the Manchester Airport. New : 
Hampshire has made improvements on its section of Rt. 3. If the Massachusetts section 

of Rt. 3 were improved and the New Hampshire tolls removed Manchester would become 

a dependable and preferred option for many travelers. The use of Manchester for 

commuter flights by Massachusetts’s travelers could offset the use of Logan for 

international and long-range flights by New Hampshire travelers. 


Massport should use whatever legal techniques are available to ensure that quieter aircraft | 496 
use Logan. If possible, carriers should be discouraged from using Stage 2 aircraft that 

have been "hushkitted" to Stage 3. These aircraft are much louder than true Stage 3 

aircraft, This will be challenging, such "discrimination" is prohibited by Federal 

regulation. However, there May be creative ways for Massport to “encourage" operators 

to not use hushkitted aircraft. It is interesting to note that currently the European Unicn 

is working to ban the use of husbkitted aircraft in European airports. 


Massport require the publication of the names of users of hushkitted aircraft, other loud 1 4 q 7 
aircraft, or late night operations. Additionally, a public monthly report of number of : 
infractions by carrier should be published. These reports should explain the extra noise 

impact of these operations. This would allow the public to put pressure on the operators. 

However, Massport is under extreme Pressure not to do this by the operators. This is an 

issue of disclosure, which could fal] under the auspices of MEPA, and the Office of 


Environmental Affairs. MEPA and OEA could require that this be done as part of the . 
acceptance of the EIR. In this way, the communities could vent their frustration to the : 
appropriate parities, the worst offenders, This could have a very real effect on the 
behavior of the operators, and it would also circumnavigate FAA regulations. The 
communities could focus on the operators instead of on Massport and effect change 


through market pressure. 


Massport, the Governor, and the Secretary of Environmental Affairs should put ina 
formal request, in the form of an open letter, to the FAA regarding the proposed Stage 4 
program for the next generation of quieter aircraft. This letter should explain that 
communities can no longer accept the noise of airports and the forecasted growth of 


airports can not go forward without Stage 4 mitigation. A timetable for the development 
and deployment of Stage 4 aircraft by the airline industry should be demanded. 


Today, local officials are seen as attempting to protect citizens from airport noise. The 
State, rightly or wrongly, is viewed as a creator of airport noise. The Governor and the 
Secretary of Environmental affairs need to establish a position of leadership on the issue 
of protection from noise. This can and should be done through both the EIR process and 
through unilateral leadership initiatives from the Govemor and the Secretary. 


Save Our Heritage 


149.8 


A.D.S. VENTURES, INC. 


FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET 


= 
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ay Wickersham Chet Atkins eee 
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A 4/22/99 tet 
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NOTES/COMMENTS: 
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Letter 149 
Save our Heritage 


c/o ADS Ventures, Inc. 
Chester G. Atkins 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


- 149.1 | Environmental = FAA/NEPA : Massport should begin the FAR Part 161 process. Under = Massport prefers to exhaust all available measures on a : 
_ Review _ the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990, this is the only _ voluntary basis rather than embark on a FAR Part 161 Study. 
| Process _ formal way an airport operator can legally restrict airport ~~. To date no commercial airport has been able to get FAA 
i ' noise. | approval for a noise rule under the provisions of the 


: egulation. 
_ 149.2 Environmental _ An Airport noise taskforce under the direction of the _ There was an extensive public participation and review 
_ Review _ Secretary of Environmental Affairs should be created. _ process during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft 
_ Process _ EIS/EIR. Public comments were received on the ENF after it 
: _ was filed during the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, 
_ several public scoping sessions were held to provide 
_ community input to the subsequent state and federal scopes 
_ for the project. To assure that the Airside analysis was 
_ conducted with awareness and input from all concerned 
_ parties, the Massport Board established the Airside Review __ 
_ Committee (ARC), which consists of the Community Advisory 
_ Committee (with representatives from 24 communities 
_ surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 
_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 
_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 
_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 
_ CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 
_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
_ Logan Airport's neighboring commurities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
_ an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 
- comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the 
_ FAA held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
» input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 
_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 
_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 
_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
_ industry experts. 
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Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment 


— 149.3 _ Passenger Rail _ Massport should work with the state to develop a strategy 
| Transportation | _ to move traffic from the air to other forms of transportation 
i _ and truly build a regional, interrmodal system. In 

_ particular, the new high-speed rail system offers an 


_ excellent opportunity for Massport. 


Regional 
| Transportation 


Regional 
| Airports 


The Governor should set a timetable of 10 years for a 


_ direct Massport to accomplish this. A regional program 
_ should be developed so that each state is carrying its 

_ share of the aviation traffic load. Massachusetts should 
_ not be a “net importer’ of aviation noise pollution, as it 
has been for the past 20 plus years. 


ae ae 
Airports 


ce 


_ Massport and the state should support and facilitate the 
» Transportation 


_ Rt. 3 North construction project [because] Rt. 3 North 
_ congestion is the primary barrier to the use the 


assport should use whatever legal techniques are : 
_ available to ensure that quieter aircraft use Logan. If 


_ Aircraft 


2 aircraft that have been “hushkitted” to Stage 3. 


Environmental 
_ Review 
_ Process 


» 149.7 _ MEPA 
/ _ of users of hushkitted aircraft, other loud aircraft, or late 

' night operations. Additionally, a public monthly report of 

_ number infractions by carrier should be published. These 
| reports should explain the extra noise impact of these 


operations. 


~~ Hushkitted 
_ Aircraft 


_ Environmental Affairs should put in a formal request, in 
_ the form of an open letter, to the FAA regarding the 
| proposed Stage 4 program for the next generation of 

| quieter aircraft. 


Letter 149: Save our Heritage, c/o ADS Ventures, Inc., Chester G. Atkins 


_ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 

_ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 

_ Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 

_ development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 

_ Strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and full use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 

_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
_ analysis supports the conclusion greater use of the regional 
- airports will provide passengers within the service area of 

_ such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 
_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 

_ remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 
will not eliminate the need for airside projects at Logan 


_ “balanced airport noise trade” with our adjacent states and 


_ possible, carriers should be discouraged from using Stage 


[MEPA should require] Masspor {to publish]... the names Referto response to Comment 149.6. 


Massport, the Governor, and the Secretary of -—=—_—Refer to response to Comment 149.6. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Airport. 


This is a matter for the United States Congress and individual | 


state legislatures. 


Comment noted. 


_ Massport commits to begin discussions with the FAA with the 
_ goal of instituting restrictions, either locally or nationally,on 
_ the use of hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft at Logan Airport. 


LETTER 150 


The Seaport Alliance for a Neighborhood Design (SAND) 
300 Summer Street Boston MA 02210 617-423-4299 


www. bostonseaport.com 


April 22, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge St. 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


Re: EIS/EIR #10458 — Logan Airside Improvements 
Dear Secretary: 


The Seaport Alliance for a Neighborhood Design is a community group based 
in the Fort Point Channel neighborhood of South Boston. Our members, 
including many Boston-area residents and business owners, have advocated for 
the planning of a “neighborhood” in the South Boston Seaport District. A 
chronicle of this effort is documented on our website at 
www.bostonseaport.com. 


We are addressing the Massport EIR for Logan Airside Improvements (#10458) 
by discussing the long-term impacts of Logan expansion on the South Boston 
' waterfront — an area slated to emerge as a wonderfully vibrant neighborhood 
over the next 30 years. The South Boston waterfront is geographically the most 
severely impacted area — a future pedestrian friendly environment now 
imperiled by the Proposed tripling in capacity of Logan Runway 27. 


South Boston Seaport District — A Gem in the path of Runway 27 { 50 { 


Surprisingly, economic and environmental impacts on the South Boston 
Seaport District have not been presented by Massport. This tract of land, 


Redevelopment Authority’s recently published Public Realm Plan to emerge as 
a dense urban residential and commercial neighborhood over the next 3() 
years. Outdoor elements of the waterfront plan already under way include 
harborwalk, harbortrail (bike path), a Fan Pier outdoor skating rink, tidal 
pool and many harbor-based leisure activities. The Fan Pier buildout alone is 
projected at $20 billion — much of it made possible by public investment in 
infrastructure. 
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Taxpayers have invested $4 billion into Seaport District infrastructure and $4 
billion into harbor cleanup, and should expect a long-term return on these 


with the City of Boston, the BRA, City Council, community leaders, the MBTA, 

the BTD, landowners, developers, towards achievingt a successful master plan (cont.) 
for the South Boston waterfront. At none of the hundreds of planning 

meetings attended by SAND core members — even with Massport, was a 

mention or consideration of an increase in flights departing from Runway 27, 


Most unfortunately, the South Boston Seaport District is not yet inhabited by 


runway 27 to 56,000 departures per year. We at SAND remain vigilant on behalf 
of our future neighbors. 


benefit of conventioneers) has not been studied by the MCCA, nor do we 
€XPECt pedestrian impacts to be provided your office in their comments on this 
EIS/EIR.  * 


SAND continues to stress that the success of the South Boston Seaport District 
will be in its ability to evolve as a mixed-use district for living and working — 
not asa pedestrian-unfriendly environment with planes roaring 500 - 600 feet 
overhead. Massport — an agency that has squandered land-banking 
Opportunities within its own Seaport District-based Marine Industrial Park for 
the sake of short-term revenue generation, is seemingly incognizant of the 
economic opportunities to benefit Massachusetts over decades to come. 


Massport’s systematic expansion of Logan Airport 


overburdened its runways. Massport’s modus operandi for expansion has been 
to seek approval at a stated Capacity, continue to exceed the Capacity to a 
breaking point and then to State a new objective to alleviate its problems. 


In fact, delays have worsened due to Massport’s unwillingness to balance 
supply and demand for air travel. If passengers were able to fly for free, would 
Massport be expecting its airports to continue to meet demand? 


We would Suggest that delays would be reduced, now and in the future, by 150.4 
regulating supply and demand for air travel. Business and leisure travel has 


Although Massport is well aware of our community group (based in South 150 A 


Flights pass over the Fort Point Channel neighborhood along A Street at 150.6 
altitudes of approximately 500-800 feet, yet no decibel or emissions testung has 
been performed in the Fort Point Channel area. 
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Massport’s Concerted Campaign of Obfuscation 


Massport’s EIR and public relations campaign have been devoid of relevant 
information for the layperson to assess impact. 


Massport has Portrayed this EIR as 
1) a delay reduction program 
2) a plan to move air traffic over the harbor with a unidirectional 


runway 150.7 


3) an economic necessity for Massachusetts 


None of these portrayals are entirely truthful or substantiated by the EIR/EIS. 
Considering the potential for increased capacity at Logan with an additional 


Although we accept that expansion at Logan would have a positive impact on 
the Massachusetts economy, we do not believe the positive benefit of this 


We at SAND expect a thorough economic assessment before we accept 
claims regarding substantial benefit. 


As further evidence of Massport’s attempt to obfuscate, the agency accepted 

and used the skewed results of a poll conducted by a business group to 

demonstrate an “invisible army” of support. In fact, questions offered by the 
telemarketing firm regarding the Logan proposal were misleading and 

directed towards supporting the plan. 150.9 


We ask the EOEA to either consider the actual questions asked by these 
telemarketers, or to discard Massport’s use of biased polls and studies. 
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In conclusion, SAND would suggest that Massport EIS/EIR 10458 is short- 
sighted, permanently retarding the progress of one of Boston’s most notable 
long-term planning accomplishments — the South Boston Seaport District. 
This urban waterfront will evolve over many decades rather than in one or two 
business cycles, and the EOEA should join with SAND in appreciation of it — 
protecting an environment today that generations will enjoy tomorrow. 


WoL 


Steve Hollinger 
on behalf of: 
The Seaport Alliance for a Neighborhood Design (SAND) 


Best re 
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Letter 150 

The Seaport Alliance for a 
Neighborhood Design(SAND) 
Steve Hollinger 


Comment Response 


_ The South Boston waterfront is geographically the most Winthrop is actually the most severely affected by high noise 
_ severely impacted area...[T]he tens of thousands of _ exposure levels, now and in the future regardless of which 

| residents, workers and pedestrians projected inthe BRA _ alternative is implemented. However, the Preferred 

_ Master Planfare]...those most adversely affected by the  _Altemative will provide some noise benefit to Winthrop, as 

_ tripling of capacity of Runway 27 to 56,000 departures per __well as to parts of East Boston and Revere that are also 
year. 


| Impacts 


Environmental _ Public Process = ...[T]he impact of plane flights on the pedestrian _ Comment noted. 
_ Review : _ environment evolving around the Convention Center 


| Process _ (much to the benefit of conventioneers) has not been 
i i _ studied by the MCCA, nor do we expect pedestrian 

_ impacts to be provided your office in...[MCCA’s] 
comments on this EIS/EIR. 


150.3 | Purposeand _ Delays increase because Massport has systematically Neither Massport nor the FAA has a program to increase 
» Need _ overburdened its runways. Massport’s modus operandi for | Passenger demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of 
_ expansion has been to seek approval at a stated capacity, both organizations is to accommodate demand safely and 
continue to exceed the capacity toa breaking point and : efficiently. The recommended Airside Project is intended to 
» then to state a new objective to alleviate its problems. _ enable Logan Airport to accommodate current and 


- future aircraft activity with minimum delay. The construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 would significantly reduce delays associated 

_ with northwest wind conditions, but would not be expected to 

_ induce additional aircraft traffic or passenger activity at 

_ Logan Airport. Refer also refer to Section 4.2. The availability of 
- Runway 14/32 is projected to produce a small improvement in 

ir quality from improved efficiency of airfield operations. 


150.4 | Alternatives i Other Non- : We would suggest that delays would be reduced, now and _ Federal constitutional provisions, federal aviation statutes and _ 
i _ Construction _ in the future, by regulating supply and demand for air _ regulations, and contractual provisions related to : 


_ Alternatives travel. _ Federal Airport Improvement Program grants prevent 
_ Massport from any control over airline rates, routes, and 
- schedules. Congress has specifically forbidden 
_ airport operators from exercising any discriminatory action 
_ against any class of airport users. Major factors in 
_ airline competition are frequency of service and number of 
_ markets served, and Massport has no ability to force airlines 
_ to consolidate or eliminate flights to influence load factor or 
aircraft size. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
150.5 Environmental Public Process _ Massport has not held a single meeting in...[The Fort _ There was an extensive public participation and review 
| Review _ Point Channel] area for the benefit of property owners, _ process during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft 


: ' Process _ residents, business. _ EIS/EIR. Public comments were received on the ENF after it 
__was filed during the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, 
/ : _ several public scoping sessions were held to provide 
_ community input to the subsequent state and federal scopes 
_ for the project. To assure that the Airside analysis was 
' conducted with awareness and input from all concerned 
_ parties, the Massport Board established the Airside Review 
_ Committee (ARC), which consists of the Community Advisory _ 
_ Committee (with representatives from 24 communities : 
surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry | 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 
_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 
_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 
_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 
_ CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 
_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
_ Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
_ an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 
" comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the 
_ FAA held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. Atthe 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed _ 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
' Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

- total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 

_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
"and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 

_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project’s technical consulting team and other independent 

_ industry experts. 


1506 Cumulative Noise, Air ——_—..no decibel or emissions testing has been performed in Massport has a permanent noise monitor installed i 


» Impacts ~ Quality | the Fort Point Channel area. _ Boston at B and Bolton Streets not far from Fort Point 

_ Channel. It is referred to as Site 2 in numerous tables and in 

_ text throughout the document and is used as one of the 23 

_ specific points at which many supplemental noise calculations 
are made. 


- Purpose and. 


y program tha 
- Need . _ promotes the efficiency and safety of airfield operations at 
: PEGE TeSUCION progalh _ Logan Airport. puiiiey 14/32 enhances operating efficiency 
_ 2. a plan to move air traffic over the harbor with a by providing a third available runway in weather conditions 
___unidirectionaly runway that require northwest-southeast operations. Similar 
_ 3 an economic necessity for Massachusetts _ three-runway configurations exist for all other operating 


' directions. Runway 14/32 would not expand the overall 

_ capacity of the airport, since Logan Airport’s normal operating 
_ capacity of 120 operations per hour, which is available : 
_ approximately 80 percent of the year, is maintained with 

_ Runway 14/32. Massport is committed to ensuring that the 

_ airfield continues to function as efficiently as possible. The 
_ Preferred Alternative achieves this goal responsibly. : 


_ Considering the potential for increasing capacity at Logan 
_ with an additional runway... this plan is much more than a 
_ delay reduction program. And considering the major land- 
' based shifts in traffic on runway 22L, 22R and 27, the 

| proposal is not a harbor move. 


Letter 150: The Seaport Alliance for a Neighborhood Design (SAND), Steve Hollinger 
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_ Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
180. 8 — Environmental | MEPA Although we accept that expansion at Logan would have 
| Review ; | @ positive impact on the Massachusetts economy, we do 
_ Process : | Not believe the positive benefit of this particular proposal 
: _ outweighs its tangible burdens. 
We at SAND expect a thorough economic assessment 
_ before we accept claims regarding substantial benefit. 
| 150.9 | Environmental Public Process [Massport] accepted and used the skewed results of a poll 


_ Review 


: _ conducted by a business group to demonstrate an 
_ Process 


: “invisible army” of support...[Qluestions offered by the 

_ telemarketing firm regarding the Logan proposal were 

_ misleading and directed toward supporting the plan. 

_ We ask the EOEA to either consider the actual questions 


_ asked by these telemarketers, or to discard Massport’s 
use of biased polls and studies. | 


Response 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR documents comply with all applicable NEPA and 
_ MEPA requirements. A cost benefit analysis is not required 

_ by federal or state law and would not provide appropriate 

_ context. Cost information mentioned in the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is intended 
_ to provide analytic context. 


Comment noted. 


A Law Office of HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP 


Boston, Massachusetts 02108 ie la 
617-523-2799 . ° “ea 

FAX 617-523-6850 hoes 

www.hklaw.com April 12, 1999 


~ tenipmen LETTER 151 


Secretary of Environmental A ffairs 
ATTN: NAPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Secretary: 


I would like to add my voice in support of the Logan Modernization project | 5 | 7 
(including Tunway 14/32), 


As I think a recent article in the Boston Globe amply demonstrated, the alternatives to 


Logan Modernization — including expansion of Hanscom Airport and other regional facilities 
~ either are not viable or will not be sufficient by themselves. While I do not discount the 


Very truly yours, 


SHERBURNE, POWERS, 
HOLLAND & KNIGHT 


Kenneth P. Brier 
KPB/dmr 
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Letter 151 
Sherburne, Powers, Holland & Knight Law Offices 
Kenneth P. Brier 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Response 


_ General would like to add my voice in support of the Logan _ Comment noted. 
_ Modernization project (including runway 14/32) 


Letter 151: Sherburne, Powers, Holland & Knight Law Offices, Kenneth P. Brier 


Sees Repuitienarbaed Comments and Paspensedinensat Grace 3 das 


SLADE GORTON & CO., INC. 
ROCKY BAY FISHING So 0 Aen 


Finest and Widest Line of Seafood Anywhere" LETTE R | Q 


April 7, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. 10458 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 

100 Cambridge Street 20" Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


of our businesses. The additional runway included in this project will allow more air-freight 1 ‘ ? 1 


Of greatest importance to us is that the Logan Modernization project will help us with 
product availability and will keep Boston as the hub of the U.S. Seafood Industry. Slade Gorton 
will then be competitive in today’s markets and into the 20% century. 


If 1 can provide more information to you please contact me at 617-442-5800. 


Sincerely, 


. 


) 7 
LJ L Flier 2— 
Wally Stevens 
President 


WS/rp 
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Letter 152 


Slade Gorton & Co., Inc. 
Wally Stevens, President 


Comment Response 
The Logan Modernization project is critical for the _ Comment noted. 

| economic well being of our businesses. The additional 

_ Tunway included in this project will allow more air-freight 
"availability in and out of Boston, making importing and 
exporting of fresh fish quicker and more efficient. 


Code Topic 1 


Alternatives 


Letter 152: Slade Gorton & 


The South Boston Environmental Health Watch 
c/o South Boston Public Health Initiative LETTER | 53 
409 West Broadway 
South Boston, MA 02127 
Voice 617.464.7664 Fax 61 7.464.7693 


April 22, 199% 


Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Attention: MEPA Office 
Arthur Pugsley, IV EOEA No. 10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th floor 

Boston, Ma 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


Consequently, we are troubled by the Logan Airside Improvement Planning 
Project. Although the report proposes development at Logan to reduce aircraft delays, 15 3 1 
the premise of the entire report supports growth at Logan.. We are concerned that ’ 
increased flights at Logan will translate to further degradation of air quality in the 
communities closest to Logan both from aircraft departures and takeoffs as well as from 
the associated ground traffic. 


Massport claims that increased air traffic is needed to Support local business, 
industry, and tourism. These needs will be increased as the Convention Center and 
Seaport District are developed. Our concern is that our community and other urban 
neighborhoods will bear the consequences of worsening air quality from increased road 
traffic bringing people and supplies to the Seaport District as well as from increased 
aircraft activity. 


We, therefore, urge you to consider the cumulative effects of all sources of 


increased air quality degradation to the South Boston and other surrounding 
communities, already at high risk, that will be most impacted by growth at Logan. 


Sincerely 


ao wy . : 4 
The Undersigned Trane esas ‘ Kat D ee 


eu-tin 


mm SNP Gy Shave 
Eran Re Mahoney: | 
Nine hue PA Men 


ig UL My 


er, yo | eer se, 
hen LIS LZ. Dre 


el LS 


foanct (2 tens 
phous { abe 
Nave Bo gh Ly, 
-) ie va wet Ree a 


fasirt Cou Lhy 
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Letter 153 
The South Boston Environmental Health Watch 


Code  Topici 


Comment Response 


We are concemed that increased flights at Logan will 


| The emissions inventory and dispersion modeling indicate 


_ translate to further degradation of air quality in the - better air quality conditions with Runway 14/32 and the 
| communities closest to Logan both from aircraft _ Centerfield Taxiway than with the No Action Alternative. 
_ departures and takeoff as from the associated ground 

| traffic. 


Squantum Community Association LETTER 154 


136 Standish Road 
Squantum MA 02171 


April 7, 1999 


State Representative Bruce Ayers 
65 Williams Street 

No. Quincy MA 021714 

Dear Bruce: 


The Squantum Community Association has many concerns regarding the proposed 
additional runway at Logan Airport. 


1; 


due to previous negotiations it is a controlled effect. The evening flight paths do 15 f 1 


2. The discharge from the airplanes is a great concer to our residents. As flights 194.2 
increase so will the discharge and the potential for pollutants to fall from the Sky. 

3. The flight pattern that will increase any traffic over Moon Island is of serious 
concern to our residents. The planes will be at an altitude lower than the 1000 15 4 3 


feet which is needed in order to maintain Safety. A misfired bullet could hit the 


fuel tank of a low flying plane. Since these planes will have full fuel tanks, a 


4, Very little has been done to prepare the South Shore and the Squantum 15 4 d 
Community for the impending runway. We feel that more information needs to be : 
disseminated and more safety issues need to be addressed. 


We look forward to hearing from you regarding all of the above issues. 


Sincerely, 


Stoee 
Lak Buhl 5 
Frank Buckley J 
President, 

Squantum Community Association. 
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Letter 154 
Squantum Community Association 
Frank Buckley, President 


Topic 2 


Response 


p ty of the increase of flights, especially over n 1998, 77 percent of Logan Airport's jet traffic affected 

_ Squantum will also increase the noise level. - communities to the north and south of the airport— 
i _ East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, 

- Dorchester, Quincy, Milton, and Braintree. Without 

_ Runway 14/32, as much as 88 percent of 

_ Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overfly these 

_ communities when Logan Airport reaches 

_ 37.5 million passengers. Construction of Runway 14/32 will 

_ allow a more balanced geographic distribution of 

_ aircraft operations over populated areas, will increase the 

_ number of over-water operations, and will reduce 

_ Noise exposure for close-in communities. In fact, the 

_ most heavily impacted communities will experience a 

_ decrease in overflights compared to 1998 levels. With the 

_ Preferred Alternative, when Logan Airport reaches : 

_ 29 million passengers, overflights from Runway 4 arrivals and 

_ Runway 22 departures, which affect South Boston, Quincy, 
_ Milton, and Braintree, will decrease from 107,861 in 1998 to 
58,305 operations. 


_ Impacts 


As flights increase so will the discharge and the potential Although VOC emissions increase over time because of _ 

| for pollutants to fall from the sky. _ increased aircraft operations activity at Logan Airport, 

i _ emissions are lower with Alternatives 1 and the 

_ Preferred Altemative, when compared to the 

_ No Action Alternative. The decreases are attributable to both 
the Proposed Runway 14/32 and the taxiway improvements. 


he flight pattern that will increase any traffic over Moon i Runway 14/32 will reduce jet ‘traffic over Moon Island from 


_ Island is of serious concern to our residents. The planes © Runway 22 departures. It will increase the number of arrivals 
will be at an altitude lower than the 1000 feet which is _ and departures over the harbor (Long Island, Rainsford 

_ needed in order to maintain safety. A misfired bullet could _ Island, Gallops Island, Georges Island, etc. 

hit the fuel tank of a low flying plane. Since these planes 

» will have full fuel tanks, a disaster is sure to follow. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


pic 2 Comment Response 


| Very little has been done to prepare the South Shore and _ There was an extensive public participation and review 


: | Review _ the Squantum Community for the impending runway. We —_ process during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft 
: : Process i : feel that more information needs to be disseminated and —_EIS/EIR. Public comments were received on the ENF after it 


_ more safety issues need to be addressed. _ was filed during the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, 
i _ several public scoping sessions were held to provide 
_ community input to the subsequent state and federal scopes 
_ for the project. To assure that the Airside analysis was 
_ conducted with awareness and input from all concerned 
_ parties, the Massport Board established the Airside Review 
_ Committee (ARC), which consists of the Community Advisory 
_ Committee (with representatives from 24 communities 
_ surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses andindustry 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to : 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 
_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 
_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 
_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 
_ CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 
_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
_ Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
_ an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 
_ comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the 
_ FAA held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 

_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the : 

_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 

_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 

' three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. : 

_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 
letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 

_ and public officials responding to the Airside Project Draft 

_ EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and written presentations 

_ from the Project's technical consulting team and other 

_ independent industry experts. 


swissotel ZY LETTER 155 


BOSTON 


April 6, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

100 Cambridge Street 

20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Tam writing to convey scme thoughts regarding the Logan Airport Modernization projec | 00.1 
and to give our support for the initiative that includes runway 14/32. 


Swiss6tel Boston is a 500 room deluxe hotel sited in downtown Boston serving the 
business and leisure communities not just from the United States but from around the 
world. A majority of our guests arrive by air, hence requiring the smooth operation of a 
state of the art world class efficient airport. Delays,often leading to cancellations,become 
a business hazard that need not be. 


Our employee base is directly related to our occupancy and occupancy depends greatly 
on the airport. 


Also, I believe that the success of our current convention center and the anticipated 
success of our future convention center rely heavily on a world class airport. 


I hope your agency will do all in its powers to aid the Legislation for this worthy goal. 


David Gibbo 
General Manager 
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Swissotel, Boston 
David Gibbons, General Manager 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


am writing to convey some thoughts regarding the Logan _ Comment noted. 
irport Modernization project and to give our support for 
he initiative that includes Runway 14/32 


Letter 155: Swissotel, Boston, David Gibbons, General Manager 


Tufts Associates 


Corporate Benefits Planning 


1208 VFW Parkway, Suite 300 
Boston, MA 02132 


(617 327.9677 Fax LETTER 156 


April 8, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 

100 Cambrdige Street, 20th fir. 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 
RE: Logan Airport 

I support another runway at Logan which would alleviate the delay problems. Asa 
traveler, I have frequently circled eastern Mass. waiting to land; and as a resident of 
‘Milton, I often witness planes circling overhead at very low altitudes, 

Commerce in Boston is a very important issue to me as a business person. Instead 
of using the old-fashioned, Yankee approach to public infrastructure of "patch and 
make do" with the attitude of "You can’t get there from here,” or "If you don’t know 
the way, you don’t belong here," why not move toward a user-friendly airport while 


simultaneously supporting regional airports and rail travel. 


It’s time for action. 


“my 
Charles K. Tufts, CLU, ChFC 


emg 


196.1 
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Letter 156 
Tufts Associates 
Charles K. Tufts, CLU, ChFC 


Code _ ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


| support another runway at Logan which would alleviate © Comment noted. 


_ the delay problems. 


: Tufts Associates, Charles K. Tufts, CLU, ChFC 


i 


US AIRWAYS 
LETTER 157 
ey aera 
Mruvertives wud Facilities April 8, 1999 


Mr. Thomas J. Kinton, Jr. 
Director of Aviation 

lusetts Port Authority 
One Harborside Drive, Suite 2008 
Fast Boston, MA 02128-2909 


Dear Mr. Kinton: 


strongly supports the development of a new 5,000 ft. runway and other airside 
improvements designed to reduce delays at Logan Intemational Airport. 


NA 
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Letter 157 
US Airways 


Robert A. Hazel, Vice President, 
Properties and Facilities 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 
157.1 Purposeand Delay p 
i : eliable and affordable air service, it is important that we 


_ Need 
i e able to operate efficiently. Current airfield limitations at 
ogan do not permit efficient operations. The resulting 
elays are costly to the airlines and both costly and 
inconvenient for our passengers 
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Winthrop, Massachusetts 02152-0005 


President 
Russ Sanford 
Apmil 12, 1999 
Vice President 
Golda Zeltsar 
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James H. Marr, PP. 
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Jeannie P. Belcher 


Board of Directors 
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community in Winthrop hinges on the quality of life present 
there. This Chamber canno 


potential economic benefits to other 
and will support and encourage the 
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Letter 158 
Winthrop Chamber of Commerce 


Comment Response 


is Chamber cannot encourage any expansion that _ Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 


Opposition _ could create additional air or land traffic, additional noise, _ increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 
: _ pollution, additional future operations, and/or other _ deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 
impacts _ Massport's plans to handle the ground access requirements 


_ of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent 
_ Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 


» Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 

_ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 

_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 

_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 

_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


_ Refer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
| the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


No alternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Alternative 
shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 


Massport considers Logan Airport tobe part ofa regional 7 
_ system of airports that includes T.F. Green/Providence, 


We...encourage the development of regional airports, 
| especially for but not limited to commuter flights. We feel 


a 
| Transportation 


_ that this would bolster the State’s economy and would - Manchester and Worcester Regional airports. Service 
_ allow Logan the flexibility it needs to address the needs of — development and increased passenger traffic at these 
_ both Boston as a world class city, and of Logan’s _ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 
neighboring communities. _ strategy to accommodate growth in air travel demand. Refer 


_ to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
_ of the roles of Logan Airport and these regional airports in the 
_ eastern New England aviation system. : 
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Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Final Environmental Impact Report 


EOEA #10458 


Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project 
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= 
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Federal Aviation Administration 
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Airside Project Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
CAA Clean Air Act 

dB decibel 

DEP Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
DOT Department of Transportation 

Draft EIS/EIR Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
EIR Environmental Impact Report 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

ENF Environmental Notification Form 

EOEA Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

EPA Environmental Protection Agency 

ESPR Environmental Status and Progress Report 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration 

FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact 

GEIR Generic Environmental Impact Report 

ILS Instrument Landing Systems 

INM Integrated Noise Model 

Logan Airport Boston-Logan International Airport 

Massport Massachusetts Port Authority 

MBTA Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
MEPA Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 

MESA Massachusetts Endangered Species Act 
MassHighway Massachusetts Highway Department 

MOU Memorandum of Understanding 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NO, oxides of nitrogen 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
OPSNET FAA Air Traffic Operations Network 

PM,, particulate matter less than 10 microns in size 
PPP Peak Period Pricing 

PRAS Preferential Runway Advisory System 

ROD Record of Decision 

SDEIS Panel Supplemental Draft EIS Panel 

Supplemental DEIS/ Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Final 
FEIR Environmental Impact Report 

VFR Visual Flight Rules 

VOC volatile organic compounds 

29M Low Fleet 29 Million annual air passenger Low Fleet 


37.5M High Fleet 37.5 Million annual air passenger High Fleet 
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LETTER 159 


Duane Andrews, RN 
85 Appleton Street #4 
Boston, MA 02116 
617-236-4890 


Arthur Pugsley 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02202 

Attn. MEPA Office Apmil 15, 1999 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed opening of Runway 1432 at Logan 
Airport and to the unfair and misleading tactics that I believe Massport is using to gain public 
support for the runway. 


How Runway 1432 will harm my neighborhood: 


T have been a resident of the South End of Boston for many years. It is a wonderful and historic 
landmark district neighborhood -- the largest existing collection of Victorian-era brick row-house 
architecture left in the United States. Unfortunately, it is also in the direct flight path of a large 
number of flights taking off from Logan Airport. 


Runway 1432 will allow Massport to significantly expand the number of flights using the airport 
and will significantly increase the number of jets flying directly over my neighborhood 
according to Massport projections. 


The current level of noise in the neighborhood is an incredible burden to all of us here. The jets 
begin at 6:00 am. They often can still be heard until at least 11:00 pm, sometimes later. When 


My neighborhood will be significantly harmed by the increased noise and pollution that will 
result if Massport is allowed to go forward with Runway 1432 plans. 
How I believe Massport is using unfair and misleading tactics to gain support: 


Last night, I saw a commercial on TV touting the purported benefits of Runway 1432. A toll 
free number was provided for those desiring more information. The commercial was distressing 


199.1 


in that it displayed Massport's apparent continued disdain and lack of concern for the 
neighborhoods which it impacts. : 


intense use of the other existing runways, and would in fact, per Massport's own projections, 
double or even triple the number of flights over various neighborhoods in Boston. 


In addition, when calling the toll free number, I was asked if I was aware that the new runway 
would reduce noise and air pollution over Boston. How can more-than-double the number of 
flights over my neighborhood decrease the noise and air pollution I am experiencing? 


Please consider what I have written. Please stop Runway 1432. 


Sincerely, 
paw I a 
ane H. Andrews, RN 
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Letter 159 
Duane Andrews, RN 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Code _‘Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


My neighborhood will be significantly harmed by the increased _ Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in substantial 
_ Noise and pollution that will result if Massport is allowed togo | noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would enable the air 
_ forward with Runway 14/32 plans. | traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the PRAS goals and 
_ decrease the population that is most severely affected. For 

_ example, implementation of the Preferred Alternative will reduce 
_ the population affected by Day-Night Sound Level values greater 
_ than 70 GB by four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 
_ 67 percent with the 37.5 M High Fieet scenario, and by 39 

| percent with the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the 

| population exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater 

_ than 65 dB by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for 

_ these three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of the | 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


jassports television ads give... the false impression that Massport did not sponsor television, radio, or newspaper 
_ Boston would not be adversely affected. No mention was _ advertisements. 

_ Made of the fact that the new runways collateral effects would — Projected changes in flight pattems and associated noise shifts 

: allow IO intense use of the other existing runways, and "are consistent with the PRAS goals, which were studied and 

_ would in fact, per Massport's own projections, double or even ayrroved by the community when established. Activity increases 
ea the number of flights over various neighborhoods in _ over certain communities are offset by activity reductions over 

[| BOSIOn: other severely impacted communities and by activity increases 


| Review Process 


Letter 159: Duane Andrews, RN 
Private Citizens: Boston 
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discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 

Chapter 1 and Appendix C include a description of FAA and 

U.S. DOT delay measures and their limitations, an explanation of 

_ computer models for estimating flight delays, and historical data 
_ on delays at Logan Airport and other major United States airports. 
The methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay : 
estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the models, 
which have been validated in previously published studies of 

Logan Airport. 


The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and 
delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report for 
Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 

reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 
Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the RDSIM 
model and estimated that when activity reached 
504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 

260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 

forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 
annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet 

scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 

_ Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the i 
_ Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that the 
_ Airside delays represent “a plausible and conservative 
_ estimate...” 


The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 
| delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport's 
"estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA’s 


_ 20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. 
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LETTER 160 


40 Union Park 
Boston, MA 02118 
Apmil 12, 1999 


Mr. John Rodman, Assistant Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02202 


Subject: New Runway at Logan Airport 


Dear Mr. Rodman: 


I’m sending you this written testimony since I was unable to attend the public 
hearings last week. 


The South End section of Boston is adversely affected by airplane noise. I have 
lived here over seven years and this year the noise level has increased dramatically. It 
starts at 6 am with a plane flying low overhead every minute, and it continues all day and 
part of the night. 


If the new runway is built the number of flights over the South End and Roxbury 
will triple in ten years. Life here will become unbearable. The South End is a landmark 
district with just as much historic value as Concord and Uxbridge. It is an area that is 
undergoing an economic rebirth. Similarly, the Washington Street “Main Street” and 
Roxbury are both being redeveloped. But running a stream of low flying planes over 
these areas is going to ruin the quality of life in our neighborhoods, and damage property 
values as well. 


Eventually the new runway will permit Massport to increase air traffic levels over 
ALL areas of the city. It is time to put a stop to this continual expansion, especially since 
Massport has no clear plan for the future. Alternative forms of transportation (especially 
trains) need to be developed and other airports promoted in order to keep Logan from 
growing like a cancer and destroying the city. 


Task the MEPA to not approve the new runway at Logan Airport. 
Sincerely, 


a eke/ 


John Archibald 


160.1 


160.2 
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Letter 160 
John Archibald 


Private Citizens: Boston 


Topic 2 Comment 
Impacts __..Washington Street “Main S ry are bo! 
: _ being redeveloped. But running a stream of low flying 
_ planes over these areas is going to ruin the quality of life 
_ in our neighborhoods, and damage property values as 
- well. 
Regional Passenger -—_Alternatives forms of transportation (especially trains) 
_ Transportation | Rail/Regional = need to be developed and other airports promoted in 
: _ Airports _ order to keep Logan from growing like a cancer and 


_ destroying the city. 


Response 


Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 


_ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
' exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these : 
_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
eS 


R. 
is part of a regional system of airports that 


rp 

_ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
_ Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that : 
_ service development and increased passenger traffic at these i 
_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term : 
_ strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 
_ regional airports and use of other options, including 
_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 
_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
_ analysis supports the conclusion that greater use of the 
_ regional airports will provide passengers within the service 
_ area of such airports with a viable alternative to 
_ Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport's primary 

service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 
_ regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 


‘ojects at Logan Airport. 
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David A. Banta & Caroline E. Coggeshall 
158 West Canton Street 
Boston, MA 02118 
(617)236-4637 


March 30, 1999 


LETTER 161 


Govemor Paul Cellucci 

The State House 

Office of the Governor, Room 360 
Boston, MA 02133 


Dear Governor Cellucci, 


Massport's proposal to build Runway 14/32 is a slap in the face of all of Boston's 
neighborhoods and citizens. This runway will add capacity and inflict heavy noise on the 
majority of the city’s inner neighborhoods, including East Boston, Charlestown, South 
Boston, Beacon Hill, Back Bay, Roxbury, Jamaica Plain as well as our own South End 
community. 


For the past nineteen years, we have lived and raised our family in the South End, 

committed to the many benefits of being part of a diverse, caring inner city community. 

Over the last several years, our neighborhood has increasingly been on the flight path, { 61 | 
which sends ear-deafening jets every couple of minutes over our home. As it currently 

stands, pilots often do not obey the noise abatement “corridor”, and | was at a recent 

meeting where Massport and the FAA admitted that there is no way to enforce this 

mie If Runway 14/32 goes through, that traffic, and the noise pollution associated with it, 

will triple. 
Massport claims that Runway 14/32 will help reduce delays at Logan. Yet they also admit 
that the proposed runway is a short-term solution, and that delays will return to their current 
levels by 2005, while the increase in noise pollution will be with us, the people of the City 
of Boston, forever. What, we ask, will be proposed in 2005? 


It appears that Massport seeks to pit the Boston communities against each other, yet 
clearly this is a regional problem that demands regional solutions. Massport and the State 
Administration must look seriously at better utilizing existing airports in Providence, 
Worcester and Manchester, as well as Hanscom Field. Clearly, Boston needs a viable 
secondary airport that many American cities enjoy. 

A long-time South Ender recently remarked “If there was ever a time for the people of 
Boston to stand up and shout, then this is that moment’. As our Governor, you are in a 
position to help Boston's neighborhoods by opposing Runway 14/32. We hope that we, 
the people of Boston, can count on you. 


Sincerely, 


David A. Banta Caroline E. Coggeshall 


cc: Peter ate fay Cond 
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Letter 161 

David A. Banta and 
Caroline E. Coggeshall 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Comment Response 


~ Comment noted. 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 


161.1 General 
_ Opposition 


Letter 161: David A. Banta and Caroline E. Coggeshall 
Private Citizens: Boston 


LETTER 162 


David Bartol 

15 Dartmouth Place #3 
Boston, MA 02116 
February 16, 1999 


MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Sir or Madam, 

with a fan or air conditioner running when otherwise unnecessary, so as to provide “white noise” 

to drown-out the cacophonous noise from the jets overhead. And this is just the problem 

completely unacceptable. { 


| ask you to take whatever action possible to permanently stop the construction of runway 14-32! 
Thank you for your attention and efforts. 


Yours Truly, 


DBA 


David Barto! 
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Letter 162 
David Bartol 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Comment Response 


Code ‘Topic 1 


_ Task you to take whatever action possible to permanently | Comment noted. 
: stop the construction of Runway 14/32! : 


Letter 162: David Bartol 
Private Citizens: Boston 


; Claudia Brede 
1 Blackwood Street #4. 
Boston, MA-02715 


LETTER 163 
Arthur Pugsley 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

100 idge S 

son a 

ATTN: MEPA Office 


Boston, April 20" 1999 
Subject: Logan's expansion plans; EIS 


Dear Arthur Pugsiey, 


Enciosed you can find the letter my husband and | Sent a couple of weeks ago to the most important politicians 
and ives of with regard to Logan’s expansion plans and Massport’s Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS). 


In addition to this letter | would like to mention following: 


LOGAN'S IMPACT ON BOSTON: 

* aiso Back Bay and Beacon Hill are already impacted of the noise caused by the use of Runway 27. An 
additional runway 14/32 will make it even worse ! 

* in Boston most planes do neither fly in the dictated flight height nor flight path 

* the last couple of month the planes pass between 6.00 and 8.30 am approximately every 30 seconds the 
South End/Back Bay neighborhood 


FAILINGS of MASSPORTSS NOISE ABATEMENT OFFICE: 
* the last couple of weeks | have called the Logan's Noise Complaint Line again and again. Either I received 
different answers for the Same questions and complaints or | haven't received my complaint report or nobody 


* until now I haven't received my requested Personal copy of the EIS 

” Poys_ike ‘an airport is a bearable burden’ are not acceptable | 

*  falso tried to get in contact with the acting Manager of Noise Abatement, Nancy Timmermann. She never 
retumed my call (voice mail message) 


BOSTON’S INTERNATIONAL APPROACH or what describes a world class city?: 

* in most Civilizedcountries planes are not allowed to fly over a highly populated area 
* most countries have a night flight stop 

* in most countries airports have been moved outside of the cities 


These statements make Clear that further expansion plans of Logan Airport are not acceptable. Boston's quality of 
life and reputation as a world class city will definitely suffer under a new runway. 


Sincere! 
Coby LE 
Claudia Brede 


enc. 4 


Claudia Brede 


15 Blackwood Street #4 
Boston, MA 02115 


SENT TO: 
Senator Edward M. Kennedy Representative Gloria L. Fox 
Senator John F. Kerry Representative Salvatore F. DiMasi 
Congressman John Joseph Moakley Govemor Paul Cellucci 
Congressman Michael Capuano Mayor Thomas M. Menino 
Senator Dianne Wilkerson Councilor James M. Kelty 
Senator Stephen F. Lynch Councilor Thomas Keane 
Representative Byron Rushing 

March 1999 
Dear. 


In 1997 my husband and | bought a Penthouse condominium next to the South-West 
Corridor. Until June 1998 we lived here in a peaceful end relatively quiet neighborhood, but 
since then we suffer from increasing noise generated by airplanes departing Logan Airport 
on Runway 27. This is has reached a level, that now even our 22month old daughter 
(normally a good and long sleeper) wakes up every moming between 6.00 and 7.00 am. 


In our opinion this is a short Sighted solution to the delay problems at Logan. Massport’s 
Own analysis reveals that delays will retum to current levels with five years of construction 
runway 14/32, and their claim of improved “spreading” of the noise associated with a 4% 


As the noise levels are already unacceptable, any increase will cause a serious 
_ deterioration in the quality of life in our neighborhood as well as in a decrease of the value 
of our homes. 


We ask you to do all in your power to stop the construction of Runway 14/32. Massport 
needs to investigate alternatives Such as peak hour pricing and the use of regional airports, 
such as Massport owned Hansom Airport in Bedford, before adding to our burden. 


Vibrant, healthy communities are a major factor in Boston’s reputation as a world class, 
people friendly area. Please do not allow Massport to destroy what the Bostonians have 
worked so hard to achieve. 

Sincerely, 


Claudia Brede 


163.1 


163.2 


163.3 
163.4 


Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 


Pp Al? SG7)833% Bast Boston, ma 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


; +p 42k 200 MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Claudia Brede Telephone: 
15 Blackwood Sst. 
Boston, MA 02115 


Disturbance Pate and Fime: 11:07 on 03 Aug 98 to 
Ssehtrsance Date and Time 
11:07 on 03 Aug 98 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 0 deg Wind Speed: 
Ceiling: 5500 Ft visibility: 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 27-~ 22L 
Departures: 22R - 22L 


6 Knots 
10.0 Miles 


Complaint Description: Last Saturday at 6:15 am the Planes were 


coming over in 3 minute intervals. It was the same situation today 
at 6:15 am. It was also like this Saturday night at 11:00 pm. It 


is getting worse and worse. 


Ma xt_ Report of Investigation: You are affected by departures 
from Logan’s Runway 22. The PAA has been notified of your concerns 


by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 


Aircraft Dis turbance Report ¢ 6)-2AAY 


Prhe 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Claudia Brede Telephone: 
15 Blackwood St. 
Boston, MA 02115 


Disturbance Dete and Time. 14:45 on 28 Jul 98 to 


14:46 on 28 Jul 98 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 200 deg Wind Speed: 16 Knots 
Cailing: 4000 Ft Visibility: 9.0 Miles 
Runways _ in Use: 
Arrivals: 27 - 22h 
Departures: 22R - 22L 


Complaint Description: Por the last couple of weeks there has been 


an increase in noise. I bought this place last September and there 
was no problem. Yesterday between 9 pm and 11 pm a small plane 
flew overhead. The noise wakes my daughter up in the morning. 
autres oraP 
Masgsport Report westigation: You are affected by departures 
from Logan’s Runway 22, in use with strong southerly winds. The 
FAA has been notified of your concerns by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 


aod} 


MASSACHUSETTS , PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Lagan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128~2042 


Aircraft. Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Ms. Claudia Brede Telephone: 
15 Blackwood St. 
Boston, MA 02115 


e Time: . .10:21 on.29 Sep 98 to 
10:21 on 29 Sep 98 

Conditions: 

Wind Direction: 0 deg Wind Speed: 5 Knots 

Ceiling: 25000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: 

Arrivals: 33L - 33R 

Departures: 27 - 33L 


Cc laint Description: There is plane noise at 6 an. Why are they 
using Runway 27? Why are they flying in a bow shape? They should 
be higher before they start turning. It would not be as bad if 
they flew straight. This is a residential area. There is a Plane 
every 30 seconds. It is not like this at other major airports. 


Massport Report of investigation: You are affected by jet 
departures on Runway 27, in use with northerly winds and a runway 
closure due to maintenance. A change of runway configuration 


occurred at 2:30 pm. 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 
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Letter 163 
Claudia Brede 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Runway 14/32 


..Runway 14/32 will cause... a 300% increase in airplane The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ traffic over our home, bringing with it increased noise and DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 

_ air pollution. Not to forget the possible damage to the very _ Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 

| old buildings due to shaking vibration and sound waves. __ scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the i 
_ Not to mention the disastrous consequences, if a plane —_ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has i 

_ crashes in to our neighborhood. 


Alternatives 


programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 
: associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
jan Airport ESPR and its updates. 


163.2 — Noise _ As the noise levels are already unacceptable, any plementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 

i _ increase will cause a serious deterioration in the quality of _ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
| life in our neighborhood as well as in a decrease of the _ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
value of our homes. _ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 


_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

| four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 

_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population / 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. : 


Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
he Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


"Alternatives | Peak Period = Massport needs to investigate alternatives such as peak —_—The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplementa 
i _ Pricing _ hour pricing . | DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a demand 
_ management alternative at Logan Airport. PPP is not / 
_ recommended for implementation at this time because airline 
_ overscheduling is not a major contributor to current delays at 
_ Logan Airport. However, as a mitigation measure, Massport : 
_ has proposed to implement a Peak Period Monitoring System i 
| to determine if airline overscheduling is emerging based-on 
_ future growth in aircraft operations. Massport believes that 
_ initiation of this monitoring program will provide the necessary | 
_ market signals to encourage carriers to make efficient use of 
_ available facilities at Logan Airport. Should the 
_ Monitoring program indicate that overscheduling conditions 
are likely to develop, Massport has developed an action plan : 
__as described in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
_ designed to address overscheduling conditions at Logan 


Letter 163: Claudia Brede 
Private Citizens: Boston 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 2 Comment 


Regional es: | cone 
_ Transportation —_ Airports 


Airport in Bedford, before adding to our burden. 


use of regional airports, such as Massport owned Hansom | 


| The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and pp 
DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


| in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
_ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 


i 
4 


operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 
operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 
newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 
operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 
services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, 


Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued) 


and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
operations between Hanscom and 

New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 


i 
i 


i 
: 


established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general i 
"aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 


| Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 


development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 


commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 
Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 
assengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 
ther Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 
assengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 
ommercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 
hall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 
HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 
he Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

ection 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
f Hanscom Field. 


Letter 163: Claudia Brede 
Private Citizens: Boston 


4/20/99 


Arthur Pugisley 


LETTER 164 


Executive office of Environmental Affairs 


100 Cambridge Street 
Boston MA 02202 
Attn: MEPA office 


I live on the street level of an apartment in Boston’ 
yards away from Shawmut Avenue. On most wee 


x 


AM. The noise doesn't come from the sound of automobile traffic. Nor is it car radios, 


Ssport, and Gov. Celluci, 


want Logan to expand to accommodate more air 


Now, Ma 
traffic, thus Causing more noise and pollution over nearby communities and forever 


destroying any semblance of quiet 


within our neighborhood. 


Since moving here in 1996, | observed how little long term planning has gone into 


Boston’s future. The most obvious 


with solutions that remedy the sym 
South End residents, we will suffer 


Certainly, the Big Dig, as unattracti 


more. 


wrongs” of past bad planning in a way. Perhaps Massport could take a cue from the 


Proposing a new out-of-town airport, Massport and Celluci would show that they have 
the progressive ideas that were sorely lacking from past politicians and planners. This 


means having courage and risking 
Jon Burk 

26 Worcester Street 

Boston 02118 © 


Cc Byron Rushing 


one’s political career to effectively plan. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Impacts 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 164 
Jon Burk 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Topic 2 Comment 


if South End residents don’t like the noise now, it _ Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 
ertainly not going to improve once Logan expands and +—_ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
installs a new runway. _ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 
_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 
_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 
_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 
_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 
_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than65dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
"the Supplemental DEIS) 


Letter 164: Jon Burk 
Private Citizens: Boston 


LETTER 165 


April 20, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

Attn: MEPA Office 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge St. 

Boston, 

MA 02202 


Re: Proposed Expansion of Logan Airport 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


I am writing to oppose the Massport proposal for an additional runway at Logan Airport. 
I believe this proposal is based on a flawed strategy for improving airport service, it 
increases pollution in neighboring communities that are subjected to a disproportionate 
environmental burden already, and results from an unwillingness by Massport to 
acknowledge or remedy the adverse impact Logan has on the surrounding community. 


delays in service. At the same time, Massport has indicated new Tunway is only a short- 
term remedy. I believe the following issues need to be addressed prior to approval: 


¢ Massport must present a master plan for comprehensive review. It is ridiculous to 
approve airport expansion on a case-by-case basis. Massport claims that the new 1 65.1 


plan, or is the unidirectionality of the Tunway a temporary condition? MEPA must 1 6 , ? 
demand a full review of Massport’s long-term airport expansion strategy. ' 


¢ = It 1s evident that Massport has not made a serious effort to use facilities effectively, 
For example, it has not instituted a peak-pricing structure to shift traffic to off-peak 
times. Surrounding airports are operated far below Capacity. Massport dismisses 
alternatives to expansion as “unworkable”, which only suggests they cannot be 
trusted to implement remedies that would render expansion unnecessary. MEPA 1 65 3 


¢ This short-term Massport expansion anticipates increases air traffic at Logan. Thus, 
Massport proposes to increase pollution in neighboring communities. | oppose this 


other relevant pollutants, created by Logan activities. Thus, Logan could expand 
as technological advances in pollution/noise reduction are implemented by airlines. 


It is important to review the history of the relations between Massport and the 

community. Massport has a history of broken promises with its neighbors. Of 

relevance is that fact that covenants exist in the Big Dig/Third Harbor Tunnel 

agreement that will be contravened by implementing this Massport proposal. Thus, 

Massport will discard its own recent agreement because it is expedient. For this 

reason, MEPA must apply a higher standard for permit approval for entities 1 65.5 
such as Massport with a poor record of compliance or community relations. 


Cordially, 


porn CA ene 


Barry B. Corden 


119 Pembroke St. #3 
Boston, 
MA 02118 
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Letter 165 
Barry B. Corden 


Private Citizens: Boston 


Code =‘ Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Response 


Alternatives 


Runway 14/32 — Massport claims that the new runway will only be 


: | unidirectional. Is this restricted use embedded in the long- 
| term plan, or is the unidirectionality of the runway a 
temporary condition? 


DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all 

| aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 

_ Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 

_ the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 

_ approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 

_ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
_ such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
_ to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves | 
_ physical limitations that reinforce the : 
_ unidirectional requirements of that improvement concept. The 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 
| within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the : 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades applicable 

_ FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 

_ precluding arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another 

- factor limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the 

| lack of available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the 

/ Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 

_ maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 

_ operational impacts over residential areas. To Strictly 

_ reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 
_ has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 


_ Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. We anticipate that 
_ any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 


tional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. 


| Preferred 
_ Alternatives 


airport expansion strategy. 


evolved from prior studies including the FAA's Logan Capacity 
Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan Runway Incursion 
Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study (December 1993); the 
Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the Logan Airside Improvements _ 
Feasibility Study, Phase 1 Report, published in July 1995. The FAA 
evaluated a numerous physical, operational, and administrative 
concepts for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 


__ Intemational Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 

| unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These improvement 

_ concepts, as well as concepts from other studies, were individually 

_ examined by Massport in the Logan Airside Feasibility Study, 
published in July 1995. Based on the Feasibility study, some 

_ Concepts were rejected and the most promising concepts were 

» combined into the Alteratives considered in the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR. The altematives analysis in the Airside Project Draft 

_ EIS/EIR is consistent with state and federal scoping directives for 

| the Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate that 
"_altematives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 providethe 
| most benefit in terms of delay reduction and ability to achieve PRAS 


joals 


Letter 165: Barry B. Corden 
Private Citizens: Boston 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Comment Response 


_ MEPA should require Massport to exhaust all reasonable | Refer to response to Comment 165.2. 
alternatives prior to the approval of Logan expansion : 


Topic: 2 
MEPA 


: Environmental 
| Review 


MEPA must cap, at the current level, the amount of noise, _ The Airside Project will not change Logan Airport's airfield 
and other relevant pollutants, created by Logan activities. | capacity of approximately 120 aircraft operations per hour. 
Thus, Logan could expand as technological advances in _ Regarding caps on airport operations, federal constitutional 
_ pollution/noise reduction are implemented by airlines _ provisions (preemption, commerce clauses, equal protection), 
_ federal aviation statutes and regulations, and contractual 
_ provisions related to covenants in connection with the Federal 
_ Airport Improvement Program grants which Massport 
/ _ receives, restrict Massport’s ability to control the number of 
| aircraft operations at Logan Airport. Massport has undertaken 
: _ acomprehensive mitigation program, such as Logan | 
Airport Noise Rules, for those areas that fall within its powers 
_ as proprietor of Logan Airport, which are not preempted 
under federal law. 


: Comment noted. 


165.4 


_ Process 


_ MEPA must apply a higher standard for permit approval 
"for entities such as Massport with a poor record of 
ompliance or community relations. 


Environmental 
Review 


Letter 165: Barry B. Corden 
Private Citizens: Boston 


GG 
Northeastem Universi 
Department of Political Scienc: 
303 Meserve Haj 


Bosfen, MA 024 18 


617-373-2796 
617-373-5311 


Xeply ASAP =}. Please Comment 


1 thought Fred Salvucci and I had buried the plan for a new runway at 
Logan Airport forever back in the 1980s. 

Unfortunately, like the Phoenix, it’s back— and this time it makes 
even less sense that it did ten years ago. 

Why? Because it is a very short term solution to what is a long term 
problem that won’t be solved by putting another runway in Boston Harbor. 
That problem can be solved by using three important tooJs that are now 
available to us. 

The first is Amtrak’s new high speed Acela express service that 
begins this fall-- ten trains a day between Boston and Washington that will 
carry thousands of former shuttle sufferers quickly and easily from Boston 
to New York in three hours, downtown to downtown. No more metal 
detectors. No more fuming at delays in the airport and on the runway. No 
more thirty dollar, one hour cab rides from LaGuardia into downtown New 
York. 

And if you happen t0 live west, south or north of Boston, you can 


forget about fighting your way through the tunnels to Logan and a sixteen 


166.2 


dollar a iy parking tab. A new Ammak station with two thousand parking 
spaces will be waiting for you at Route 128. 

The second is not one, not two, but three regional airports, each 
located close to an older urban community that wants and needs growth. — 166.3 
Nancheaes Worcester and Providence are all conveniently located within 
easy driving or rail commuting distance of thousands of Logan users who 
can be better served by these airports. Providence is already connected to 
Boston by road and rail, and a new station stop at Green Airport will be just 
minutes by a moving sidewalk from the terminal. The Massachusetts 
Turnpike Authority should get cracking on a spur from the turnpike to the 
Worcester Airport, which is just a few minutes shuttle ride from the 
magnificently restored Worcester railroad station. New Hampshire already 
plans to build a new highway connection to the Manchester Airport, and it 
wouldn’t take much to extend existing commuter rail lines there as well. 

Finally, some simple management steps at Logan would open up even 
more capacity for the longer flights that Logan is uniquely equipped to 
provide. We tried one— peak pricing— in the 1980’s with spectacular 166.4 
success. In fact, Logan went almost overnight from 18th to 2nd among the 


nation’s major airports in on-time performance. Unfortunately, the small 


plane lobby went to work on the Reagan Administration, and we were 
ordered to revoke our landing fee plan. But there is absolutely no reason 
why small puddle jumpers should be taking up valuable airspace during 
some of Lo gan’s busiest hours. Peak pricing requires them to adjust around 
those hours, and there are plenty of smaller airports in addition to 
Manchester, Worcester, and Providence that can accommodate them as 
well. 

Mayor Menino had the good sense to call for a blue mbbon 
commission on the subject. I have what I think might be an even better 
idea. Governor Cellucci should call a summit meeting of his fellow 
governors from New Hampshire and Rhode Island and the mayors ofthe {| 66.5 
four key cities that are involved. They should each bring their top 
eabsberanan planners with them. Stan Bagley, a Massachusetts native and 
the very capable chief of Amtrak’s Northeast division, should join them. In 
a matter of months they could put together a plan that would dwarf the 
piddling contribution that a new runway would make to the problem. 

Then we could bury this misbegotten proposal once and for all with 
appropriate ceremonies and pronounce a final benediction over it. 


Rest in peace. 
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Letter 166 

Michael Dukakis, 
Northeastern University 
Dept. of Political Science 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Comment 


Code  Topic1 
166.1 


Topic 2 


| Preferred iti is avery short t 
| Alternative / - problem ... 


Response 


ased on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
20,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
re taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
$ 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
referred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

enefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
een in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
uture 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impactof 
he regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
i _ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
i over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic i 


| Alternatives 


Passenger Rail ... problem can be solved by using three important tools ysis 0 regional alternatives is comprehensive : 
| that are now available to us. The first is Amtrak’s new high | and reflects all the major recommendations of various i 

| speed Acela express service.. "regional planning studies that have been conducted over the 
; _ last decade. These include expansion of the regional airports 

' and development of high-speed rail in the Boston-New York 
market. 


The: second is not one, not two, but three regional airports — Since 1990, there have been several studies that have 
.. Manchester, Worcester and Providence... _ recommended regional initiatives to improve the efficiency of 

| the region’s inter-city transportation network. These studies | 

' reflect the cooperation of federal, state and i 

_ local transportation agencies and stakeholders. Section 2.1 of | 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes relevant regional 

_ planning studies and their conclusions. All studies have 

" concluded that the Proposed Runway 14/32 and the other 

| airside improvement projects at Logan Airport, along with 

| increased use of the regional airports, including 

_T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 

_ airports, and high-speed rail services, are all necessary for 

_ accommodating the region's future inter-city air travel 

_ demand. Refer to discussion of the role of regional 

_ alternatives and steps Massport has taken to foster increased 
"use of these alternatives in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


| Regional 
_ Transportation 


Regional 
Transportation 


Regional 


Letter 166: Michael Dukakis, Northeastern University, Dept. of Political Science 
Private Citizens: Boston 
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Comment 


Response 


~ Peak Period  . Some simple management steps at Logan would open up 
: Pricing _ even more capacity for the longer flights that Logan is 
i | uniquely equipped to provide. We tried one—peak 

| pricing—in the 1980's with spectacular success. In fact, 
: : Logan went almost overnight from18" to 294 among the 
: i ‘ | nation’s major airports in on-time performance. 
| Unfortunately, the small plane lobby went to work on the 
i | Reagan Administration, and we were ordered to revoke 
; _ our landing fee plan. 


| Massport’s analysis of regional alternatives is comprehensive 
_ and reflects all the major recommendations of various 
egional planning studies that have been conducted over the 
ast decade. These include expansion of the regional airports 
nd development of high-speed rail in the Boston-New York 
market. 


he Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a demand 
management alternative at Logan Airport. PPP is not : 
ecommended for implementation at this time because airline 
verscheduling is not a major contributor to current delays at 
Logan Airport. However, as a mitigation measure, Massport 
has proposed to implement a Peak Period Monitoring System 
(0 determine if airline overscheduling is emerging basedon 
uture growth in aircraft operations. Massport believes that 
nitiation of this monitoring program will provide the necessary 
market signals to encourage carriers to make efficient use of 
vailable facilities at Logan Airport. Should the 

monitoring program indicate that overscheduling conditions 

re likely to develop, Massport has developed an action plan 

s described in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
lesigned to address overscheduling conditions at Logan 
irport. 


Environmental 


Governor Cellucci should call a summit meeting of his 


Blue Ribbon In November 1999, Massport and Governor Cellucci 


| Review | Panel _ fellow governors from New Hampshire and Rhode Island co-sponsored a Regional Transportation Summit of the 
| Process and the mayors of the four key cities that are involved... New England Governors and transportation officials. The 
/ _ Ina matter of months they could put together a plan that + Summit focused on joint marketing among the New England 
_ would dwarf the piddling contribution that a new runway commercial service airports and the joint promotion of rail and 


| would make to the problem. | road initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced 

: _ regional transportation system. A second summit was held in 
_ December 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of Massport’s 

regional transportation planning initiatives. 


Letter 166: Michael Dukakis, Northeastern University, Dept. of Political Science 
Private Citizens: Boston 


131 West Concord Street py, 
Irv Englander Boston MA 02118 ede eerie ok 


LETTER 167 


Thursday, 22 April, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 

Boston MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsiey, 


As a resident of Boston’s South End for more than 25 years, I must register my 
strong opposition to the Massport runway expansion plan. I am not qualified to speak for 
other sections of the city, but I believe I can accurately state that the plan will negatively 
affect the quality of life in the South End, Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain so severely as to - 
undo much of the growth and economic gain accomplished in the recent past. 


I live approximately three miles from the end of runway 27. Although my house is 
more than % mile from the center of the designated takeoff path, airplanes take off 
directly over my house frequently. At their worst, a not uncommon occurrence 
unfortunately, planes take off every 45 seconds. Peak noise levels in excess of 90 db are 
common, and I have personally measured many planes with peak sound levels in excess 
of 105 db. The roar of jet planes is particularly onerous. The roar of an individual plane 
can often be heard for two minutes (with additional reinforcement every 45 seconds!). 
When airplanes are flying overhead it is virtually impossible to sleep, carry on 
conversation, or even watch TV. Six A.M. is a busy time, so morning sleep is out of the 
question. If runway 27 is also in use the previous evening, airplanes will take off until 
midnight, and occasionally even later, limiting the total number of hours of sleep to six or 
less. 


Massport acknowledges that the runway plan will triple the number of airplanes 
passing over our houses, which is itself well beyond acceptability, but I have good reason 
to believe that the noise effects will more than triple. In my experience and measure- 
ments made over the years, small planes do not generate either the level of noise nor the 
pervasive roaring type of noise created by the larger jets. If the smaller planes are 
diverted to the new runway and the number of planes over our neighborhood tripled, the 
noise increase will far exceed the level of noise suggested by Massport. The number of 
nights for which more than six hours of sleep is possible will obviously decline 
substantially. 


167.1 


Massport has clearly pulled out all of their guns to win approval for the expansion 
plan. After being chastised for attempting to spend public money on advertising, it has 
persuaded business leaders to finance full page ads in favor of its plan. It has attempted to 
pit neighborhood groups against each other, and it has attempted to paint those opposed 
to the expansion as anti-business. I am hardly anti-business: I teach in a business 
department at Bentley College, and consult to business. I understand the need for 
efficient airport access and operation. However, that need must not be allowed to take 
absolute precedence over a reasonable quality of life for the citizens of Boston. 


Tnere have been many days in which the airplane noise has tempted me to give up 
the many years of effort I put into building my home and improving my neighborhood. If 
the noise increases even as much as Massport admits, I fear that I will no longer be able 
to remain in my home. Many of my neighbors have expressed the same opinion: that, 
with great reluctance, they will find it necessary to abandon the city in favor of sleep and 
quality of life. 


This situation must be weighed fairly in tradeoff with the needs of business and 
other travelers to Boston. With the political climate strongly in favor of Massport, it 
seems that the state Office of Environmental Affairs and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency are the only ones who are in a position to protect the interests of the 
citizens of Boston, and that the intense noise pollution proposed with its accompanying 
deterioration of the quality of life is a serious and reasonable concern to be addressed by 
these offices. 


As a footnote, I might add that it is difficult for me not to be skeptical of any 
claims or promises that Massport makes. After working on a committee of FAA, 
Massport representatives, commercial pilots, scientific analysts, and citizens for ten 
years to establish a reasonable takeoff pattern for runway 27, airplanes using runway 27 
still do not adhere to the runway pattern developed. Aithough Massport claims that the 
pilots are unable to fly the pattern accurately, commercial pilots that I have met have told 
me that the pattern is perfectly reasonable, but that the control tower makes virtually no 
effort to enforce the pattern. Use of the developed pattern would provide substantial noise 
relief for the community, but Massport appears to have little concern for anything but its 
own interests; its promises ring hollow to me. 


On yours, “ 


“A Englande 


Cc: State Rep.Byron Rushing 
U.S. Rep. Michael Capuano 


167.2 


167.3 


U.S. Rep. J. Joseph Moakley 

Mayor Thomas Menino 

City Council Pres. Jim Kelly 

Editorial Room, Boston Globe 

Editorial Room, Boston Herald 

Anastasia Lyman, Runway 27 Coalition 

Editorial Room, South End News 

J. DeVillars, Regional Administrator, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Jane Garvey, U. S. Federal Aviation Agency 
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Letter 167 
Irv Englander 


Private Citizens: Boston 


Comment 


| Massport acknowledges th y pla 

: number of airplanes passing over... [The South End] 
| which is itself well beyond acceptability, but | have good 

: feason to believe that the noise effects will more than 
riple. In my experience and measurements made over 
he years, small planes do not generate either the level of 
ise nor the pervasive roaring type of noise created by 
he larger jets. If the smaller planes are diverted to the 
ew runway and the number of planes over... [The South 


noise Suggested by Massport. 


peration. However, that need must not be allowed to 
lake absolute precedence over a reasonable quality of life 
for citizens of Boston. 


Ithough Massport claims that the pilots are unable to fly 
he [Runway 27] pattern accurately, commercial pilots that 
have met have told me that the pattern is perfectly 
easonable, but that the control tower makes virtually no 
ffort to enforce the pattern. Use of the developed pattern 
‘ould provide substantial noise relief for the community. 


i tripie tne | 


End] tripled, the noise increase will far exceed the level of 


‘understand the need for efficient airport access and. 


Response 


Massport and the FAA stand by the estimates in this 


- document. 


"The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the ‘Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 

_ Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state : 
_ scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 
_ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has : 
_ programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 

_ associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 


are described i in the Logan Aiport ESPR and its updates. — 


Since ‘the new departure procedure was implemented i in 

_ accordance with the Runway 27 EIS, Massport and the FAA 
_ have been monitoring and analyzing aircraft flight track data 
_ for compliance and to determine the need for changes to i 
_ achieve the objectives. Pilots are responsible for knowing and : 
_ complying with noise abatement procedures unless otherwise _ 
_ instructed. As more aircraft are equipped with GPS 

_ navigation, compliance should improve. 
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Private Citizens: Boston 


LETTER 168 


March 23, 1999 


Bob Durand, Secretary 

EOEA, Attn: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley, EOEA #10458 

100 Cambridge Street, 20° Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


RE: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a/k/a Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 
Dear Mr. Durand: 


1. I am OPPOSED to Runway 14/32 as any benefits of same 
are strongly outweighed by the resulting adverse health, 168.1 
environmental, and economic costs on myself, my neighbors and 

other metropolitan area residents. 


2. As a homeowner residing adjacent to Franklin Park, I 
am already negatively impacted by Logan Airport’s overflights 
resulting in loss of sleep, irritability, loss of use/enjoyment 
of my yard and garden, concerns re pollutants and health 
impacts, and diminishment of enjoyment of public spaces such as 
Franklin Park and the Arnold Arboretum. 


3. Runway 14/32 will further increase the adverse health, 168.2 
environmental, economic, and quality of life impacts on myself : 
and my neighbors from these overflights. It will also 

negatively impact area children’s health and learning as the 

planes are.clearly audible within, for example, English High 

School where I attended Massport’s informational meeting on this 
matter. 


4. Massport should be required to withdraw this proposal 
and perform a comprehensive study, including, analysis of the . 168.3 
health, environmental, and economic costs on the affected ‘ 
communities, using current data, and including maximum 
utilization of other pre-existing regional airfields. 


es Ae, 
Name: Brian Gallagher 
Address: 11 Stedman Street, #1 


Boston, MA 02130 
Phone: (617) 982-3542 
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Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


| am opposed to Runway 14/32 as any benefit of same _ The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
"are strongly outweighed by the resulting adverse health, to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 
environmental, and economic costs.... _ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 

: Status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
comparable public health reports were not available from the 
Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 
Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 
indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 

_ airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 
concern. 


H j i 


i 
i 


| Refer to response to Comment 168.1. Refer to Chapter 6 of 
_ the Supplemental Draft EIS/FEIR for a discussion of 
environmental impacts of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Private Citizens: Boston 
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Comment Response 


168.3 Environmental | Massport should be required to withdraw this proposal 
Review _ and perform a comprehensive study, including, analysis o 
Process | the health, environmental, and economic costs on the 
affected communities, using current data, and including 
maximum utilization of other pre-existing regional airfields. 


n January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
IS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
IS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
nput from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
AA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
y the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
hree were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. i 
Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
Supplemental Draft EIS, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 
answers to key letters written by members of the public, 
concerned agencies and public officials responding to the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and 
written presentations from the Project's technical consulting 
team and other independent industry experts. 


The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

| Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

| DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 

_ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 

_ Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that ; 
_ service development and increased passenger traffic at these 
_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 
_ strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and use of other options, including 
"high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. i 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 
_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
| analysis supports the conclusion that greater use of the i 
_ regional airports will provide passengers within the service 

_ area of such airports with a viable alternative to 

Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport’s primary 

_ service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 

_ regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 
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Private Citizens: Boston 


LETTER 169 


Arthur Pugsley 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 0--2202 

Attn: MEPA Office 


April 20, 1999 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


I'm writing to register my opposition to Massport’s Runway 14/32 (airport expan- 
sion) project. What concerns me most is how this will impact the city | love so 
much. The size of this city is what drew me here from New York. With an 
increase in air traffic we will loose the very thina that makes this city so livable. 
And all this for convention attendees wno don’: even live nere? Wno baiély leave 
their hotel? Let them go to NYC if they want a crowded, dirty, noisy location for 
their meeting. If they want a walkable, livable city to enjoy during their stay then 
they will come here and put up with a few delays (but as you know there are 
delays at the largest airports). 


| would secondly oppose the proiect because it could triple the number of fliahts 
over the South End which not only is my home but is one of the most dasirable 
neiahborhaods in Boston. Increased flights will most definitely have an impact on 
this, and the general quality of life we enjoy here in this city. Personally, I’m will- 
ing to give up any financial gain in order to maintain the quality of life | enjoy 
here. 


Boston's advantage is it's manageable size, The fact that one can walk around 
easily and actually “experience” the city while you are visiting - even if only fora 
short time. We offer water, shopping, history, gardens and architecture all within 
a short distance; in a city that seems the size of a large village....and we need to 
preserve this. 


| hope for your support on this matter, 
Sincerely, 


Nina Garfin 


169.2 
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Nina Garfinkle 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Code ‘Topic 1 


General 
Opposition 
Alternatives 


| Preferred |... Proj 
Alternative | South End y home but is one of the _ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
: most desirable neighborhoods in Boston.... _ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
: _ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 
_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 
_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 
_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 
_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 
_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter 169: Nina Garfinkle 


Private Citizens: Boston 


Ce: 


Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA aay 
From: "Sandra Gibbs" <skgibbs@worldnet.att.net> LETTER 170 
S-hject: comments on Logan airside improvements Draft EIS 

* "Ne: Wednesday, April 21, 1999 14:53:37 EDT 

» aches MEPA letter-SKG-Gen.doc 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Attached please find my comments on the Massachusetts Port Authority’s Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement on its airside Improvements Planning Project. 
I would ask that you reject their proposal. 


LETTER 170 


61 RUTLAND STREET 


BOSTON, MA 02118 
April 22, 1999 
Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge St. 
Boston, MA 02202 


Att: MEPA Office/Arthur Pugsley 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


I am writing to give my comments on the Massachusetts Port Authority’s Logan Airport Airside 
Improvements Planning Project Draft Environment Impact Statement. 


Iam a 34 year resident of the South End of Boston, directly under the flight path of Runway 27, 
which is slated to see an increase of as much as three times the current air traffic under which we 
suffer today. -The neighborhood in which I live is a multi-ethnic, multi-economic and multi- 
generational one. . 


It is my strong feeling that Massport’s DEIS does not make a credible case for its project and 
should be rejected for the following reasons: 


Li 


It will impose an unacceptable noise burden upon my community without any 
commensurate benefit either to Logan Airport or to the citizens of the Commonwealth. 
The EIS, as | read it. argues a narrow case for construction of a new runway and taxiway 
without examining in appropriate detail how these construction projects will adversely affect 
the surrounding impacted communities. The EIS similarly fails to evaluate the effect of the 
increased demand which will be generated by the proposed construction project on its 


_ terminal facilities. baggage handling, parking capacity, public transportation and road access 


at the airport. 


The project, by Massport’s own account in the DEIS, will generate, at best, limited, 
dubious and short term benefits for the traveling public while imposing onerous and 
permanent noise and pollution burdens on Massport’s neighbors. 


Massport has failed to perform any outreach to impacted non-English-speaking Latino 
residents in my community. There is a large community here, several thousand residents in 
the development of Inquilinos Boricuas En Accion, who will be severely and adversely 
impacted by this proposed runway construction project. Several hundred more are low- 
income tenants of the Boston Housing Authority. Massport’s failure to attempt any 


170.1 


170.2 


education of the non-English speaking population, coupled with their refusal to meet with 
other members of the South End community seems in direct violation of the standards set 
forth in President Clinton’s Environmental Justice Executive Order promulgated early in his 
administration. 


4. Massport’s paid advertising campaign, during the public comment period, is an 
outrageous violation of the spirit of the environmental laws with which Massport has to 
comply in order to receive approval for this project. That it would engage in such a 
blatant attempt to influence the environmental process by purveying false and misleading 
information about the purposes and results of this complex project should, in itself, be 
viewed as grounds to reject the DEIS. If left to stand, it will make a mockery of the 
environmental process itself. Many more people will have heard the false claims in the TV 
and radio advertising tran will have had access to the Environmental Impact Statement. That 
Massport refused to hold educational meetings in many communities and failed to provide 
any information in the Spanish language while engaging in deceptive advertising should be 
severely sanctioned. The appropriate sanction is requiring withdrawal of the DEIS. In no 
event should Massport, or a group calling itself Citizens for Efficient Regional 
Transportation. be allowed to submit to MEPA any results from an alleged “survey” being 
conducted in conjunction with this campaign. The “survey” is completely biased and uses 
invalid polling methods to come up with a result predestined to favor the project. 


5. Massport’s assertions about delay are questionable at best. The Citizens Advisory 
Committee to Massport (CAC) has determined that Massport failed to use readily available 
data on delay from the FAA to support its representations about the severity of the problem at 
Logan. My community’s representative on that body has convinced me that there is no basis 
for Massport’s assertions about the new runway as a tool for delay reduction at the airport. 
To the contrary. it appears that the delay situation will worsen within 5 years or less while 
Logan will have subjected its neighbors to an environmental nightmare of noise and 
pollution. At the least. the DEIS should be withdrawn and Massport should be required to 
compute actual delay data for Logan airport. 


6. The EIS makes short shrift of logical solutions to congestion and delay at the airport 


such as Peak Hour Pricing and regional alternatives such as Massport-owned Hanscom 
. Field. 


In short. Massport's Drafi_ Environmental 


rejected or withdrawn from consideration by the EQEA, A new study should be required based 
on @ broader scope and u higher standard for community education and input. Thank you for 


your consideration. 


Very truly yours. 


S. Kay Gibbs 
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170.2 Environmental = Impacts. 


_ dustice 


170.3 Environmental Public Process 
| Review 
: Process 


| It will impose an unacceptable noise burden upon my 
: community without any commensurate benefit either to 
_ Logan Airport or to the citizens of the Commonwealth. 


Letter 170 
S. Kay Gibbs 


Private Citizens: Boston 


Comment 


_ Massport has failed to perform any outreach to impacted 
_ non-English-speaking Latino residents-in my community. 


Letter 170: S. Kay Gibbs 


Private Citizens: Boston 


Massport's paid advertising campaign, during the public 

_ comment period, is an outrageous violation of the spirit of 
_ the environmental laws with which Massport has to 
comply in order to receive approval for this project. 


ould not result in 


ES y 

_ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 

_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 

_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 

_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 

_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-7 of 
i the - Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


: Massport has involved the Hispanic community 


_ public review of the Airside Project. Copies of the Airside 

_ Project Draft EIS/EIR were distributed to the Chelsea Human 

| Services Collaborative, the Centro Hispano de Chelsea, and 
_ the Chelsea Commission on Hispanic Affairs. Consistent with 
_ FAA policy of providing translation on request, a Spanish- : 
_ language interpreter was present at a meeting on 

_ February 23, 1999 with the Latin American Planning and 

_ Development Group. Massport also held a public hearing on 

_ March 3, 1999 with the Chelsea City Council at which over 
"one hundred citizens had the opportunity to provide comment 

_ to Massport officials following a presentation of the Proposed 

i Project. 


Massport did not sponsor ‘television, radio, or newspaper 


_ advertisements for the Airside Project. Since the initial : 
_ scoping, FAA and Massport have established a dialogue with 
_ the Airside Review Committee (ARC), community leaders and 
the public through hearings, briefings, and circulation of 

_ over 700 copies of the DEIS/EIR for comment. At 

_ public meetings and at the request of 

- interested community members, Massport has provided the 

_ public access to information about the Airside Project and 

_ its associated social and environmental effects. Between 

_ 1995 and 1999, Massport held 16 meetings with the ARC, an 

_ additional 15 meetings with just the CAC, and several 

_ meetings with the CAC consultants. In addition, Massport 

_ made 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom 

_ represent Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and 

_ Massport held 45 meetings with community and business 

_ leaders, reaching an audience of more than 3,000 people. 

_ During the public comment period on the DEIS/EIA, the FAA 
" held two public hearings. 
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~ Model 


_ Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 
_ Chapter 1 and Appendix C include a description of FAA and 
_ U.S. DOT delay measures and their limitations, an 
_ explanation of computer models for estimating flight delays, 
_ and historical data on delays at Logan Airport and other major 
| United States airports. The methodology used for the : 
_ Airside Project includes the effects of constraints at 
_ Logan Airport, and produces lower delay estimates than FAA 
_ modeling. The FAA approved all the models, which have 
_ been validated in previously published studies of 
Logan Airport. 


he EIS makes short shrift of logical solutions to _ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplem 
congestion and delay at the airport such as Peak Hour ~—>—DEIIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP asa 
ricing. _ demand management alternative at Logan Airport. The 
_ analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 
_ airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 
- capacity of the airport. PPP is not recommended for 
_ implementation at this time because airline overscheduling is 
_ not a major contributor to current delays at Logan Airport. 
_ However, as a mitigation measure, Massport has proposed to 
_ implement a Peak Period Monitoring System to determine if 
airline overscheduling is emerging based on future growth in 
- aircraft operations. Massport believes that initiation of this : 
_ monitoring program will provide the necessary market signals 
- to encourage carriers to make efficient use of available 
_ facilities at Logan Airport. Should the monitoring program 
_ indicate that overscheduling conditions are likely to develop, 
_ Massport has developed an action plan as described in 
_ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to 
verscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. 


_ Regional : Regional | The EIS makes short shrift of logical so roject Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

| Transportation Airports : and delay at the airport such as regional altematives suchas  DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Fieldin 

: ' Massport-owned Hanscom Field, _ the analysis of regional altematives. Hanscom Field, which serves 
_ asa general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, already 

_ accommodates a significant number of aircraft operations 

_ (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field activity 

_ includes private, business, charter, and air taxi operations that 

_ might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft 

_ EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, 

_ began commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, 

_ Offering limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets 

_ —Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware 

_ (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also 

_ conducting operations between Hanscom and 

New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 

_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 

_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general aviation 

__ teliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 

_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 

_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 

_ commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely tomovea 

significant number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, 

_ since approximately 50 percent of passengers on Logan Airport's 

_ commuter flights connect to other Logan Airport flights and a 

significant number of passengers are travelling to Boston. 

_ However, any new commercial service initiatives proposed for 

_ Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for consistency with the 

_ Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be 

_ considered by the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). 

_ Refer to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

_ discussion of Hanscom Field. 


Massport's assertions about delay are questionable at 


_ Peak Period 
_ Pricing 
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Sterling Giles / 154 West Newton Street / Boston, MAR 82118-1283 
(617) 421-9134 / sterig@aol.com / no fax available 


April 19, 1999 


LETTER 171 


Arthur Pugsley 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02202 

attn: MEPA Office 


Dear Mr Pugsley: 


711 


Please know that I am a registered voter and I am strongly opposed to the 


construction of Runway 14/32. Our Priorities must be a livable city now and 
long-term (not short-term) tourist, convention, and business growth. Only the 
former can foster the latter in a lasting, significant manner. 


Sincerely, 


Sterling Giles 


cc: Representative Byron Rushing 
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Sterling Giles 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


.. am strongly opposed to the construction of Runway Comment noted. 


Letter 171: Sterling Giles 
Private Citizens: Boston 


LETTER 172 


April 22, 1999 


~ Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs/MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 (Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project) 
100 Cambridge Street - 20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


We are writing in opposition to MASSPORT’s Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
and request that your office (i) withhold issuance of a certificate; (ii) require a much more 
rigorous review of alternatives to the new runway; and (iii) require substantiation and an in-depth 
analysis of the cause of the purported conditions at the airport. MASSPORT’s stated need for the 
project is two-fold: to reduce delay and enhance safety; the DEIR does not support either claim. 
In addition, MASSPORT has failed to substantiate its contentions in the public hearings held on 
this project. The Mayor’s Director of Environmental Affairs has submitted comments to the 
EOEA addressing indirect traffic, congestion, and air pollution impacts of the proposal on the 
City. We agree that these issues warrant analysis and urge your office to fully consider these 
comments in your decisionmaking process. In addition, we appreciate your consideration of the 
concerns discussed below. 


We live in the South End, the primary attraction for commercial and residential development in 
the City for the last several years. Already we are adversely impacted by the failure of pilots to 
stick to the flight path of Runway 27. If proposed Runway 14/32 is constructed, the South End 
will face a 300% increase in flights over our skies. This could potentially halt all development in 
the South End and result in plummeting property values as well as property taxes. The City, and 
by extension the Commonwealth, depends on the continued growth of the South End, which has 
also become an attractive tourist destination due to the historical significance of the area, the 
diversity of culture, and the nationally recognized restaurants which make the South End their 
home. 


The measurement of current delays is widely different among MASSPORT, the FAA and an 
outside consultant. If we’re not able to come to some consensus on what the issue really is, how 
are we going to be able to resolve it? The EOEA should require an independent analysis of the 
existing conditions and the benefits that could potentially be derived from a new runway from 
reducing delays, as well as a comparison of any potential benefits to the definitedetriments that 
would occur in terms of noise, air pollution, visual impact and increased automobile traffic. It is 
likely that the option with the least environmental impact will be the no-build option. 
MASSPORT’s claim that a new runway would enhance safety appears to be little more than a 
public relations pitch unsubstantiated by any concrete data. 


There are many alternatives to the new runway that have not been fully analyzed and are too 
readily dismissed, such as the no-build option or utilizing Hanscom Field or Worcester Regional 
Airport instead. MASSPORT should be required to demonstrate that there is absolutely nothing 
they can do at Logan to improve alleged flight delay problems absent construction of a new 
runway. In addition, there has not been sufficient debate regarding sending small planes (for 
which the runway is proposed to be built) to Hanscom Field (the airport designed to accept small 
aircraft). Certainly the environmental impacts associated with utilizing Hanscom, where 
approximately 40,000 residents would be impacted, pale in comparison with the impacts 
associated with building a new runway at Logan, where (according to MASSPORT) 1.2 million 


172.1 


ee 


172.3 


172.4 


172.5 
172.6 


people are affected. No reasonable person wants planes flying over his head, yet the 1.2 million 
impacted people in Boston that are saying “no” don’t seem to have as much influence as the 
“impacted people in Bedford and surrounding areas. Hanscom is located right on Route128, where 
most businesses are, where other businesses are trying to reach and where people would benefit 
most. Another argument against Hanscom has been the need to preserve historical monuments in 
the area. There is no more historical place in the country than the City of Boston. The red line is 
only 8 miles from Hanscom, an extension of which would bring people right to downtown Boston 
and right to Logan airport. An extension could easily be built by going under any historical sites. 
Airforce One just landed at Hanscom last week, so the facility must be capable of handling all- 
size planes. 


Utilizing the under-utilized Worcester Regional Airport also makes good environmental and 
economic sense. Most of the people using Logan do not reside in the City, yet it is the residents of 
the City who bear all of Logan’s impacts. If the majority of the people who need to fly out of 
Massachusetts live closer to Worcester and/or Hanscom, why not make use of the airports closer 
to their residences rather than expand an airport that is already the most difficult airport to access 
by both air and land? 


We are stuck with Logan where it is now, but we should not make a bad situation worse. 
Economic development in the Commonwealth is not dependent on access to Boston only, but 
access to Western, Central, Northern and Southern Massachusetts as well. If all the economic 
activity is centralized in Boston and Logan is still difficult to access, then the result will be 
contrary to what the project proponents are contending; i.e., businesses will look outside of the 
Commonwealth for both permanent operations and short-term activities (ex. conferences, 
business meetings). 


We respectfully request that the EOEA require a much more exhaustive analysis of the impacts 
associated with the proposed expansion at Logan than what was presented in the DEIR. We also 
ask that the agency refrain from issuing a certificate to MASSPORT because the majority of the 
people don’t want it due to the environmental impacts it would cause. If the issues of aircraft 
delay and safety enhancement are as serious as MASSPORT says, they certainly warrant a more 
careful examination and selection of long-term, instead of short-term solutions. 


Sincerely, 


Robert and Kathleen Hathaway 
220 West Canton Street 
Boston, MA 02116-5814 


CG: Senator Edward Kennedy 
Senator John Kerry 
Congressman Joe Moakley 
Congressman Mike Capuano 
Governor A. Paul Cellucci 
Representative Byron Rushing 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 172 


Robert and Kathleen Hathaway 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
1721 Environmental MEPA | We are writing in opposition to Massport’s Logan Airside 
i | Review _ Improvements Planning Project and request that your 
_ Office (i) withhold issuance of a certificate; (ii) require a 


| Process 


much more rigorous review of alternatives to the new 
runway; and (iii) require substantiation and an in-depth 
analysis of the cause of the purported conditions at 

_ airport. 


Response 


he Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
project adequately and properly complies with the i 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


Refer to Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
iscussion of the operational benefits of the 

Preferred Alternative and to Chapter 6 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of environmental impacts of 
referred Alternative. 


pacted by the failure of pilots to 
stick to the flight oath of Runway 27. If proposed Runway 
14/32 is constructed, the South End will face a 300% 
increase in flights over our skies. This could potentially 
halt all development in the South End and result in 
plummeting property values as well as property taxes. 


Alternatives 


_ Runway 14/32 


th the Logan Airport 1997 Annual Update and Logan Airport 
998 Annual Update reported that aircraft were not achieving 
he goals of the 1996 FAA ROD and that further testing was 
eeded to get improved conformance. The FAA is currently 


_ funding an analysis of the procedure and meets periodically 

_ with the Runway 27 Advisory Committee to report interim 

| findings. The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) : 
_ reports on flight track monitoring which includes Runway 27 test 
_ Tesults. The Runway 27 departure tracks have been reviewed 


in more detail in Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ The measurement of current delays is widely ffen 
_ among Massport, the FAA and an outside consultant. 


Alternatives 


The EOEA should require an independent analysis of the 
existing conditions and the benefits that could potentially 
be derived from a new runway from reducing delays, as 
well as a comparison of any potential benefits to the 
definite detriments that would occur in terms of noise, air 
pollution, visual impact and increased automobile traffic. 


_ been validated in previously published studies of 


| To assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with i 
_ awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport 


Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 
professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 

- Airside Study. 


Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 


_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 


Chapter 1 and Appendix C include a description of FAA and 
U.S. DOT delay measures and their limitations, an 

explanation of computer models for estimating flight delays, 
and historical data on delays at Logan Airport and other major / 
United States airports. The methodology used for the i 
Airside Project includes the effects of constraints at 

Logan Airport, and produces lower delay estimates than FAA 
modeling. The FAA approved all the models, which have 


Logan Airport. 


Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), 
which consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 
representatives from 24 communities surrounding 


Letter 172: Robert and Kathleen Hathaway 
Private Citizens: Boston 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


_ Other Non- 
_ Construction 
| Alternatives 


Massport should be required to demonstrate that there is 
absolutely nothing they can do at Logan to improve 
alleged flight delay problems absent construction of a new 
runway. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


he improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 


Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 
Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 
December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 
ogan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 
Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 
umerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
or reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 
International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 
ecommended several improvement concepts, including 


_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 


improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 
studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 
Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995. Based on 
the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected andthe 
_ most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 
consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 
Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 
that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 


...there has not been sufficient debate regarding sending 
_ small planes...to Hanscom Field... 


Airports 


g 
Transportation 


provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 
_ ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


_ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
_ inthe analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
_ Serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 

_ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 

_ operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
| activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 

| operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 

| Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 


newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 
operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 
services to short-haul regional markets - Trenton, Buffalo, 


nalysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan 


Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 


and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
operations between Hanscom and 

New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 


| passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

_ commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

_ (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 
_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 


» Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 


of Hanscom Field. 


Letter 172: Robert and Kathleen Hathaway 
Private Citizens: Boston 


_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general i 
_ aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
| commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
_ a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

| passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 
_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Topic 2 


_ Regional _ Regional 
_ Transportation Airports 


Comment 
Utilizing the under-utilized Worcester Regional Airport 


_ also makes good environmental and economic sense. 


_ Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 
_ City of Worcester to aggressively market the 
_ Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 
_ involvement with the Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 
_ operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 
_ By its agreement with the City of Worcester, Massport could 

| assume ownership of the Worcester Regional Airport by 

_ 2005. On February 1, 2000, Delta Connection began serving 
_ Worcester Regional Airport with two daily nonstop roundtrip 
| flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta. On July 6, 2000, 
_ American Eagle began service to New York JFK Airport with 

_ three daily nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. 

| Massport is in ongoing discussions with other carriers 
regarding potential new services at Worcester Regional 

| Airport. In addition, MassHighway is analyzing alternative 

| highway routes that would improve surface access from 1-90 
_ and 1-290 to the Worcester Regional Airport and filed an ENF 
_ in December 1999. They have begun the preparation of a 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR for these improvements. 


_ In addition to the Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has 
| pursued a variety of initiatives to promote the use of other 
_ alternative regional airports and travel modes with the goal of 
_ felieving traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport. For 
_ example, in November 1999, Massport and Governor Cellucci_ 
_ co-sponsored a Regional Transportation Summit of the : 
| New England Governors and transportation officials. The 

| Summit focused on joint marketing among the New England 
' commercial service airports and the joint promotion of rail and 
| road initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced 
| regional transportation system. Refer to Section 2.2 of the 

| Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 


Letter 172: Robert and Kathleen Hathaway 
Private Citizens: Boston 


ANN HERSHFANG 
64 West Rutland Square 
Boston MA 02118 
P: (617)267-9770 F: (617)267-9777 
email:hershfan@world.std.com 


LETTER 173 


March 1, 1999 

Secretary Bob Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston 02202 . 

Attn: MEPA office re: Runway 14/32 
Dear Secretary Durand: 
This letter requests your office to (1) extend the deadline for the 1 13.4 


environmental process on Proposed new Runway 14/32 so that citizens have 
sufficient time to analyse Massport's documents and (2) make a final decision 
that honors the quality of life of near neighbors of Logan Airport. 


If built, Runway 14/32 will inflict an unacceptable noise impact on 1 13:2 
adjacent neighborhoods all around the airport. It will add capacity, triple use 
of Runways 9/27 and 15/33 and inflict heavy noise on Boston neighborhoods 
in particular, including East Boston, Charlestown, South Boston, South End, 
Beacon Hill, Back Bay, Roxbury, Jamaica Plain, and possibly even further 
southwest areas like Hyde Park, Roslindale and West Roxbury. 


Building this runway reverses 25 years of pathbreaking noise 
abatement programs and policies by Massport—which included a noise- 
abatement overwater take-off turn from Runway 22R, emphasizing 
Overwater use of Runway 15/33, night-time restrictions on noisy planes, and 
an extensive soundproofing Program for schools, hospitals and residences. 


Twenty-five years ago the Massport Board initiated these nationally 
renowned noise abatement policies in an Airport Master Plan (1976) which 
also included other good neighbor commitments--no further expansion of - 


payment-in-lieu-of-taxes to Boston and Winthrop, transferring the Belle Isle 
Marsh to the MDC, conveying blockbusted parcels in East Boston to abutters, 
moving triple-deckers from Neptune Road to Coleridge Street and a 

committment to build Piers Park and Jeffries Point Park. These policies have 


In 1975, everyone said such noise and good neighbor policies would 
mean the death of the airport and increased danger for airlines and 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 173 
Ann Hershfang 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


n January 2000, the FAA called for the preparation of a 


173.4 MEPA 

i Review for the environmental process on proposed new Runway upplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) after the conclusion of a 
| Process _ 14/32 so that citizens have sufficient time to analyze DEIS Panel review process. The SDEIS Panel, which : 
i ; | Massport’s documents... onsisted of 6 representatives appointed by the Governor and 


he Mayor of Boston, met over a ten-month period from 
March 2000 to December 2000. As a result of the FAA’s 
ctions, the environmental review process for the 
ogan Airside Improvements Project was extended by more 


han one year. 
If built, Runway 14/32 will inflict an unacceptable noise mplementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 
| impact on adjacent neighborhoods all around the airport. ubstantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 


nable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
RAS goals and decrease the population that is 
most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 
referred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 
Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 
four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
ith the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 
he High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
Xposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65dB 
: y two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
hree fleet scenarios, respectively. 
' Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
i | population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-7 of 
: : _ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter 173: Ann Hershfang 
Private Citizens: Boston 


LETTER 174 


ANN HERSHFANG 
64 West Rutland Square 
Boston MA 02118 
P: (617)267-9770 F: (617)267-9777 
email:hershfan @world.std.com 


April 22, 1999 


Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Strec:t, 2nd floor 

Boston MA 02205 

email: arthur.pugsley@state.ma.us 


RE: Case #10458 Runway 14/32 
Dear EOEA, 


This letter requests your office to reject Massport's inadequate Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement on proposed Runway 14/32 and to 
require Massport to develop a new DEIS that includes a full, fair and 
honest presentation of all relevant data, dates and impacts. 


A new DEIS should fully describe benefits from alternative actions, such 

as (1) diversion to Hanscom Field and other regional airports, (2) gains from 
peak hour pricing based on a reasonable threshold (115 flights is too high), 

(3) the high-speed Boston-New York rail service which begins this fall, and (4) 
a second-major airport, starting from the recommendations in the 
Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission report. These combined actions can 
do more to solve any existing Logan delay than a new runway, which even 
Massport estimates will be effective for five years or less. 


Complex solutions to complex problems have been successful before--and at 
Massport. Twenty-five years ago the Massport Board considered the proposed 
Runway 14/32 along with operating changes designeu to minimize noise and 
other impacts on surrounding neighborhoods. Then, business interests 
offered the same knee-jerk reactions about economic and job losses. In spite 
of those predictions, Massport adopted broad noise-abatement and commun- 
ity restoration policies in a 1976 Master Plan, and the runway was not built. 


The airport survived and thrived. Passengers increased from 11 million in 
1976 to 26 million in 1998, flights from 260,000 in 1976 to 500,000 in 1998. 


Now, by proposing Runway 14/32, the current Massport administration for 
the first time in 25 years would move over water flights back over residential 
areas. Small planes would land over water on 14/32; other arrivals would 
also land over water. This would shift large jet departures, which are noisier, 


1741 


174.2 
1743 
174.4 
174.5 


to Runways 27 and 33 and triple their number. They will fly over the close-in 
populated areas of East Boston, Chelsea, Everett, Somerville, Cambridge, 
Charlestown, South Boston, South End, Beacon Hill, Back Bay, Roxbury, 
Jamaica Plain, Hyde Park, Roslindale, West Roxbury, Brookline and Newton. 
More people live under these two runways than live under all the other 
Logan runways combined. Is this a "fair" distribution of noise. 


The real issues here are regional fairness and inadequate long-range planning 
by Massport not the livelier and irrelevant scenarios favored by news 
coverage. This is not a "turf war” or partisan "political wind.” Runway 14/32 
is truly about noise, neighborhood destruction, loss of enjoyment and 
property value. It involves real people and real damage to real people in 
their homes and neighborhoods. It is truly an environmental issue. 


A few specific observations about the DEIS: 


1, Peak hour pricing: Of all DEIS deficiencies, the lack of serious analysis of 
peak hour pricing is the most disappointing. Peak hour pricing would free up 
Logan airspace and reduce delay by pricing out underloaded carriers. 

Massport instituted a peak hour program in the 1980s which successfully 
reduced operations and delay until courts invalidated it as too broad. A 
legally compliant program was subsequently prepared and ready for 
implementation in 1990 but has never been tried. Peak hour pricing--a 
market-based solution--could be in place relatively quickly at a low cost. 


2. Noise: 

¢ There is only one small, unreadable noise contour chart in the EIS, with 
no identifying city or street name. Its obscurity must be a deliberate 
deception. A better presentation must be required, and the impact of 
doubling/ tripling noise over residential areas must be made clear. 

¢ Massport's computer calculations in the DEIS consistently understate 
noise compared to that measured by microphones in the field. 

¢ Could Massport have chosen 1993 as base year to minimize the projected 
roise increase. 

¢ In 2000 the airline fleet is required to be 100% stage II compliant. Noise 
benefits of 100% stage III equipment should be calculated first, then the 
impact of 14/32. This serious flaw justifies withdrawal of the DEIS. 


3. Equitv: The equity of locating airport noise pollution in the Common- 
wealth's poorest neighorhoods deserves more than four pages out of four 
volumes. Massport's unsupported conclusion that low-income communities 
do not receive a disproportionate impact requires further explanation. 


4. Delay: 
e Why does Massport's use a formula which calculates more delay than the 


FAA's. 

¢ Why is a new runway necessary now since there is less delay than in 1993. 

e What is actual delay, as opposed to projected. 

e How has, and how might, airline consolidation reduce delay. Why 
doesn't Massport jawbone airlines into consolidation as airport {7 4 1} 
management is now doing in San Francisco, another delay-prone airport. s 

¢ How much of the delay is caused by snow, fog, airline equipment, airline 
scheduling / cancellations, air traffic control shortcomings, lack of airside 
space, etc., rather than wind direction and runway availability. 


Runway 14/32 must not be approved until all the relevant issues are fairly, 
openly and honestly examined and discussed. 


Massport suggests restrictions that are enforceable only by the Federal 

Aviation Administration-- one-way use of 14/32 and "fair" distribution of 17 4 12 
noise. The FAA's record at enforcing its prior commitments is poor. FAA's ; 
tower has not effectively used the Preferential Runway Assignment System to 

share the noise burden. It has not strongly enforced the Runway 22 departure 
noise-abatement turn. 


Quite recently, FAA has thrown up its hands about enforcing the Runway 27 
departure track over the Fort Point Channel industrial area. After 3+ years of 
night meetings, residents under the Runway 27 flight path thought we had a 
commitment from the FAA on this "noise-abatement" departure. Now, as 
the enclosed article indicates, and as the planes overhead from 6:15 am these 
last several days prove, the FAA either cannot or will not enforce that 
agreement mandated after a successful suit won by the Runway 27 coalition. 


The State of Massachusetts, must protect us and our environment. Neither 
Massport nor the Federal Aviation Administration will do so. 


Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 


Sincerely, 


dan Mactan 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Environmental 


| Review 
| Process 


Transportation 


Letter 174 
Ann Hershfang 


Private Citizens: Boston 


_ inadequate Draft Environmental Impact Statement on 
| proposed Runway 14/22... 


actions, such as diversion to Hanscom Field and other 
_ regional airports. 


Response 


The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 


| project adequately and properly complies with the 
_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 


DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental / 
DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 
operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 
operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 
newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 
operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 
services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, : 
Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 
and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting / 
operations between Hanscom and 

New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its : 
established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will preventits 
development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 


~ a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

_ passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 

_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 

_ passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

| commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

_ (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 
_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

| Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
| of Hanscom Field. 


_ The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 
_ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives hasbeen 
_ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 
_ levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 


_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 


discussion of regional alternatives. 


Letter 174: Ann Hershfang 
Private Citizens: Boston 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


| Peak Period = Anew DEIS should fully describe benefits from alternative 
_ Pricing "actions, such as gains from peak hour pricing based on a 
reasonable threshold (115 flights is too high). 


Alteratives. 


_ Regional _ Passenger Rail | A new DEIS should fully describe benefits from alternative 
| Transportation | actions, such as the high-speed Boston-New York rail 
/ _ service which begins this fall. 


new DEIS should fully describe benefits from alternative 


_ actions, such as a second-major airport, starting from the 
_ recommendations in the Massachusetts Aeronautic 
_ Commission report. 


Transportation — Airports 


_ and reflects all the major recommendations of various 
_ regional planning studies that have been conducted over the 
| last decade. These include expansion of the regional airports 
' and development of high-speed rail in the Boston-New York 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


| 
DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a demand 
management alternative at Logan Airport. PPP is not 
recommended for implementation at this time because airline 
overscheduling is not a major contributor to current delays at 
Logan Airport. However, as a mitigation measure, Massport 
has proposed to implement a Peak Period Monitoring System 


_ to determine if airline overscheduling is emerging based on 
_ future growth in aircraft operations. Massport believes that 
| initiation of this monitoring program will provide the necessary 
_ market signals to encourage carriers to make efficient use of 
| available facilities at Logan Airport. Should the 

| monitoring program indicate that overscheduling conditions 

' are likely to develop, Massport has developed an action plan 
' as described in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 


designed to address overscheduling conditions at Logan 


_ Airport. 


_ Delays occur when wind or weather conditions require the 
_ use of configurations with fewer than three active runways, 
_ when poor weather requires increased separation distances 
_ between aircraft, or when airlines schedule more flights than 
_ Logan Airport can handle. The Airside Project is designed to 
_ reduce delays at Logan Airport from adverse winds and taxiway / 


congestion. 


A second major airport is not a solution to the current delay 


_ and congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed 

_ Project to reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport : 
_ must be implemented in the near term to address current and 
_ future operating conditions. Even if a second major airport 
| were to be pursued, the planning period for site selection and i 
- environmental review would require ten to 15 years, in i 
_ addition to a multi-year construction period. Rather, 
Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
_ includes the T.F. Green/Providence, the Manchester, and the 
_ Worcester Regional airports. Service development and 
_ increased passenger traffic at these airports are an important 
_ part of the region’s long-term strategy to accommodate 
| passenger and activity growth. Greater use of the regional 

| airports will provide passengers within the service area of 

| such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 
_ demand within Logan Airport’s primary service area will 
remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 

_ will not eliminate the need for airside projects at 


_ Logan Airport. 
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Private Citizens: Boston 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code Topic 1 Tople? ON et ee cel ee ee 
174. 6 Alternatives Peak Period _ [Massport should analyze peak hour pricing more in _ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 


| Pricing | depth. | DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a demand 
| _ management alternative at Logan Airport. PPP is not : 
_ fecommended for implementation at this time because airline 
_ overscheduling is not a major contributor to current delays at 
_ Logan Airport. However, as a mitigation measure, Massport 
_ has proposed to implement a Peak Period Monitoring System / 
_ to determine if airline overscheduling is emerging basedon 
_ future growth in aircraft operations. Massport believes that 
_ initiation of this monitoring program will provide the necessary | 
_ market signals to encourage carriers to make efficient use of 
_ available facilities at Logan Airport. Should the 

_ monitoring program indicate that overscheduling conditions 
"are likely to develop, Massport has developed an action plan 
| as described in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
lesigned to address overscheduling conditions at Logan 
irport. 


“ [The EIS noise contours should be made more clear.] 


Comment noted. The figures in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR- 
ave been significantly improved since earlier drafts. 


Refer to the new graphics in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 of the 
jupplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Massport’s computer calculations in the DEIS consistently 
_ understate noise compared to that measured by 
microphones in the field 


_ Hushkitted | In 2000, the airline fleet is required to be 100% Stage III 
Aircraft | compliant. Noise benefits of 100% Stage III equipment No Action Alternatives for individual fleet scenarios are the 
_ should be calculated first, then the impact of Runway _ appropriate basis for evaluation and are not distorted. 
| 14182. _ Fleet composition within each individual forecast scenario 
: _ remains consistent. The phase-out of Stage 2 aircraft will 
_ reduce the noise impacts from Logan Airport, producing 
| benefits to surrounding communities. These impacts are 
_ discussed in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously 
_ GEIR). 


_ The 29 M Low Fleet scenario includes 22 daily operations in 
| Stage 2 aircraft (depending on the alternative examined), 

_ which represent about 2.5 percent of the total daily jet 

| operations in that fleet. (Refer to Table 6.2-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). In the shift to a post-1999, 

| 100 percent Stage 3 fleet, some of these aircraft would likely 
_ have received hushkits resulting in very little improvement in 
| the noise of individual overflights (and hence, little 

_ improvement in DNL), and some were likely converted to 

_ Stage 3 airplanes. However, on balance, the total number of 
_ Stage 2 operations in 1999 is small, and a revised 

_ 29M Low Fleet scenario would leave a significant number of 
_ hushkitted airplanes to dominate the exposure. For these 

_ feasons, it is estimated that the presence of the Stage 2 

_ airplanes in the 29 M Low Fleet scenario overstates noise 

_ exposure by only a few tenths of a dB, which does not 
represent a material difference. 


comparisons of the Action Alternatives 


Letter 174: Ann Hershfang 
Private Citizens: Boston 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 
is rr tamanent acted shaun cain Sebi a Rc a ae ae oe Pe ae eae 


Code _ Topic 1 Comment Response 


174. 10 _ Environmental | The equity of locating airport noise pollution in the _ The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 
| Justice | Commonwealth's poorest neighborhoods deserves more _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 
, _ than four pages out of four volumes. Massport’s _ populations were defined in accordance with Federal 
| unsupported conclusion that low-income communities do Executive Order 12898, the Final United States Department 
not receive a disproportionate impact requires further _ of Transportation Order, and the Council on Environmental 
explanation. | Quality’s guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the 


' analysis of low-income populations was expanded to include 

_ households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 

ound that there is no high and adverse disproportionate : 
impact to low-income and minority populations caused by the 
Preferred Alternative. 


verse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 

r minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

ithin the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

f 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 
the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a ‘ 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
| additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour ; 
"associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an H 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and / 
_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

_ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 

| contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 

_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 
_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential i 
"sound insulation. 


A discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 
presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


| Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 
_ Chapter 1 and Appendix C include a description of FAA and 

_ U.S. DOT delay measures and their limitations, an 

_ explanation of computer models for estimating flight delays, 

_ and historical data on delays at Logan Airport and other major 
_ United States airports. The methodology used for the 

_ Airside Project includes the effects of constraints at 

_ Logan Airport, and produces lower delay estimates than FAA 

_ modeling. The FAA approved all the models, which have 

_ been validated in previously published studies of 

i Logan Airport. 


_ [The delay model is not satisfactory. ] 


Letter 174: Ann Hershfang 
Private Citizens: Boston 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


_ FAA's tower has not effectively used the Preferential 
_ Runway Assignment System to share the noise burden. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


~The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 


Preferred Alternative would promote runway use in a manner 
that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 
number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 
Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 
of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 
same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 
nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 
same noise impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and 
arrivals to Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) i 
would increase, but most of these are non-jets. These runway 
operations are currently running well below the PRAS goals, 
and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow the 
controllers to approach, but still remain below the annual 
goals for these operations. Additionally, by increasing the 
number of operations over water, Runway 14/32 would 


_ reduce the total annual hours of dwell and persistence over 
_ populated areas in accordance with short-term PRAS goals. 


Letter 174: Ann Hershfang 
Private Citizens: Boston 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the one which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number mav not be considered. - LETTER 179 


All comments must be reccived Apnil 22. 1999 
All mail conceming the environmental impact review process including filings. comments. and all associated materials 
must be addressed to: ; Ms 4s 
Bob Durand. Secretary: 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 
Arthur Pugsicy EOEA No. #10458 
100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 
Boston. MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay of action on comments Or no action on comments «call. - 
Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 


Thi 


19.1 


: ~ Access to 
_ Transportation — Logan 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 175 
Christine A. O’Toole 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Comment 


he EIS/EIR does not address the problem of ground 


ernative would not 


Pp 


lelays because there is not sufficient public transportation _ increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 
0 accommodate the air traffic they expect to come to _ deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 
Boston. _ Massport's plans to handle the ground access requirements 
_ of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent Annual 
_ Updates (Environmental Data Reports). 


Letter 175: Christine A. O’Toole 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Darryl Pomicter | 
. 136 Myrtle Street 


Boston, MA 02114-4403 


LETTER | 76 | Phone/Fax: 617 227-1153 


E-mail: dpomic@aol,com 


April 22, 1999 


Bob Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Attention MEPA Office 
Arthur Pugsley, 1V, EOEA No. 10458 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


RE: Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project, DEIR/DEIR 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


As the Beacon Hill Civic Association representative to the CAC and the ARC my basic opposition 
to Massport’s proposal to construct a new runway at Logan Airport is stated in the letter of 
Opposition from the Beacon Hill Civic Association. 


technical meetings with Massport and their consultants); in the Boston Redevelopment Authority's 
Boston Central Artery Depression Feasibility Study in 1974-75 (as Beacon Hill representative); 
doing business around the world for many years; and as an MIT trained engineer. 


Massport has presented overwhelming amounts of information, formally and informally. While 
most of the volumes of information and their comments are factually accurate, much of their 
presentation of information in Print and verbally is inconsistent, misleading, and deceptive 
misinformation. Many normal people are overwhelmed by the information and feel they must 
agree with the “facts”. Despite the quantity, the information is often incomplete and improperly 
presented; and their conclusions are consequently defective. 


Massport’s presentation of information, in print and verbally, mixes operations and passengers, 
quantities and percentages—presenting what at that point is most favorable and omitting what at 
that point is unfavorable. They should consistently present operations and passengers figures with 
both quantities and percentages, including subtotals and totals. A few examples: 


1. At the State House hearing March 23, Director Blute talked about “70,000 planes a 
year using the new runway will be moved over the water.” In the next sentences he talked 
about “the few percent of increased traffic over some communities will more closely match 
the PRAS percentages agreed to by all the communities.” Those 70,000 operations over 
the water are about 15% of total operations at Logan. Those few percent of flights moved 
to other neighborhoods includes more than 40,000 operations from Runway 27, more than 
30,000 from Runway 33, and more than 10,000 from Runway 22. Since neighborhoods 
are typically affected by more than one runway, the moved flights increase flights over 
Some neighborhoods by 50-70,000—more than triple current levels. (And, when the PRAS 
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percentages were formulated in the early eighties, no one agreed to current levels of 
traffic—increased by 112% over the last 20 years—much less Massport’s intended 
continued increase without limit over time.) 


2. At the same hearing, Director Blute threatened that, if the new runway is not built, 
traffic will still increase and the primary runways will be used for more than 90% of 
Operations to try to Satisfy the demand with the least delays. Of course, with the new 
runway, traffic is still intended to increase without limits; and the primary runways will still 
be used excessively. It will just take longer for the excess to grow. (No consideration is 
given to limits on operations, maximum Capacity.) 


3. Logan’s airport ranking as the 11" in the US in operations and the 6" in delays has 
been widely stated as justification for the new runway to improve the delay ranking. At our 
February CAC and ARC méetings we noted to Director Blute that the additional ranking of 
17" busiest in Passengers indicated a lower than average number of passengers on each 


hearing, Director Blute upped the ante by arguing that 17" in Passengers while 5" in delays 
further emphasized the need for the new runway to decrease delays. (No mention was 
made of the operations 11% ranking or the alternative of getting more passengers on each 
plane.) 


4. Massport details the worsening in rank from eighth in 1990 to sixth in 1997 in their 
recent DEIS/DEIR (page 1 -13), and they note the FAA figure for 1997 of 25.2 delays per 
1,000 operations (2%%) (page 1-11). They exclude the FAA delay figures for prior years 
which have dropped Steadily from a peak of 39.23 (under 4%) in 1992 
(www.ASC.FAA.GOV). More complete detail was included in their 1995 Airside 


usually worse delays but better rankings for the same years. (No ranking adjustment 
“handicap” is made in any case for inherently worse-than-average New England weather or 
for the constrained urban location, which may slow airport operations but should Speed 


5. Massport’s recent, widely delivered presentations state strongly that the new 
runway “Significantly Reduces Delays: 20-25% Annually, 45-55% in Good Weather (VFR), 
and Up to 90% on Northwest wind days.” Their 1995 Airside Improvements Feasibility 
Study estimated that delays were then 80-100,000 hours for the year (page I-4). They 
forecast 200,000 hours of delay for 1999 and estimated that Runway 14/32 “could reduce 
delays by approximately 21,000 hours per year”, for a 10% reduction (pages V-23 & V-24). 
Massport’s 1997 Annual Update only mentions delays in connection with the Airside 
Improvements Project (page 3-2)—there is no detail, Their recent DEIS/DEIR estimates 
“121,000 annual hours of delay in 1998” (page 1-11), separately adds 22,000 hours for 
taxiway delays for a 143,000 hours total, and updates their 1999 estimates to 136,000- 
190,000 annual runway delay hours (page 4-33), It also notes approximately 159,000 


Reduced Landing Minimums. However, the difference in runway related delay between “All 
Actions” and “All Actions except Runway 14/32” is still 20,000 hours for the likely 1999 
scenario (page 4-33)—a 16% reduction—and a 22% reduction for the likely future 
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* Scenarios. And the FAA's calculations for Logan delays are substantially lower than 
Massport’s estimates. (Under which shell is the pea, which card covers the Queen?) 


6. Massport estimated “annual savings of over $65,000,000 may be realized” in their 


decreased ability to enjoy life. This can be quickiy estimated at 4 hours/day x 5 days/week 
x 50 weeks/year = 1,000 hours/year/person affected. Valuing diminished ability to work or 
relax at several dollars per hour for a minimum 500,000 people affected quickly totals more 
than $1 ,000,000,000—dwarfing the delay costs side of the full equation. (A recently added 
$25 million estimate to construct the new runway excludes the cost to demolish and 
replace existing cargo facilities or to relocate those businesses.) 


7. Asked about developing Hanscom, Massport responds that Hanscom is being 


developed as a reliever airport for general aviation (rather than as a regional airport for 
commercial passenger and Cargo aviation). They note that it already has more operations 


Cargo operations at Hanscom—located in the middle of more than 50% of the passengers 
using Logan—both presently and in planning, is not addressed.) 


Thank you for your efforts. 


Sincerely 


Dre $e 


cc: CAC 
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Letter 176 
Darryl Pomicter 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


» Analysis _ Passenger _ Massport’s presentation of information, in p j 

_ Assumptions _ Forecasts _ verbally, mixes operations and passengers, quantities and _ analysis and data. In public presentations Massport has 

i | percentages-presenting what at that point is most _ sought to simplify the presentation of results in order to focus 
| favorable and omitting what at that point is unfavorable. non-technical audiences on major conclusions and summary 
| They should consistently present operations and _ points. However, all of the technical analysis and data is 
| passengers figures with both quantities and percentages, _ contained in the environmental documents. Please refer to 
; including subtotals and totals. _ the main volume and the technical appendices of the Airside 


_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Alternatives Other Non- longer range study and proposal is needed, which more _The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
i | Construction —_ fairly evaluates the positive and negative impacts of DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 
_ Alternatives —_—_ facilitating air traffic while respecting the health and well Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
i ' being of all of those affected and of our environment scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 


_ before any additional expansion of operations is allowed. Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 
: programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 
associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
_ are described in the Logan Airport ESPR (previously GEIR) 
_ and its updates. : 


Letter 176: Daryl Pomicter 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOFA 
@rom: <Beverlysky@aol .com> 
bject: Logan Airport Expansion, bad for Boston, bad for business 
te: Tuesday, April 20, 1999 13:14:46 EDT 
cach: 
Certify: N LETTER 1/7 
Priority: Normal 
Defer until: 
Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary 

MEPA Unit - Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: Arthur Pugsley, File # 10458 FoOA 

100 Cambridge Street 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


WTA 


I strongly object to any expansion of Logan Airport runways. I am offended by 
Massports TV advertisements promoting this expansion. 


0 PM opposing any operational expansion at Logan Airport. The chamber was 
bucked with people, mostly from East Boston, Winthrop, Dorchester, Roxbury, 
Jamaica Plain, Somerville and the South End. I know that I am not the only 
person in the South End who Cant sleep past six in the morning on Saturdays 


These planes sound like an endless parade of jackhammers. That isnt even the 
worst of it. These planes are like giant crop dusters filled with deisel 
fuel emissions, every five Minutes! Take a deep breath. There is more. We 
homeowners in the SE have watched as our homes have doubled and tripled in 
value, and our tax rates Co match. We are a designated historic Victorian 
neighborhood, a nice ten minute walk from the Statehouse and Boston Common. 
We are blessed with fabulous restaurants, a vibrant artists community, a 
great people mix of racial. cultural and economic diversity. 

We are on a major flight path for planes taking off from Logan airport. 
This is a no - brainer. Who wants to live under a flight path? 

Developers will not advertise this feature in their brochures. 

Real Estate agents, developers of Washington Street and other SE areas will 
have a difficult time selling luxury residences in a desirable 


‘ribe all the amenities. You cant hide noise pollution. Its noisy. 
. pollution isnt so obvious, but it is more insidious. Air pollution 
causes heart and lung disease. We, residents of the South End will come 


years. A war to protect their quality of life from deteriorating any more 
than it already has. I was very impressed with how knowledgeable these 
eitizens were about levels of organic and non-organic pollutants in the 
ilissions from airplane fuel exhaust. Articulate about all the beaurocratic 
‘ganizations that they must work with at federal, state, city and local 
-vels. These were working class people who have read these ten year 
environmental impact reports that cost millions of dollars and are several 
inches thick and understand them! Massport interprets the end result of all 
of these studies as a directive to enlarge Logan airport. To quote one of the 
speakers, who had charts, graphs, maps, and bulleted points on the video 
Screen Expansion of Logan airport will improve the quality of service at 
Logan. Of Course. It will be a good, short term solution for Logan. 
On the other hand it will be a short term and long term disaster for the 
people who live and work in Boston. The strongest point Massport wanted to 
make was how good for cle economy, jobs and the convention center this new 


These are Massports projections So I assume they are a conservative 
estimate. These planes will need taxies, buses, cars in order to disgorge all 


Massport has actually paid homeowners in East Boston to soundproof their 
homes from the noise! Talk about palliative Band-Aids. This works great if 
1 never want to go outside. They have built parks and baseball fields for 
2 kids in Eastie. Another bandaid. Would you want your kids running around 
a field as jumbo jets Spew toxic emissions overhead? Would you want to sit 
in a park breathing in this stuff? Listening to the noise? Massport cannot 
Pay us all off, build more parks, insulate our homes enough to make this 


to all the tourists and conventioneers arriving in our fair town, unless they 
were all supplied with their own pollution kit as they emerge from their 


We want them to have a good experience after all. 

The people of Boston and our legislators have fought to clean the harbor 
waters. One of the most beautiful harbors in the world, I think, rivaling San 
Francisco’s. 

This is a unique, priceless visual and economic resource in our city. Closed 
off to us by big buildings and expressways. Guess what the beautiful downtown 


minutes. It is impossible to have a conversation as the planes roar Overhead, 
- Now we must take our battle to the 


wont abdicate our Air Rights to Massport for the sake of the convention 
center, or for the sake of all these corporations and businesses that 


Massport claims must have a major international airport right in the heart, 
at the very entrance to this city. No. 
Travelers all over the world do not base their destinations on the proximity 
of the airport to the center of town. Think about this. London, Paris, Tokyo, 
Rome, New York all have international airports that are one or two (depending 
Craffic conditions) hours from the heart of the city. Orly and Heathrow 
ch have high speed rail transports. When was the last time you said to 
. -4rself Im not going to go to London because the airport is an hour or 


Lets think Big. Get really creative. Think outside of the grid (lock). 
Downsize Logan into an air commuter and Eastcoast flights only airport. 


The most profound speaker of the evening was a young man who looked like he 


The planes are noisy and wake me up at night so I cant Sleep, they also 
smell real bad. Thats it in a nutshell. Plain speaking, common sense. 
We in Boston are waking .p from the noise and smelling the fumes. 


Protect us. Protect our Own from this assault on our health, our property 
values and the daily quality of our lives here in Boston. 
Say no to Runway 14/32 once and for all. 


Sincerely, 
Beverly Sky 


36 Upton Street 
Boston, MA 02118 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 177 
Beverly Sky 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Comment 


Response 


I strongly object to any expansion of Logan Airport Comment noted. 


_ Opposition : _ runways. 


Letter 177: Beverly Sky 
Private Citizens: Boston 


LETTER 178 


April 22, 1999 
FAA Office of Airports 
800 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20591 
Room 600 East 


Dear Madam or Sir: 


I am writing to complain about the growing number of planes that take off directly over 

the city of Boston from Logan Airport. According to Massport officials, this noise is 

caused by the use of the runway configuration 33/27, which is used based on wind and 

other factors. This runway is often in use during the very early moming hours and late 

evening hours, since according to Massport officials its use during peak hours would 

cause too many delays at the airport. Planes are constantly departing directly over the 178 { 
central city, from 6:00am to 11:00pm. The situation has become unbearable. ' 


After repeated calls to Massport over the past year, the situation continues to worsen. 

The departure route is the most densely populated take-off routing from Logan, by far. 

This routing is almost never used for arrivals. I have found that no matter the wind 

condition, this configuration is often used. Based on reports that I have received from 

Massport, this routing is used in various wind conditions. On Sunday, March 14, it was 
also used in calm wind conditions. In addition, stage IT aircraft are not allowed to land or | 18 y) 
depart Logan before, 7:00am. This is not the case, as I have visually observed stage II ; 
aircraft depart from as early as 6:15 am. 


Massport and the FAA need to address these concerns and avoid disrupting the life of 

Boston resident at the benefit of the more wealthy suburbs. It makes no logical sense to | 78.3 
have planes take off directly over the most densely populated area in the region, 

especially at times when people are sleeping. Flights should be arranged to take off over 

the ocean and over less populated areas. At the same time, Massport needs to find a 

solution to overcrowding of the runways by finding an altemate site for airport 178.4 
expansion, such as Hanscom Field, and not a new runway at Logan. 


Thank you and best regards, 


John Stewart. 
34 Rutland Square 
Boston, MA 02118 
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Letter 178 
John Stewart 
Private Citizens: Boston 


_ Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


178.41 Noise Runway Use Planes are constantly departing directly over ... central _ Table 6.2-17 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
: i | [Boston], from 6:00 AM to 11:00 PM. The situation has _ nighttime jet operations projected to increase from 144 in i 
_ become unbearable....and the situation continues to _ 1998, to as many as 231 under the No Action Alternative with 
: | worsen. The departure route is the most densely populated the 2015 High Regional Jet Fleet. However, regardless of the : 
i take-off routing from Logan, by far. This routing is almost _fleet, many of the future night operations are the result of 
_ never used for arrivals. _ delays that will occur as demand at Logan Airport continues 


| to increase. One of the direct benefits of the Preferred 
Alternative is that it will reduce these night operations by32 
| to 43 flights depending on the fleet forecast, though any i 
alternative to the No-Action scenario will help alleviate some 
| of the projected delays. 


In addition, Massport is committed to exploring other 
| measures to reduce nighttime noise whether or not the 


_ Nighttime | Stage Il aircraft are not allowed to land or depart Logan 
| Noise _ before, 7:00 AM. This is not the case as | have visually 
: | Observed Stage II aircraft depart from as early as 6:15 AM. 


, 1999, Stage 2 

airplanes weighing more than 75,000 pounds are no longer 

permitted to fly in the continental United States. There are, 

however, Stage 2 airplanes less than 75,000 pounds which 

the FAA still permits to operate. Thus, Massport continues to 

_ enforce its nighttime noise rules which apply universally to all 
_ weights of aircraft. 


makes no ... sense to have planes take off directly over The preferential runway rules at Logan Airport have late night 
_ the most densely populated area in the region, especially at departures on Runway 16 over the harbor as the highest 

: _ times when people are sleeping. | priority to minimize departures over highly populated 

: _ neighborhoods. 


_ The Night Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) was calculated at 
_ 23 selected locations for all fleets and scenarios. 

| Tables 6.2.17 and 6.2.18 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ report these data for the 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet 

| scenarios of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The results show 
_ that, at most locations, the LeqN for the future fleets is lower 
_ than for the 1993 case. Where there is an increase in LeqN, 
the reason was the increase in flights for the 

_ No Action Alternative, which generally was mitigated by the 
_ Preferred Alternative. These results indicate that there willbe 
_ less sleep disturbance in the future than that currently 

_ experienced. 


Refer to Section 7.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ discussion of cumulative noise impacts. 


Letter 178: John Stewart 
Private Citizens: Boston 
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= aa a Regional 


| Transportation Airports 


Comment 
.Massport needs to find a solution to overcrowding of the 


runways by finding an alternative site for airport expansion, 
_ such as Hanscom Field and not a new runway at Logan. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 
operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 
operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 
newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 
operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 
services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, 


i 


i 
i 
i 
i 


' and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
perations between Hanscom and 

New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
stablished limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
viation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 


ommuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

lanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 
assengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 
ther Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 
assengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 
ommercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ Shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

_ (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 
| the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

| Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
_ of Hanscom Field. 


Letter 178: John Stewart 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 


i 


evelopment as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 


from the desk of 
VINCENT R. TINO 


LETTER 179 


March 29, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Although I support social Progress and economic growth for the Commonwealth, I believe 
the addition of Runway 14/32 would only be a temporary solution to a long-term problem. 


International Airport. Therefore, I feel that a second airport would better serve the region. 
To currently increase Capacity, the airport should use its available configuration to more 


operations (LTO) but strive to maximize passenger throughput with increased Passenger-to- 
LTO ratios. In addition, relocating regional air commuting to suburban airfields would help 
to relieve delays. 


With these concerns, I provide to you my comments on the Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning, Project, Volume I, Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (February 
1999). 


FAA policy (docket number 29194) requires the “use of EDMS to assess the air quality 
impacts of proposed airport development projects.” Although the analysis states that the 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) and EPA Region I approve 
of the LDMS, the FAA policy statement regarding EDMS is not addressed. Both references 


are 1cluded for your review. 


179.1 


179.2 


179.3 
179.4 


179.5 


22s MARCH 29, 1999 


Section 6.3.1.2 discusses the inputs for the dispersion modeling analysis. The highest and 
most conservative concentrations found in any airport air quality analysis are usually found 
at the property boundary of the airfield. However, property boundary receptors are not 
included in this analysis. Although the included receptors were specifically selected by DEP, 
these receptor locations may fail to predict the most Conservative concentrations, since the 


neighborhoods. Thus, the maximum Concentrations provided in Tables 6.3-10 through 6.3- 
14 may be underestimated and may fail to comply with National and State ambient air quality 
standards. 


Section 6.3.2 presents the results of both the emissions inventory and dispersion modeling. 
Table 6.3-2 presents maximum background concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO), 


hydrocarbons (HO), nitrogen dioxide (NO), and particulate matter less than 10 microns in 


diameter (PM,,). Although Table 5.3-2 states that the second highest nearby annual 24-hour 
average PM,, concentration in 1995is found to be 52 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m’), 
Table 6.3-2 reports a value between 45-48 ug/m? be added as background. Similarly, the 
annual background PM,, concentration is shown to be 24 ug/m? (in Table 5.3-2, 1996) while 
the value added as background in Table 6.3-2 is shown to be 23 g/m’. Also, it appears that 
the unit conversion from background values in Parts per million (ppm) to ug/m?* has been 
performed inconsistently and with errors. The following table Presents a summary of the 


Reported Second Corrected Second 
Average AP-42 Highest 


Highest Implied 
: Background Conversion Factor Conversion Factor Background 
: Averaging 
Pollutant Time ppm g/m? (ug/m*)/ppm (ug/m’)/ppm pg/m? 


(ee) I-hour 7.7 4446 577 1140 8778 
8-hour 4.9 2262 462 1140 5586 

NO, I-hour 0.09 173 1922 1880 169 
Annual 0.03 58 1933 1880 56 


It ts clearly shown that the conversion of CO and NO, from Ppm to ug/m’ has been 
pertormed with some inconsistency. Differences in the NO, factor could quite possibly be 
found in the assumptions of temperature and Pressure. However, the discrepancies in 
conversion factors for CO are significantly different and discrepancies in the factors between 
pollutant averaging times should not occur. The conversion table from Appendix A of US. 


179.6 


179.7 


~3- MARCH 29, 1999 


EPA’s Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors (AP-42) is also provided for your 


review. 


It ts unclear if background concentrations are included with the maximum concentrations 
Presented in Tables 6.3-10 through 6.3-14. Table 6.3-2 Presents maximum background 
annual NO, and PM,, concentrations of 53-58 ug/m? and 23 ug/m’, respectively. Tables 
6.3-10 through 6.3-14 present maximum total NO, and PM,, concentrations of 55 (or 56) 
and 24 pg/m>, respectively. Firstly, the higher background concentration (in this case 58 


NO, and 1 pg/m? for PM,, (inferred as the differences between background and total 
concentrations) are Surprisingly low for airport air quality analyses and should be checked for 
errors. 


Particulate emission factors for the majority of aircraft engines are generally unavailable. 
Only limited amounts of data for total suspended particulate (TSP), not PM,,, from a few 
older engines exist. Yet the analysis presents PM,, emissions from all sources, including 


were omitted, or significant assumptions relating to aircraft PMyo emissions were made. 
These assumptions would be capable of greatly varying the results of the analysis. 


Sincerely, 
. = 
Vig Te. “Fogo. 


Vincent R. Tino 


Enclosures (3) 
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Letter 179 
Vincent R. Tino 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Comment 


...| believe the addition of Runway 14/32 would only bea The Airside Project analysis is based on alternative 20-year 
_ temporary solution to a long-term problem. | forecasts of operations by aircraft type. Only larger aircraft 

| compatible with the existing facilities at Logan Airport are 
included in the future forecasts for Logan Airport fleets on 

| which the delay and environmental analyses are based. 


Runway 14/32 


| Because the development of a second major airport would 

| require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 

: i review in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 

_ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
: : : i demand over the next 20 years. Service developments at i 
other surrounding airports, including Manchester, : 
__ TF. Green/Providence and Worcester Regional airports, 
reclude the need for a second major airport. 


- Regional _ ..a second airport would better serve the region. _ Because the development of a second major airport would 
| Transportation — Airports _ Tequire ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
_ review in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 
| option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
_ demand over the next 20 years. Service developments at 
_ other surrounding airports, including Manchester, 
_ TF. Green/Providence and Worcester Regional airports, 
preclude the need for a second major airport. 


Regional Regional ...private civil aviation and cargo operations should be _ Massport has no jurisdiction over the development, operation 
| Transportation — Airports / relocated to suburban airfields. _ or use of infrastructure at airports other than Logan Airport, 
: : : _ Hanscom Field, and Worcester Regional Airport (as of 
_ January 15, 2000). Massport plays no role, however, in the 
_ decisions of private airlines regarding air service routes or 
_ service levels. As proprietor of Logan Airport, Massport’s 
primary responsibility is to supply, operate, and maintain 
_ Logan Airport's infrastructure which includes the runways, 
_ taxiways, terminal buildings, parking facilities and access 
_ roads. As a recipient of federal airport grants, Massport must 
_ adhere to grant covenants that require it to operate 
Logan Airport in such a way so as to ensure access and 
: availability for public use on fair and reasonable terms and 
just discrimination. 


179.4 Alternatives = Other Non- _ Operations at Logan should cap annual Landing/Ta ott e Airside Project will not change Logan Airport’s airfield 
: _ Construction | operations (LTO) but strive to maximize passenger _ capacity of approximately 120 aircraft operations per hour. 
_ Alternatives _ throughput with increased passenger-to-LTO ratios. Regarding Caps on airport operations, federal constitutional 


_ provisions (preemption, commerce clauses, equal protection), 
_ federal aviation statutes and regulations, and contractual 
_ provisions related to covenants in connection with the Federal _ 
Airport Improvement Program grants which Massport 
_ Teceives, restrict Massport's ability to control the number of 
| aircraft operations at Logan Airport. Massport has undertaken ! 
_ acomprehensive mitigation program, such as Logan 
_ Airport Noise Rules, for those areas that fall within its powers 
| as proprietor of Logan Airport, which are not preempted 
| under federal law. 


Letter 179: Vincent R. Tino 
Private Citizens: Boston 
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Comment Response 


Topic: 2 
"Analysis | Air Quality — .the Logan Dispersion Modeling System (LDMS) was _ The dispersion model portion of the LDMS is an EPA- 


_ Assumption | used to assess air quality impacts. Although the _ approved model. The methodology is consistent with FAA 
i | methodology used appears to be technically sound, the © | and EPA guidelines. 
analysis fails to follow guidelines set forth by the boththe | 
_ U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the 
_ Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for air quality 


/ 179.6 Air Quality 


| Thus, the maximum concentra p ables 6. 

| 10 through 6.3-14 may be underestimated any may fail to 
| comply with National and State ambient air quality 
standards. 


_ [There are inconsistencies that need to be either 
| explained or corrected in Section 6.3.2 of the DEIR/DEIS 
| air quality analysis.] 


@ model and methods used to develop these data were 
| based on EPA- and DEP-approved guidelines and show that 
| the NAAQS will not be violated. 


Air Quality 


i The model and methods used to develop these data were 
| based on EPA- and DEP-approved guidelines and show that 
he NAAQS will not be violated. 


Letter 179: Vincent R. Tino 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Slack €. Warren - LETTER 180 


174 Princeton Street, E. Boston 
mail: P.O. Box 6148 
Boston, MA 02209-6146 


Telephone (617}569-6581 
April 16, 1999 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 3 
Logan Draft EIR 
Attention MEPA Office 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


After reviewing Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report submitted by the 
Massachusetts Port Authority I am left with the impression that it is little more than 
carefully directed obfuscation. The objective of Massport is the expansion of Logan 
Airport’s landing capacity. The draft document states the agency’s justification for this 
goal without sufficient consideration of the negative environmental consequences or 
serious consideration of alternatives. The confused logic of Massport does not support 
the expansion of a poorly located facility at the expense of its already disadvantaged 
neighbors. 


The report does not adequately consider which segment of the population will bear 
the most serious adverse consequences of airport expansion. The addition of Runway 
14/32 and the centerfield taxiway will have a disproportionate negative impact on minority 
and low-income neighbors of Logan Airport. Property owned by people in lower socio- 
economic groups will face reduced property values to increased aircraft noise. 


In the area where I reside, for example, the East Boston and Chelsea communities, 
these people tend to be recent Hispanic immigrants. The report is silent on why these 
people must face lowered Property values while residents of the communities surrounding 
Hanscom Airport are not confronted by, or seriously considered for, proportionate losses. 


180.1 


Topic 2 
_ Impacts 
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Letter 180 


Mark C. Warren, Esq. 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Comment 


_ The addition of Runway 14/32 and th 

will have a disproportionate negative impact on minority 

: and low-income neighbors of Logan Airport. Property 

' owned by people in lower socioeconomic groups will face 
_ reduced property values due to increased aircraft noise. 


ronmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 


_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 

_ populations were defined in accordance with Federal 

_ Executive Order 12898, the Final United States Department 

of Transportation Order, and the Council on Environmental 

- Quality’s guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the 

_ analysis of low-income populations was expanded to include 
_ households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 

| found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate : 
_ impact to low-income and minority populations caused by the 
_ Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
_ Minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 
_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 
_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
- associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an i 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and 

_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

_ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 
_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 
"contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 
_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

_ sound insulation. 


_ Adiscussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 
_ presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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Private Citizens: Boston 


= Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOFA : LETTER 181 


om: "White, Barbara A." <BAWHITE@PARTNERS.ORG> 
ect: 14/32 

cute: Monday, April 19, 1999 12:39:09 EDT 

Attach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Mr. Pugsley, 


AS a new resident to the City of Boston (SouthEnd), I am very surprised 

at the amount of airplane noise that is already present in this 181.1 
location. Increasing this three-fold by building runway 14/32, will add 
considerable discomfort and truly have a very negative effect on our 

lives’ here. 


Boston’s reputation as a livable city has caused its real estate to 
skyrocket. Gentrification has beautified this area and increased 
property values to an incredibly high level. Business, tourism and 
ultimately money has come to this city because it is one of the most 
beautiful cities in the us. . Building a new runway can deteriorate this 
--9wth. 


-ry major city in the US is served by two airports. All of these 
airports are at a distance (1 hour) from the heart of the city. Other 
than Logan, Providence and Worcester airports, already built and not 
maximized, should be the 2nd and 3rd major airports for the City -of 
Boston. 


Spend the effort on improving transportation between these cities and 181 2 


Thank you, 
Barbara A. White 
bawhite@partners.org 
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Letter 181 
Barbara A. White 


Private Citizens: Boston 


| As anew resident to the City of Boston (Sou ; 
"very surprised at the amount of airplane noise that is 
_ already present in this location. Increasing this three-fold 
by building runway 14/32, will add considerable discomfort _ 
_ and truly have a very negative effect on our lives here. 


would not result in 


_ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 


PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 


_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 


_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 

: Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 

_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 

_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


' Spend the effort on improving transportation between 
| ...[Providence, Worcester] and Boston, and every person 
| who lives in Massachusetts and every business that 
: wants to relocate or do business anywhere in the state, 
will have superior and quick access to air transportation. 


Regional =—=Regional_ 


181.2 
_ Transportation Airports 


_ MassHighway is preparing a 
_ access to Worcester Regional Airport. 


Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 


he Supplemental DEIS/FE 


‘Letter 181: Barbara A. White 
Private Citizens: Boston 


~ LETTER 182 


4 Rutland Square 
Boston, MA 02118-3106 
April 20, 1999 


Arthur Pugsley 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge St 

Boston, MA 02202 


Oear Mr. Pugsley, 


Iam not in a position to evaluate the health problems that 
would result from the construction of Runway 14/32, although I 
understand that incidence of respiratory diseases is already 
abnormally high in areas affected by Logen Flights. I would like 
to comment, however, on the effect of noise pollution in the 
neighborhood where I live. The South End is an historically 
unique neighborhood, and one of those delightful downtown 
residential neighborhoods which Give Boston its special character 
and must be the envy of cities affected by inner city blight. A 
Friend living on Union Park, certainly one of Boston's Finest 
residential squares, has already sold her condo Finding present 
noise levels from low-Flying jets intolerable. The mere 
possibility of a tripled Flights has discouraged me from building 
a roof deck to take advantage of the commanding view. My 
understanding is that support for the proposed runway is to be 
Found mainly in the business world. I pay more than $7000 
annually in real estate taxes, roughly 10% of my income, and make 
minimal demands on public services. I would not be willing ta do 
so if there were a substantial increase in Flight noise. The 
business community might find their enthusiasm for the runway 
waning if the tax basis eroded and their well-heeled clientele 
sought peace and quiet elsewhere. 


Sincerely, 


Fett Wy nn 


Robert Wynne 


182.1 
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Letter 182 
Robert Wynne 


Private Citizens: Boston 


Topic 2 Comment 


: impacts 
_ noise impacts on Boston's South End neighborhood. ] 


_ [The proposed project will have unacceptable cumulative 


ay would not result in 


_ Substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 

_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


_ Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


‘Letter 182: Robert Wynne 
Private Citizens: Boston 


LETTER 183 


Edwina Yezierski 
310 Columbus Avenue 
Boston, MA 02116 
617-536-3509 


April 20, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02202 


ATTENTION: MEPA Office 
Re: Proposed Runway 14/32 - Logan Airport 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


| am concemed about the effect of the proposed new Runway 14/32 on the entire Boston 
area as well as the South End. Regardless of a new runway, and according to Massport’s own 
projections, demand for Passengers and aircraft to come to the area is expected to grow 
Significantly, and flight delays are expected to soar. As a physically small inner-city airport, 
Logan has exceeded reasonable capacity and cannot handle the dramatic projected demand 
without putting Boston, the Harbor and surrounding communities in extreme Ganger;, 


The City of Boston and the South End neighborhoods have worked very hard over the 
last 15 years to bring back the South End and make it a desirable neighborhood once again. 


same feelings about living in downtown Boston area which is, indeed, a shame. In addition to 
the noise pollution, there is also the air pollution to consider. 


Please know that | Support economic growth for Boston. Communities are working with 
Senator Travaglini, Congressman Capuano, Congressman Markey, Representative O'Flaherty, 
Representative DeLeo and others in Support of potential solutions to the regional air 
transportation problem, such as secondary airports, etc. We need you on our side. There are 


183.1 


"ir. Arthur Pugsley 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
April 20, 1999 

Page 2 


answers to the problem which could bring economic benefit outside of Boston without increasing 
capacity at Logan which is not the answer. To increase Capacity at Logan would be severely 
detrimental to those of us who call the Boston area home and, ironically, to those visitors 183.2 
expected to fly here as well. Our health and Safety are already at great risk. Our noise and air 
pollution has increased each year and we cannot accept more. 


Your attention to this serious issue is needed. | urge you to meet with the group of city 
Officials and community leaders in opposition to the new Logan runway to hear the concerns of 
the residents regarding our health and the environmental impact of this Proposal. There are 
Serious questions regarding the adequacy, quality and reliability of information Supplied by 
Massport. | ask you to understand that the quality of life of the Boston area residents is 
threatened. Thank you for your anticipated attention to this request. 


Sincerely, 


Edwina Yezierski 
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Letter 183 
Edwina Yezierski 
Private Citizens: Boston 


Topic 2 Comment 
| Preferred $ a physically small inner-city airport, Logan has : j and the Supplemental 
xceeded reasonable capacity and cannot handle the _ DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 


_ Alternative 
: ramatic projected demand without putting Boston, the _ Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state : 
arbor and surrounding communities in extreme danger. _ scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 
_ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 
_ programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 
_ associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
"are described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 


To increase capacity at Logan would be severely 


The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase | 


Alternative _ detrimental to those of us who call the Boston areahome _ the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 
: _ and, ironically, to those visitors expected to fly here as _ environmentally responsible manner. The construction of 
| well, _ unidirectional Runway 14/32 would prevent the significant 


» drop in airfield capacity that now occurs during 

_ northwest wind conditions. The runway would not increase 

_ Logan Airport’s normal operating capacity of 

_ approximately 120 operations per hour which is available 

_ nearly 80 percent of the year, but rather would allow this 

_ capacity to be maintained more consistently. 


Letter 183: Edwina Yezierski 
Private Citizens: Boston 


LETTER 184 


Edwina Yezierski 
310 Columbus Avenue 
Boston, MA 02116 
617-536-3509 


April 26, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 
ATTENTION: MEPA Office 

Re: Proposed Runway 14/32 - Logan Airport 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

Enclosed is a copy of a recommended solution to the proposed Runway 14/32 issue | 8 4 | 
which was presented by Michael S. Dukakis and appeared in the Boston Sunday Globe . 
on April 25, 1999. 

| feel this is an excellent article and his suggestions should be seriously 184.2 
considered and implemented as a permanent solution to transportation needs of the 
City of Boston. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, . 


Edwina Yezierski 


Common sense can solve Logan’s problems 


ing for you at Route 198, : were ordered to revoke our landing-fee plan. But 
MICHAEL Ss. DUKAKIS The second is not one, not two, but three regional there is absolutely no reason 
airports, each close to an older urban community should be taking up valuable airspace during some 
thought Anna DiFronzo and a group of out- that wants and needs growth. Manchester, NH, of Logan’s busiest hours. Peak pricing requires 
| ore eer Worcester, and Providence are all within easy driv- them to adjust around those hours, and there are 


lan for a new runway a “Ai for- ing or rail commuting distance of thousands of Lo- plenty of smaller airports in addition to Manchester, 
a ilies dad mbaae Apart fx gan users who can be better served by these air. : Worcester, and Providence that can accommodate 
Unfortunately, like Godzilla, it's back-and this ports. Providence is already connected to Boston by —_ them as well. ; 
time it makes even less sense than it did 25 years road and rail, and a new station stop at T. F. Green Mayor Menino had the good sense to call for a 
. ; Airport will be just minutes by a moving sidewalk commission to study the subject. Governor Cellucci 
Why? Because it is a very short-term solution to from the terminal. ; should call a summit meeting of his fellow governors 
what is a long-term problem that won’t be solved by The Massachusetts Turnpike Authority should from New Hampshire and Rhode Island and the 
putting another runway in Boston Harbor. That get cracking on a spur from the turnpike to the mayors of the four key cities that are involved. They 
problem can be solved by using three important Worcester Airport, which is just a few minutes’ shut- should each bring their top transportation planners 
tools that are now available to us. tle ride from the magnificently restored Worcester with them. Stan Bagley, a Massachusetts native and 
‘The first is Amtrak’s new high-speed Acela ex. railroad station. New Hampshire already plans to the chief of Amtrak’s N ortheast division, should join 
Press service, which begins this fall — 10trainsaday _ build a new highway connection to the Manchester them. In a matter of months they could put together 
between Boston and Washington that will carry Airport, and it wouldn’t take much to extend exist- a plan that would dwarf the piddling contribution 
thousands of former shuttle sufferers quickly and ing commuter rail lines there as well. _ that a new runway would make to the problem. 
easily from Boston to New York in three hours, Finally, some simple management steps at Lo- Then we could bury this misbegotten proposal 
downtown to downtown. No more metal detectors. gan would open up even more capacity for the longer once and for all with appropriate ceremonies and 
No more fuming at delays in the airport and on the flights that Logan is uniquely equipped to provide. Pronounce a final benediction over it. 
runway. No more $30, one-hour cab rides from La- We tried one- peak pricing for small aircraft ~ in Rest in peace. 
Guardia into downtown New York. the 1980s with spectacular success, 


And if you happen to live west of Boston, you can In fact, Logan went almost overnight from 18th Michael S. Dukakis, former governor of Massachu- 
forget about fighting your way through the tunnels _tg 2d among the nation’s major airports in on-time setts, is a professor of political science at Northeast- 
to Logan and a $16-a-day parking tab. A new Am- performance. Unfo , the small-plane lobby —ern University and vice chairman of the Amtrak Re- 
trak station with 2,000 parking spaces will be wait- went to work on the Reagan administration, and we form Board. 


”_ JQHN OVERMYER ILLUSTRATION 
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Letter 184 
Edwina Yezierski 


Private Citizens: Boston 


Topic 2 Comment 


_ Peak Period Instead of the proposed project, Massport should pursue 
_ Pricing/Region se of Amtrak high speed rail; the regional airports at 

al Worcester, Manchester, and Providence; and peak period 
_ Airports/Passe ricing.] 

» nger Rail 


overnor Cellucci should call a summit meeting of his 
ellow governors from New Hampshire and Rhode Island 
nd the mayors of the four key cities that are involved. 
hey should each bring their top transportation planners 
ith them...In a matter of months they could put together 
a plan that would dwarf the piddling contribution that a 


San ea 
ransportation _ Airports/ 
_ Passenger Rai 


new runway would make to the problem. 


i p 

_ and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 
_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
» Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

- efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
- analysis in Chapter 2 indicates, these off-airport alternatives 
_ are expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at 

_ Logan Airport, but they will not eliminate airside delays at 

_ Logan Airport that occur because of a third operating runway 
_ during periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, : 
_ which specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and 
_ provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 
_ benefits will only increase in the future, even as 

_ developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail to 
_ New York act to reduce the rate of future growth at 


ates increased use of the regional airports 


Logan Airport. 


In November 1999, Massport and Governor Cellucci co- 


_ sponsored a Regional Transportation Summit of the New 

_ England Governors and transportation officials. The Summit 
_ focused on joint marketing among the New England : 
_ commercial service airports and the joint promotion of rail and 
_ road initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced 
_ fegional transportation system. Refer to Section 2.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of : 
_ Massport’s regional transportation planning initiatives. 


Letter 184: Edwina Yezierski 
Private Citizens: Boston 
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Letter 185 
Verna Ferne 


Private Citizens: Boston 


Comment 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 


185.1 | General 
i _ Opposition 


_ Airport! 


Letter 185: Verna Ferne 
Private Citizens: Boston 


LETTER 186 


NAME: 
STREET: 
CITY: 
DATE: 


Arthur Pugsley 
Executive Officer of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 
_ SUBJECT: Runway 14/32 Environmental Impact - PLEASE STOP THE RUNWAY 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 
Iam a long time resident of the South End in Boston. This letter is my request that you 


seriously consider the unacceptable negative environmental impact that the proposed new 
Tunway at Logan Airport will have on me and all residents of Boston. 


South End. The planes start at 6:00 am in the morning and go every 4-5 minutes during ] g f 1 


environment, 
PLEASE STOP THE RUNWAY ! 
Thank You, 


ce:Byron Rushing, Thomas Menino, Michael Capuaono — 
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Letter 186 

Marine Cotton, John P. Kilroy Jr., 
John O'Connor, and Melissa Sciter 
Private Citizens: Boston (South End) 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


[The proposed project will have adverse noise impacts on Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 
he residents of the South End neighborhood of Boston.) _—_ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 
_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 
_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 
_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 
_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 
_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
- exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


| The Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) data from Noise Monitor 

_ No. 1 at Andrews Street in the South End show levels of 56, 
_ 58.2,and 56.9 dB for the 29M Low, 37.5M Low and 

_ 37.5M High Fleet scenarios with the Preferred Alternative. 

_ These levels are less than the1993 value of 57.9 dB and are 
_ well below the standard DNL criteria of 65 dB. 1993 is 

_ representative of historic high fleet operating conditions at 

_ Logan Airport. 


Impacts 


Letter 186: Marine Cotton, John P. Kilroy Jr., John O’Connor, and Melissa Sciter 
Private Citizens: Boston (South End) 


Ce: 


Bcc: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 

From: ". B. T." <thaler@webtv.net> 

Subject: Comments on DEIS for runway 14/32 expansion proposal 
Date: Friday, April 23, 1999 17:52:09 EDT 

Attach: 


eer : eee LETTER | 6] 
Defer until: 
Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Sir: 

I am opposed to the plans to build a new runway at Logan Int’l 
Airport, Boston, MA. I was a member of the successful class action suit 
that caused Massport and the FAA to do an EIS fo ther Runway 27 
departure flight path that was illegally changed without benefit of one. 


Once again, Massport is trying to slip something over on the 
communtites by trying to get capacity and expansion of the airport 
accomplished using half truths, faulty data, and political peace: (1h 
The "delay issue" is an obviously false one which many others have , 
spoken to being based on faulty data and not solving any problem for 
more that a year or so, if that. It never takes nto consideration the 
actual "on time" records of the various airlines that use Logan. The 
recent report that rated and ranked airlines for just that shows that 

2xtain airlines are more delayed because of internal practices (such as 
~ggage handling etc). Many of these airlines heavy users of Logan. How 
vas this factored in? It wasn’t. 


The environmental justice issue must be taken seriously, not just 187.2 
on the basis of per capita income but on what the impact of a new runway 
would have on people no matter what their income. It took those of us 
who lived under the flight path of Runway 27 years to get a fair 
resolution This new runway would increase Runway 27's use by 300% 
according to Massport’s own figures. Is this justice? 


Peter Blute and his staff have not been fairhanded with those of us 
who were willing to work on this issue. Delays were manufactured until 
the current Governor’s inauguration at which time a full press for a PR 
campaign began. It promoted the new runway to the business community 
and tried to pit separate communities against each other . Phone calls 
for information went. unanswered and meetings were discontinued. 


Mr Blute was reluctant to give us additional time for comments 
because he and his staff wanted this slipped through as fast as 
possible. They adhered to a mere shadow of the letter of the law. 


Statistics were manipulated. delays were based on the best model 
for Massport and used the worst yeat, ignoring later improvements, 
environmental issues were ignored, citizens were denied information and 
access to timely meetings, opposing stories were told to different 

munities for the best "spin" for Massport.In short. this EIS process 
3 a sham. 


I have been involved with Massport for many years. My daughter was 
in kindergaten when the first planes illegally boomed over my newly 
purchased home. That was 22 years ago! Yet, I can say that all other 
Massport management personnel have been respectful of citizens and fair. 
The current Massport is fascistic at best and I sincerely hope that no 

hanges tothe airport take place under its reign. 


Solutions to the desire to increase capacity at Logan have been 
well addressed by others but boil down to the fact that Logan and the 
infrastructure surronding it are simply out of space. We must look 
elsewhere. Politics and community income level should not be the straw 
that breaks the Massachusetts camel’s back! Outlying communities must 
be asked to do what those of us closer in have been asked...to share the 


burden. 


Please deny this project. 
Thank you. 
Mona Thaler 
22 Cushing Rd. 
Brookline, MA 02445 
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Letter 187 
Mona Thaler 


Private Citizens: Brookline 


Comment 
| The “delay issue” is an obviously false one which many others 
_ have spoken to being based on faulty data and not solving 
"any problem for more that a year or so, if that. 


tesponse 
The FAA co 


| most delay-prone airports in the United States. 

_ Logan Airport's estimated annual delay hours are over five times 
| the FAA’s threshold of 20,000 hours for a severely delayed 

_ airport. The FAA Technical Center simulated Logan Airport 

_ operations in 1992 and estimated that when activity reached 

_ 504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 260,000 
| hours per year. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR forecasts delays to 
_ increase to 157,500 hours per year when annual operations 
_ reach 510,000 with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario. The 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA Technical Center 

_ delay estimates with those of the Airside Project modeling. The 

_ FAA has concluded that the Airside Project delays represent “a 

_ plausible and conservative estimate”. 

_ Delays occur when wind or weather conditions require the use of 
_ Configurations with fewer than three active runways, when poor 
_ weather requires increased separation distances between aircraft, 
_ or when airlines schedule more flights than Logan Airport can 
_ handle. The Airside Project is designed to reduce delays at 

_ Logan Airport from adverse winds and taxiway congestion. The 
_ Airside Project addresses delays from constraints at 

_ Logan Airport. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR also contains a detailed discussion of the FAA and 

_ US. DOT delay measures and historical data, along with 


comparisons of Logan Airport delays within the context of delays 
at other United States airports.. 

Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions are 
taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high as 
333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term benefits 
by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had been in place 
in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the future 
37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of the regional 


__altematives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not expected to be 
"achieved until 2015. The sooner airside efficiencies are 


_ just on the basis of per capita income but on what the impact 
_ of a new runway would have on people no matter what their 
| income. 


_ dustice 


_ implemented; the more benefits will accrue over time. Section 4.6 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that delay reduction 


benefits increase over time as traffic levels increase. 
The environmental justice analysis found no disproportionately 


_ high and adverse impacts to low-income and minority populations 
_ from direct project impacts. Refer to Section 6.2 and Section 6.8 
| of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, respectively, for additional 


Letter 187: Mona Thaler 
Private Citizens: Brookline 


Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOFA 


™-om: "Rob Everts & Deb Biba" severtsbiba@igc.org> LETTER 188 
ect: Airplane noise/Runway 14/32 
2: Wednesday, April 21, 1999 11:16:42 EDT 

. -Cach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 
We are writing as residerts of Cambridge, MA (near the Somerville border) 


The noise levels of fliehts currently flying directly over and near our 
home has increased significantly, in spite of the claims of Massport that 
flights have not increas:d. Even with the windows closed and storm windows 


We do not live anywhere near Logan Airport yet the quality of our lives is 
es" nifi tly negatively impacted by the noise caused by the current level 
flights tracking Oover/near our home. It is has increased so much that 
Nave talked about moving in order to get a decent night of sleep and in 
order to relax when we are home. We are angry that we would have to even 
consider that option! wWe cannot even imagine the nightmare of noise 


pollution over our home and all over this city if the additional runway is 
allowed to be. built. 


The: noise pollution burden on the communities (both next to the airport and 
in its flight paths) is enormous already. Although we are not sure what 
measures you utilize to determine "environmental impact," we hope that you 
will seriously consider the negative impact on the psyche of the citizens 
affected by the constant drone of airplanes overhead. If anyone at MEPA 
has any questions about whether we exaggerate, we invite them to spend a 
weekend with us. Please stop the airport expansion. 


Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 
Sincerely, 
Debra Biba and Rob Everts 


20 Newell Street . 
Cambridge, MA 02140 


188.1 
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Topic 2 Comment 


| Impacts ..the quality of our lives is sig ly neg ly 
mpacted by the noise caused by the current level of... 
lights tracking over/near our home... We cannot even 
magine the nightmare of noise pollution over our home 
nd all over this city if the additional runway is allowed to 


e built. 
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Letter 188 
Debra Biba and Rob Everts 
Private Citizens: Cambridge 


mplementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 


_ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


_ Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
the Si 


Letter 188: Debra Biba and Rob Everts 
Private Citizens: Cambridge 


-- 


RAG: : Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EQEA 


om: "Brian Culver" <brian_culver@harvard.edu> LETTER 189 
Sject: 14/32 Public Comments 
ce: Thursday, April 22, 1999 16:26:40 EDT 

Attach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Massport Runway 14/32 Proposal 


Dear M.. Pugsley 


Iam a pilot, I am an air passenger and I am a resident living beneath the 
Logan airspace. 


Logan is a poorly placed facility. It suffers the same problems as 
National Airport, serving Washington DC, Love Field in Dallas or Meigs 
Field in downtown Chicago. These outmoded airports have survived because 
of their proximity advantage to the city centers. 


But none of them have a bright future. National's Operations have been 
reduced by 15% from what they were 20 years ago. Love Field has been 


A "fragile peace" exists between the needs of urban living and airport 
operations. The people within the airspace have, in general, accepted the 
present level of air traffic, as limited by the current runway 
configuration. The residents have chosen their communities and have made 
billions of dollars worth of real estate investment based on the present 
set of urban criteria; which have included the present level of air traffic 
and noise, as limited by Logan’s present runway configuration. 


The public has accepted the peace. So should Massport. The status quo 
should be sustained until such time as we have advanced our region’s 


transportation vision for the future. We are moving towards an end to our 
dependence on air travel. 


Nothing in the Massport proposal is innovative. I believe that the 320 
a-~ree approach/ 140 degree departure scheme is unworkable. Try to imagine 
‘oach instructions to aircraft to report position downwind of the runway 
w.--n downwind is in the Opposite direction? Try to imagine instructing 
Planes to land or takeoff with a forty knot tailwind. And worst of all; 
try to imagine giving planes "clearance" to take off directly into the path 


189.1 


189.2 


of approaching aircraft. 
When planes all approach and depart in the same direction all aircraft in 189.2 
erating in opposite directions their Separations change at two times the cont.) 


de of operation would not stand long before it is modified to allow full 
approach and departure Operations to the northwest of the field. 


Opening ‘a new runway will delay our focus on othet transportation 
Opportunities. Once we put the idea of airport growth behind us, our 
public policies can be directed, with full attention toward the new 
transportation technologies. Even Massport will be turned around. In the 
end, I believe they will become a strong ally in building a truly modern 
and innovative transportation system for New England. 


Respectfully Submitted, 
Brian Culver 


385 Concord Avenue 
Cambridge, MA 02138 
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Letter 189 
Brian Culver 
Private Citizens: Cambridge 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
189.1 Regional - Regional _ The status quo should be susta side Project analysis is based on alternative 20-year 
_ forecasts of operations by aircraft type. Only larger aircraft 


| Transportation — Airports _ have advanced our region's transportation vision for the 
: _ future. _ compatible with the existing facilities at Logan Airport are 
_ included in the future forecasts for Logan Airport fleets on 
_ which the delay and environmental analyses are based. 


~Alteratives Runway 14/32 


_ | believe that the 320 degree approach/140 degree 

| departure scheme is unworkable...Human nature being 

_ what it is suggests that this mode of operation would not 
_ stand long before it is modified to allow full approach and 
departure operations to the northwest of the field. 


Letter 189: Brian Culver 
Private Citizens: Cambridge 
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Letter 190 
John G. McKernan 
Private Citizens: Cambridge 


Response 


lease put me on record as strongly opposed to any 
_ runway construction, now, or in the future, that would 
increase air traffic over Cambridge. 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


' Comment noted. 


_ Opposition 


Letter 190: John G. McKernan 
Private Citizens: Cambridge 


LETTER 191 
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Letter 191 
Ann Rodney 
Private Citizens: Cambridge 


sport's mitigation measures are reinforced through : 
_ compliance with M.G.L. Chapter 30A, Section 61 and through 
_ Specific state and federal certificates approving projects that 
_ have mitigation. The status of the Section 61 Finding 

_ commitments are tracked and reported in the Logan Airport 


loise is my main concem, and | have noticed the p e Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR shows that the total noise 
jetting worse. _ impacts around Logan Airport will improve in the first decade 
_ of the 21s! century, primarily from the elimination of the noisier 
_ Stage 2 aircraft, and by the gradual elimination of the 
hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft as they are retired. 


- Impacts 


191.3 egional Regional Please have Massport/Logan Airport take a regional look at _ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports *| 
: ransportation —_Airports/ » transportation ... _ and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 
_ Passenger Rail _ Runway 14/82 and the other airside improvement projects at 


_ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

_ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 

_ analysis in Chapter 2 indicates, these off-airport alternatives 
"are expected to reduce aircratt traffic growth pressures at 

_ Logan Airport, but they will not eliminate airside delays at 

_ Logan Airport that occur because of a third operating runway 

_ during periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, 
_ which specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and 
| provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 

_ benefits will only increase in the future, even as 

_ developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail to 

_ New York act to reduce the rate of future growth at 

_ Logan Airport. 


‘Letter 191: Ann Rodney 


Private Citizens: Cambridge 


LETTER 192 


FAX 


Thursday, April 22, 1999 


TO: (1) Mr. John Silva 
Federal Aviation Administration 
FAX: 781-238-7608 


(2) Mr. Robert Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
FAX: 617-727-1598 


FROM: _ Fred Salvucci 
MIT Room 1-240 
Department of Civil & Environmental Engineering 
Cambridge, MA 02139-4307 
USA 


Fax: 617-258-8073 Tel: 617-258-8131 


April 22, 1999 


Mr. John Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
New England Region 

Federal Aviation Administration 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 

FAX 781 238 7608 


Robert Durand 

Executive Office Of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge St. 

Boston, MA 02202 

Attention: MEPA Office/ Arthur Pugsley 
FAX 617 727 1598 


Re: Logan Airside Project, Boston MA. 
EOEA # 10458 


Dear Sirs, 

Tam writing to give my comments on Massport's proposed Logan Airside Expansion 
DEISA. I urge that you reject the DEIS/R as inadequate, and require a resubmittal of a DEIS/R. 
based on a ee and updated scope to reflect current information, in order to provide the 
public a reasonable basis for comment. The DEIS/R overstated the number of passengers who 
will use (or will be able to access) Logan’s airfield by the year 2010, and therefore exaggerates 
the problem of airfield related delay; does not analyze and therefore ignores the problems of 
terminal related and ground access related delay: underestimates the potential benefits of peak 
pricing in reducing airfield delay; ignores other means se betas excessive use of the airfield 
by regional non- seeds substantially underestimates the adverse noise impacts that would result if 
runway 14-32 were built; shows that the delay reduction benefits of runway 14-32 are likely to 


be eliminated by growth in utilization slightly over 5 years, but fails to analyze the danger that 


the problem of airfield related delay; does not analyze and therefore ignores the problems of 
terminal related and ground access related delay; underestimates the potential benefits of peak 
pricing in reducing airfield delay; ignores other means of reducing excessive use of the airfield 
by regional non- jets; substantially underestimates the adverse noise impacis that would result if 
runway 14-32 were built; shows that the delay reduction benefits of runway 14-32 are likely to 
be eliminated by see in utilization slightly over 5 years, but fails to analyze the danger that 
the provision of F 14-32 might actually worsen delay by locking in the inefficient non- jet 
regional aircraft structure that utilizes 40% of the airfield capacity for 10% of the passengers. It 
fails to properly carry out the environmental justice process or the section 4(f) analysis; 
misinforms the legal status of decision heights or runway analysis; fails to analyze alternatives to 
the proposed taxiway; and generally seems designed to “sell” one outcome rather than present 
balanced information for public comment. The cumulative impact of these distortions are such 
that the most reasonable conclusion, which I believe is to drop runway 14-32 and the taxiway 
and focus instead on terminals, transit ground access, incentives to consolidate regional non-jet 


operations, and renewed commitment to noise abatement is obfuscated. 


The draft EIS is so defective in presenting information for intelligent reaction and comment. and 
the outreach to affected communities has been so defective that it does not meet reasonable 
standards to be considered as acceptable draft, and therefore deprives the community of a 


reasonable opportunity to affect the decision. 
The primary deficiencies are: 


1. The Massport proposal claims it is necessary to add airfield changes, including new runway 

14-32 in order to avoid dramatic growth in delay that will otherwise occur when Logan 

passengers rise from the current 28 million figure per year to 37 million to 45 million by 

2010. But, 

¢ Not withstanding the analysis in the DEIS/R of regional airport, high speed rail, and 
telecommunications improvements that can account for diversion of up to 7.3 million 
pastenec per year, the DEIS does not adjust the “37 million passenger to 45 million 
passenger by 2010” estimate to reflect any adjustment to recognize the effect of the 
regional airport and high speed rail initiative underway. In addition, assuming that the 
recently announced Massport adoption of Worcester Airport is effective and achieves the 
50% capture rate assumed for Manchester, an additional 1 million 2010 passengers will 
be diverted away from Logan, and the introduction of Rail Service to Green should be { g y) { 
expected to shift the service area boundary between Logan and Green, diverting at least: | 
an additional 1 million 2010 passengers from Logan. Factoring in just the committed 


regional aviation and high speed rail improvements, and discounting the more conjectural 


teleconferencing projections, the 20 S ictio d be adjusted to 
million to 37 million, that is, passenger growth of 0 to 8 million at Logan between today 


and 2010. This dramatically affects the projection of increasing delays at Logan, in | Q) | 
particular over the next 5 years when the “hassle factor” of contending with “big dig” ana(Cont.} 
Logan construction will coincide with improving service at Manchester, Green, | 
| Worcester, and high speed rail service to New York. The entire bases of the DEIS/R is 
flawed by this failure to include any adjustment in passenger demand projection at 
Logan for 2010 to reflect the regional airport and regional rail programmed 
improvements, and a new DEIS must be prepared to provide a meaningful set of 
projection to consider. 
e Mass eport contains no analysis of how 35-50% more passengers can get to 
Loga ugh the terminals, when the parking spaces are limited by the Clean Air Act 
“parking freeze”’, and transit improvements that were proposed at the airport Blue Line 
Station and a high-capacity people mover have becn abandoned by the state and Massport 


and the terminal A rebuilding plan has been stuck for years and will have lower capacity 

ee reconstruction. Regional EPA proposed in 1995 that airfield studies should be 

included in a comprehensive analysis of access to Logan and the capacity through the | 92.2 
terminals. Recent events since the “scope” of the study was set in 1995 have proven that 

the EPA was right. It is not at all clear that many more passengers can get to Logan or 

through the terminals. In any case, it is absolutely essential that a new draft EIS be 

prepared that includes a comprehensive analysis of access to Logan, as well as terminals, 


to evaluate the airfield proposals intelligently. 


* The Massport document shows in figure 1.5-8 that overscheduling of flights at Logan 
decreased from 1993 to 1998, presumably resulting in reduced delay, but there is no 
information about actual delay at |.ogan during this period: only computer predictions 
about increased delay in the future. But if airline consolidation within the regional 323 


carriers has produced a modest reduction in overscheduling, as suggested in the Massport 
DEIS/R, how has this affected delay and could further consolidation of regional flights 
produce further reduction in delay? 
° The consultants to the Community Advisory Committec to Massport(CAC) believe that 
delay has decreased substantially and cite FAA-produced data as evidence. If Massport 
had continued to dialogue with the CAC, jnistede of cutting off communications and | Q) 4 
shifting to a media strategy, there might be credible information on the table. At this 
point, for a proposal with major adverse impact because of increased overflight in our 
communities (at least triple), there is precious little real data about actual delay as defined 
by FAA. There is not adequate information about delay to allow us to comment 


intelligently. 


draft, to provide a reasonable basis for public involvement. 


e The DEIS/R uses computer projections of noise, but the computer projections { 99 5 


consistently understate actual noise as measured by Massport over field microphones. 


This problem has been called to the attention of Massport for at least 3 years, but the 
DEIS/R is based on the inaccurate computer projections and needs to be redone. 


The tripling of overflights predicted actually understates the shift tn operations that will 


occur given the long experience with FAA control tower ignoring the PRAS whenever | y) 26 
delay exists. Given Massport’s projections of increased delay within 5 years, the 

utilization of runways 15/33 and 9/27 is likely to more than triple. The lack of analysis of 

this actual increase in overflight likely makes the noise predictions further understated. 

Land Use and Coastal Zone Impacts and Smart Growth are ignored- the DEIS ignores the 

impact of increased overflight, (by a factor of at least 3!) on currently underutilized land { Qo 7 
in the Seaport district of Boston, and in Chelsea, Everett and Somerville. Because of 

enormous public investment in the Boston Harbor Clean Up, the Big Dig, and the Urban 

Ring Transit Project under planning, these formerly underutilized areas are poised to play 

major roles as centers of “Smart Growth”, and benign and compatible uses of the coastal 

zone, but the Massport DEIS/R ignores this issue. 

The sate analysis assumes that Runway 14/32 will be used only in overwater 

approaches and departures, but Appendix I indicates that US statute makes that decision 

solely the province of the FAA. Such decision must comply with N.E.P.A. But there is 

no guarantee that even a full EIS would be required to use the runway in both directions. 

Any interference with the two-way operations of Runway 14/32 posed by the Hyatt Hotel 

could be removed with the collaboration of Massport. Given recent decisions by Mass 

Highway and FHWA to reverse commitments made in the 1991 ?SFEIS? for the Central 
artery/Tunnel project, eliminating commitments to improve transit and substituting 36’ | 9) 8 


high and 53’ high highway ramps for highways that were promised to be at or below 


grade, there is no basis for confidence that the runway will be unidirectional. The 


192.8 
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DEIS/R contains no analysis of the noise and safety impacts on Jeffries Point, ‘East 
Boston, Charlestown and Beacon Hill that would be caused by two-way operation of 
Runway 14/32. Failure to disclose the potential impact, and the lack of any disclosure of 
credible guarantees on this matter is a substantial flaw that requires that the draft EIS/R 
be rejected as inadequate. 

The DEIS/R uses 1999 simulated information as the basis of comparison for predicted 
year 2010 impacts in a variety of scenarios. But the choice of 1999 makes comparisons 
confusing. The primary Massport strategy to reduce overal] noise impact over the past 
decade has been to require the airlines to use higher proportions of Stage II, less noisy, 
jets. The federal law requires the phaseout of all non-State Lf Aircraft by the year 2000, 
so certainly Logan, with its stricter noise rule should be all Stage IT Aircraft by the year 
2000. This noise abatement program was cormmitted in the 1980s, as mitigation for the 
increased frequency of overflight that would occur as flights more than double in 
frequéncy(if accurate measurement of noise contours actually experienced in the 
community had been in practice, Massport mught actually have achieved this level in 
advance of the year 2000.) The benefits of all Stage LI aircraft is a long-awaited 
mitigation of increased frequency that Logan’s neighbors are entitled to. For this reason, 
the 1999 simulation should be nin with an all stage IT fleet, in order to understand the { 9 9 
true impact of the various alternatives, and should be used in particular to identify section 
4(f) impacts, for all park and historical resources currently affected by Logan or 


potentially affected. Because of the failure to identify the 1999 all Stage IIL exposure, the 


at 


basic analysis of Section 4(f) impacts and noise comparison among alternatives is 


seriously in error, and the draft EIS/R substantially flawed, and should be withdrawn. 


IS does not explore a seasonable range of al atives. 


Massport owns Hanscom Field, an existing airport adjacent to Rte. 128, but no analysis is 
done of the potential share of commercial activity that Hanscom might absorb, and the 
net environmental impact on the Hanscom environment if military and General Aviation 
Activity were displaced. The potential sitare of traffic is likely to be substantial, since 
Hanscom is better situated for much of the suburban and Rte. 128 market than either 
Manchester or Green, so a substantial share of the market now using Logan would seem 


to be potential. With no analysis of this alternative, the draft EIS/RIR is substantially 


‘flawed and should be viewed as an inadequate basis for comment. 


The overutilization of Logan airspace by regional carriers who use 40% of the airspace to 


accommodate 10% of the passengers is the central problem driving delay at Logan. but 


the only option explored to deal with this is a very weak form of peak pricing, with a very 


high “trigger” of 110 movements per hour. No sensitivity analysis is presented, to 


explore the impact of different “triggers” set at 105,100 or 95 movements per hour. Also, 


the analysis methodology assumes that flights may move out of the peak, or be 
eliminated, but does not explore the possibility the flights will be consolidated into a 
smaller number of larger aircraft. For this reason the analysis both understates the delay 


reduction potential of this method and overstates its economic impact. No analysis of 
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“grandfathering” or “exemptions” for special circumstances is presented, resulting in an 
exaggerated prediction of economic impact, and a very distorted analysis. The likelihood 

that even a weak form of Peak Pricing would tend to preclude the high delay “high” 

scenario is not even mentioned, even though the delay avoidance benefits of the Low vs. 

High scenario are greater than the differences among the alternatives considered. Since 

Peak Pricing will tend to inhibit the profitability of redundant regional services, it seems | 9? | 2 
likely that the Peak Pricing would sects the High Scenario from occurring, and that it 

should be tried before any of the construction scenarios. The availability of “baby” 15-L- 

33R and 4L-22R for modest numbers of small aircraft moverncnts to accommodate 

“exceptions” and “grandfathering” would seem to make such a scenario quite attractive, 

but the basic analysis is not presented in this draft to evaluate this, so once again the draft 

EIS is fundamentally inadequate and should be withdrawn. 

Other alternatives to control overscheduling such as “slotting” Logan at a reasonable | 9? . 3 
number of movements per hour, using market measures to distribute the “slots” are not 

evaluated whatsoever. 

Use 2 limited priority based on size of aircraft to reduce the impact of airfield delay is 

not considered. Limited prioritization of takeoffs based on size would seem to be a very 
straightforward way to minimize the impact of delay on passengers and equipment ga. 4 
utilization, and sensitive connecting flights. Already existing “Gate-hold” Procedures 

could be modified to incorporate the same principle for landings, but this possibility is 

not explored. 

Simple “jawboning” of regional air carriers is a technique that might have substantial | Q | 5 


benefit, especially if accompanied by phase-in of Peak Pricing or lease restrictions to 


encourage movements toward an all-jet Logan. This possibiolity is not evaluated at all. Q ) 6 

The effectiveness of the P.A.C.E. program in 1988 is not described or evaluated. 
¢ There are no alternatives considered to the centerfield taxiway proposal. It would appear 

that the threshold of runway 4L-22R could be displaced substantially to the south, in | 92.1 

order to iucrease the height of aircraft landing over the Bayeswater St. agianoathoed: 

reducing noise and increasing safety margin. Since over???to ??? from the north are ??? 

to small aircraft on runway 4L-22R, it should be possible to displace the threshold 

substantially to the south, and allow aircraft landing on 4R to “tum early” across the 

inactive northerly remnant of 4L-22R. This displaced threshold should permit 

consideration of higher blast fence to protect the Bayeswater neighborhood, and the 
Constitution Beach. It should be possible to consider replacing taxiways November with 92.1 8 
a buffer ?? to protect the beach. Since the entire premise of the Massport airfield 
proposal is that the 4-22 runways will be utitlized less, it is not clear why the sentcrneld 
taxiway is needed at all, or alternatively why a sanitized northerly ENV of runway 4L- 
22R éannot serve as the taxiway for the northerly portion in lieu of the “November” 
awed which adversely affects Constitution beach. This could avoid the adverse noise 
and habitat destructions associated with the northerly part of the Proposed taxiway and 


“November.” 


. The draft EIS/EIR does not respect the Environmental Justice Executive Order, 


The core of the Executive Order, and the DOT implementing order of April 1997, is 192.1 ,) 
identification of affected populations, with particular identification of minority populations 


and low-income population, and establishment of communication and interaction, 


identification of disproportionate impacts or benefits and of alternatives to avoid or mitigate 
disproportionate impact. This process was not followed. 

The draft EIS includes 7 pages of discussion which basically asserts that no disproportionate 

impact exists by identifying the proportion of low-income and minority people affected, after 
assuming mitigation. The basis of the numbers is not clear(1990 census? 1995 update?) The 
interpretation that soundproofing can mitigate, so that the impact can be denied is { 9) 20 
inappropriate. The Executive Order requires a process that identifies impact and 

communicates with affected people to consider alternatives. Mitigation such as 

soundproofing is appropriate to ameliorate unavoidable impact, it is certainly never 

complete, and should not be used to deny the impact in the first instance. Also, there is no 

disclosure in the draft EIS of how soundproofing can be achieved in low-income housing 92.21 
units where the usats may have other building code problems, and owners may lack 

access to financing and rent levels, and therefor financial resources, are constrained by low- 

income. It took a decade to get the Logan soundproofing program working reasonably for | 92.22 
middle class homeowners. There is no discussion of the kind of program that would be 

required to make it work for non-owner occupied low income housing. 

There is more discussion of the economic impact of Peak Pricing on Cape Air, and prediction 9 9 9 3 
of difficulty of access to Nantucket, Provincetown and Martha’s Vincyard than there is in the . 


entire Environmental Justice section!! 


The analysis of differential impact should be comparative. Alternatives such as Hanscom 
Field or Peak Pricing are likely to have NO adverse impact on low-income or minority { Q ) y 4 


populations. Moreover, low income people, who are less likely to fly, are less likely to 


benefit from any reduction in delay. But there is no comparison of alternatives based on 
environmental justice concerns. 
¢ Whatever an appropriate decision might be after Environmental Justice consideration(it is 
possible that the FAA and Massport might choose alternatives with high Environmental 
Justice impacts after full consideration). The Executive Order and DOT implementation 199.25 
order are clear that Environmental Justice principles are to be_considered at the earliest 
possible point in the process and wer before decisions are made. That has clearly not 
occurred in this draft EIS and on that basis alone the DEIS/R is inadequate and should be 


withdrawn. 


__ The television and radi d newspa advertisin ogram b assport constitutes a 
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major flaw in the environmental process anda violation of environmental justice and jn and 


of i requires a withdrawal he draft ETS/R. 


¢« The iseie of aela delay and alternatives to deal with it is a very complex subject. The 
television and radio advertisements oversimplify and distort this complex issue. Television 
and radio are difficult means to communicate complex public policy issues in any event, but 
the Massport advertising initiative makes no atlernpt at a balanced presentation. There is no 
disclosure that the Runway 14/32 will cause substantial increase in overflight of some 
communities, there is no identification of altematives. The entire communication of the draft 
EIS is imbalanced, leaving out important information and analysis. But the radio and TV 
advertisements, which are heard by many more people than read the Draft EIS is a totally 


biased “‘sales pitch” which makes no pretense at balance. Quite apart from the 


appropriateness of a public agency engaging in paid media communication, in coordination 
with private interested parties, the biased and unbalanced nature of the communication 
further flaws an already inadequate and imbalanced draft EIS. It must be ernphasized that the 
- expense of such communication is totally beyond the financial capacity of the low and 
moderate income communitics adversely affected by the runway proposal and constitutes 
another violation of Environmental Justice principles. The advertisements also appear to be 
available only in the English language despite a significant Latino population in the impacted 


area, 


im: the Logan Ajrside DEI 


The DEIS/R is so deficient and misleading that it should be rejected and “‘rescoped” in 
order to provide a document adequate for public comment and interaction to serve as a draft. 
The most serious scope deficiencies are: 

(1) The scope of the document was established in 1995, over 3 years ago. 

(2) The DOT Implementing Order for the Executive Order on Environmental Justice 
was issued April 15, 1997, and requires identification of low-income populations and minority 
populations; consideration of disproportionate impact, consideration of alternatives and 
mitigation and adoption of practicable alternatives to mitigate. Environmental Justice principles 
are to be applied at the earliest possible time. These procedures were not followed (even though 
the Executive Order itself dates from 1994, and the DOT order has been available since April 
1997). The only, way to remedy the substantial flaw in process is to begin again. 

(3) : The scope of the study is much too narrow. 

a) It focuses on airfield delay caused by northwest wind. Since by Massport 
information the no.thwest wind problem causes approximately 20% of airfield delay, and the 
remainder of airfield delay will grow to exceed current airfield delay within S years, this is much 
too narrow a problem definition to be serious, and appears to have been selected to predetermine 
a conclusion to build Runway 14-32. 

b) Even all airfield delay is too narrow a problem definition, as it concentrates 


excessively on the airfield, to the exclusion of delays caused by deficiencies in the terminal 
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192.28 ° 


192.29 


192.30 


configuration. There is no information in the DEIS/R on the question of all delay calc to 
landing aircraft waiting for a gate, but this appears to be a growing source of delay. 
c) The definition of airfield delay does not include analysis of delays caused by 
smal] aircraft in the fleet mix. The FAA safety procedures require increased separation when 
significantly different aizcraft follow each other, affecting capacity and causing delay. There is 
no consideration of this issuc, nor is any time dimension placed on the differential time required 
in transit by the current practice of using non-jets in regional markets. This industry practice | 9) 31 
appears to be changing in response to customer preference, and analysis of the comparative time 
in transit could provide insight into the likelihood of major changes in the regional flect, which 
now utilizes 45% of the airfield capacity to accommodate 10% of the passengers, according to 
the information in the DEIS/R. The DEIS/R does not include analysis of the constraint imposed 
by differential size, 
d) There is no analysis of the potential restructuring of regional air travel, as small 
jet services make direct flights from Green, Manchester, Portland and other regional airports { Q). 30 
more attractive than the indirect service of regional carriers to Logan to transfer to other flights. 
Understanding the potential substitutability of these more direct flights could provide more 
insight into aircraft movements required to accommodate regional demand, over the next 10 to 
15 years. 
€) Even all aircraft delay is too narrow a scope, focusing excessively on the intcrest 
of efficient utilization of aircraft. Passenger delay includes delay in processing ticketing and 
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baggage for both emplaning and deplaning passengers. These delays are caused by terminal 


design constrains and personne schedules ad increase wih congestion i utlization ofa even 


terminal configuration. If the typical passenger follows information to arrive 2 hours in advance, 


these delays clearly involve more passenger hours than the airfield-related weather delays, but 
they are borne by the passengers, not the airlines, and are not analyzed in this DEIS/R. 


f) There is no analysis of passenger delay in accessing Logan on the metropolitan 


area road and transit system. This system is congested, parking at Logan is limited by the Clean ~ 9) 34 


Air Act parking “freeze”, and improvements in public transport access are lagging. This factor 


affects passenger and cargo delay and reliability, and appears to be affecting consumer choices to 


use Manchester or Green instead of Logan. Since over 50% of Logan passengers originate 
outside of Route 128, understanding this market is essential to understanding Logan’s future. 

g) Regional EPA proposed in its scoping comments of 1995 that a comprehensive 
analysis of the airport, including the (metropolitan) ground access and terminal capacity and its 
interrelationship with any airside proposals should be included, Unfortunately, the DEIS/R 
ignores the need for a comprehensive approach, and refers the reader to the Generic EIR, a state 
document which, among other problems, deprives citizens of protection of federal laws such as 
the NEPA requirement to analyze socioeconomic as well as environmental concerns, Title VI 
(Civil Rights), Sectien 4(f), and the Executive Order on Environmental Justice. | 

h) . At the time the scope of the DEIS/R was developed, Massport was proposing a 
“People Mover” to substantially improve transit access to the Blue Line, and the CA/T project 
was committed to a major upgrade in the Blue Line Airport Station, including cross-platform 


transfers in both directions, Now Massport and Mass Highway have withdrawn these 


commitments, giving rise to the question, “How on earth can Logan handle 50% to 100% growth 


in passengers with a parking freeze and no significant transit improvement in sight?” This is a 


fundamental change since 1995, 
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i) In 1995, the Port Authority was talking about redeveloping Terminal A through a 
“privatization” mechanism. Today they have apparently concluded that will not succeed, but 
there is no clear timetable for the redevelopment of Terminal A, the most prominent terminal at 
Logan, and the most problematic. While that terminal is being redeveloped, the capacity to 
handle passengers will go down unless a successful mitigation strategy can be developed. 
Terminal A was to have been redeveloped with a shape designed to buffer noise impacts on the 
nearby Jeffreys Point neighborhood. In addition, and with no increase in number of gates, 
rumors indicate that Massport now intends to abandon the noise buffer shape, and add gates. 
This would constitute “segmentation.” A revised scope should include Terminal A redeveloped 
including any options. 

j) At the time of the scoping (1995), Massport’s consultants had developed 
computer models to predict aircraft movements based on data from 1993, the worst year for 
delay caused by excessive scheduling of redundant regional commuter services. Most of the 
projections in the DEIS are based on these projections. The DEIS concedes that airfield delay at 
Logan actually oat down since 1993, but there is no effort to analyze what happened, much less 
to correct the computer programs to incorporate this in forecasting. This rendered the projection 
of air movements questionable as well as the resulting predictions of the effectiveness of peak 
pricing in reducing delay. Realistic air traffic predictions require an open review of the actual 
data to develop an understanding of what is happening, in order to produce more reliable 
methods to predict future conditions. 

k) Overflight of parts of East Boston and Chelsea affected by Runway 15-33, and of 
South Boston, the South End, Jamaica Plain and Roxbury affected by Runway 9-27 is predicted 


to triple (based on the computer models which include “PRAS” goals if Runway 14-32 “ is 
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available. However, experience shows that during delay conditions the FAA controllers ignore 
PRAS goals and utilize maximum capacity configurations, so the tripling of exposure to { 9) 39 
overflight predicted with availability of Runway 14-32 actually understates the likely reality. 
More realistic utilization estimates should be prepared, at least to provide a range of estimate. 

) Noise impact from aircraft is projected in the DEIS by using computer models, 
but citizens have complained for years that the noise levels measured by Massport microphones 
monitored in the field show that actual noise consistently exceeds the predicted levels. Since the 
computer’s predictions arc used to decide on the need for airlines to improve the fleet (by | Q? 40 
replacing noisier aircraft with quicter ones under Massport noise rules), and to decide on 
eligibility for soundproofing, this is a very important fundamental flaw. In addition, these same 
models are used to predict noise consequences of the airfield proposals, so the predictions in the 
DEIS/R understate actual impact. The computer models should be adjusted to better simulate 
actual noise impacts. 

Moreover, MEPA requested the preparation of 60dB contours, as well as 65, 70 and 75, 
but this fnfenmaiéa is not included in the tables in the main report. (There is some information 
in the emer ee for those with the patience to find it.) 60dB contours should be prepared 192.41 
(using conrsited models) and used in the analysis. 

m) Credibility of environmental commitments has been undermined by Mass 
Highway reneging on the Airport Station Blue Line commitments. In addition, the Mass 
Highway revisions constitute a segmentation flaw in the airfield project. The Mass Highway | Q) 42 
proposal should be suspended, and it and suitable alternatives incorporated into the revised 


scope. 


In short, based on these multiple flaws, the DBIS/R scope is so out of date as to be | 9) 43 
meaningless. It should be withdrawn and a new scope developed, consistent with Environmental 


Justice principles. 


Additional Observations on the DEIS/R, and Scoping Revisions Required: 
1) The central problem with airfield capacity is the fact that it is overutilized, as always occurs 
at facilities in attractive locations unless they are managed through regulation or pricing. 
Because of a variety of wind and weather conditions, reliability of Logan is much higher at 
frequency of less than 100 movements per hour, whereas it becomes very unreliable ” 
wiileatien approaches the maximum capacity of close to 120 movements per hour. Yet the { Q? Ad 
DEIS/R does not provide basic information to identify the reliability of Logan at 75, 85, 95, 
105, 115 movements per hour so that the trade off between frequency and reliability can be 
naderstbod’ The 1993 SAR report by Arthur D. Little rates the practical capacity of Logan at 
95 movements per hour, and the FAA rates its practical capacity at 93 movements per hour. | 
The further fundamental issue at Logan is the fact that approximately 40 percent of the 
airside capacity is used to accommodate small regional non-jets which carry 10 percent of the 
passengers, (and a large proportion of the regional passengers are just passing through to other 2.49 
destinations.) If substantial consolidation of regional flights could be achieved, Logan would 
operate at or below 100 movements per hour and be highly reliable. 
Reconiine this fundamental problem of misutilization of available runway capacity, and 
the tradeoff between overscheduling and reliability, it should be possible to accommodate 
substantial increase in passenger service without any airfield expansion. Over the past 20 to 
25 years Logan has grown from 8 million passengers per year to over 26 million, with no 
airfield modifications of significance, because of improvement in technology and increased 
jet size. Since adoption of the “no increase in environmental impact” policy agreed to in 
1987 in the context of the environmental impact studies on the third harbor tunnel, Logan has 


stayed within the 1987 noise contour, showing that minor increases in passenger volume can 


be accommodated on the Logan airfield without increased delay and unreliability and: 


without increased noise impact in surrounding communities. In order to encourage the better 
utilization of Logan runways, six basic strategies are possible: 

A) AClear Policy of No Airfield Action. The overscheduling problem is clearly caused 
by airline scheduling practice. It also costs the airlines a lot of money, because of 
inefficient utilization of aircraft, and hurts the image of airlines with customers. The 
primary cause of current delay is the overutiization of small non-jet aircraft in the 
regional carrier market, but there is some tendency for more comfortable, faster, and 
larger “small jets” to be increasingly used in these markets in response to customer 
preference and changing airline market relationships, so there is some likelihood that 
a message to the airlines that runway 14-32 is off the table definitively would lead 
the airlines to resolve the runway overutilization problem on their own without any 
other action by Massport or FAA. Q ) n g 


B 


— 


Option 1 could be supplemented by a “jawboning” approach with the airlines to 

scicaale more realistically. 

C) Option | could be complemented by reform of landing fee structure to move toward 
peak pricing, giving some market incentive to encourage rationalization of the 
regional feeders. 

D) Option 1 could be complemented by delay management strategies to prioritize larger 

aircraft over eniley whenever delay conditions exist, thereby minimizing the impact 

of delays on the largest number of people and the most expensive aircraft, and also 


sending a strong signal to the airlines encouraging a shift to jet operations. 


E) Logan could set a goal of becoming an “all jet” airport by a date certain, giving a 
period of time for adjustment followed by a policy of priority for jets on takeoff 
whenever delay exists. 


E 
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Logan could become a “slotted” airport, with schedules constrained to no more than 
95 movements per hour, and a periodic auction mechanism to avoid the | 
anticompetitive aspects of “slots” in other cities, and in Europe. 

The DEIS explores only peak pricing among these options, and appears to design it in 
order to fail, with the peak defined at 110 movements per hour for three successive 
hours, a level of activity so high the effect on the system should not be expected to be 
significant. 

Moreover, the analytical approach to analyzing the peak pricing seems totally flawed. 
The DEIS/R hypothesizes a high fleet and low fleet scenario, based on a high and low 
passenger forecast, and then uses a model to predict schedule shifts out of the peak 
period and in some cases elimination of flights. But it ignores the fact that the 
existence of even a weak peak pricing system would inhibit the “high fleet” scenaria 
from developing at all, since it would decrease the profitability of redundant regional 
services, encourage higher load factors, and, over time, shift to small jets at lower 192.47 
frequency. None of these effects are evaluated, but the differences in delay between 
high flect and low fleet scenarios are greater than the differences in delay between the 
“with” and “without” Runway 14-32 within a given scenario. This leads to a 
conclusion that the introduction of even a weak form of peak pricing should occur 


immediately as suggested by EPA in 1995, so its effects can be evaluated and fine 


tuned. The DEIS fails to report on the performance of the PACE program which was _ 
tried with some success in 1988. { 92 48 . 
The fact is that the current landing fee system is indefensible, except as a relic. It is 
unrelated to the opportunity cost of using the runway and subsidizes inefficient 
aircraft to the detriment of the vast majority of passengers. . 
2) The noise analysis is inappropriate, systematically understating the likely average noise 

impacts of the introduction of Runaway 14-32. While the DEIS predicts a tripling of | Q? 49 

overflight in Chelsea and East Boston, Somerville, and South Boston, South End, Roxbury 

and Jamaica Plain; the mode] is constrained by PRAS goals. But experience has shown the 

FAA control tower will ignore PRAS goals whenever there is congestion, so even greater 

increases are likely. 

In addition, the computer generated noise contours understate noise as measured in the 
field. 

Even ignoring the understatement, the addition of Runway 14-32 clearly increases the noise 

affected sspaihan and thus violates the 1987 environmental cap, and should be rejected on 

that basis alone. | 92.50 

In addition the DEIS attempts to obfuscate the noise impact by focusing on 75 DB contours 

rather than the 65 used by FAA or the 60 suggested by MEPA. But the houscholds within 

the 75 DB contour shrink in all scenarios because of fleet improvement, as the category II 

aircraft are replaced by the less noisy category II aircraft, and all of these affected 

households have been soundproofed. Based on the Massport theory of mitigation, the 

already soundproof homes within the 75 DB contour will experience some relief from the 


fleet improvement. It is the increase in exposure of households in the 60 DB contour who 


3) 


represent (be most significant worsening of noise conditions, without soundproofing, but 

these numbers are not calculated, and the 60 DB contours are hidden in an Appendix. | 9251 
The benefit of compliance with the PRAS is exaggerated in the DEIS/R. The PRAS was a 

nesoeuen agreement 25 years ago. It is a way to share basically unreasonable amounts of 

noise. It is not really so significant as reducing noise by improving the fleet mix Fionn 

retirement of the noisiest aircraft, or minimizing the number of households within the 60 DB 

contour. 

In addition, the selection of 1999 and 2010 distorts the comparisons, since the phasing out of 

all Stage III aircraft is due in 2000, and make it more difficult to understand the effect of 

various proposals. Including a 2001 analysis would separate this effect. 

In any case, the measurement of noise should be improved in order to enforce the fleet noise 

rule more aggressively, and in order to more fairly implement the soundproofing and other 92.92 
mitigation strategies, and more realistically estimate impacts. (However, it is clear even from 
the inadequate analysis of the DEIS/A that the Runway 14-32 would have substantial adverse 
cffect, sielsies the 1987 no increase in impact policy, and should be rejected.) 

Analysis of the Reduction in Landing Minimum s is Misleading and Inadequate 

The landing minimums on Runway 15 and 22 were deliberatcly held high pursuant to 
agreements with the city of Boston. The community's objective in negotiating these higher 
than normal decision heights was to discourage use of landing over populated areas during 
low visibility conditions, and to encourage instead the use of overwater approaches during 
low visibility conditions, by installing Category III instrument landing systems, with the | Q). 53 
lowest decision heights on the 4R and 33L overwater approaches. The DEIS does not 


accurately describe the reasons for the agreements, or even the fact that the city of Boston 


4) 


5) 


has contractual rights in this matter. Worse yet, Category III ILS has yet to be installed on 

Runway 33L. The DEIS/R predictions of improvement of reliability during low visibility 

conditions is not disaggregated to identify the benefits attributable from improved 

instrumentation on runway approach 33L which the community supports, as distinguished 

from the decision height reductions on runway approach 15R and 22L, which the community | ) 253 
opposes. In addition, the community has always understood that low visibility conditions (cont.) 
generally occur under low wind conditions, but the DEIS/R implies that wind direction isa 

factor in this proposal. No identification of the frequency of high wind/ low visibility 

conditions, or data, is presented. Finally, the community concern with low visibility landings 

over populated area is with safety, and the anxiety caused by such operations in the 

residential population, but the DEIS/R treats it as a simple noise problem. 

The analysis of the taxiway proposals is inadequate. Since the primary taxiway proposal is 

the taxiway proposed between the 4-22 parallel runways, and since the DEIS/R states that the 

intention of the package is to reduce utilization of the 4-22 runways, it is difficult to 192.54 
understand wih delays are proposed to be alleviated. Since the taxiways will increase noise 

Bette in the Bayeswater section of East Boston and Winthrop, this is controversial, and 

inadequate explanations of its purpose is presented to allow for intelligent comment. 

Including the alternatives such as sanitizing the Northern End of Runway 4-22R, and using it 

as a taxiway should be included in a revised scope. 

There is no analysis of metropolitan ground access capacity or terminal capacity to shed Jight 

on the feasibility of the 37 million and 45 million passenger projections. With the current 

parking freeze and no coherent strategy to improve transit, it is difficult to see how even 


37 million passengers can reach Logan. The current terminal capacity does not appear 


6) 


capable of processing appreciably more than current passenger levels. Whenever Terminal A 
is redeveloped it will probably lose capacity during the construction process, but possibly add 
capacity once it is complete. But there is no analysis to show what number of passengers 

will be able and willing to access Logan over the next decade so the air service needs can be 

verified, and the timing of improved access to Green Providence via rail, and high speed rail 

to New York can be evaluated in the light of more severe growth and terminal access | 92 55 

problems at Logan. The missing information is fundamental to make informed choices at 

Logan. 

The appendices on the history of Logan airport are totally lacking in explaining the history of 

the residential communities around Logan and their interaction with Logan growth. Some 

basic facts which are necessary to understand the socioeconomic context of Logan should 
include: 

A) The fact that the residential communities predate the existence of the airfield. 

B) The major community disruption caused by construction of the Sumner Tunnel. 

C) The Loraianity disruption caused by the Blue Line extension. 

D) The destruction of Wood Island Park caused by expansion of Runway 15-33. 

E) The destruction of the Neptune Rd. neighborhood by the combination of increased noise. 
instillation of the ILS localizer, and the (positive) relocation of houses to the Horace St. 
area, 192.96 

F) The destruction of Amerena Field to expand the airport cargo area and build the (now 

vacant) post office area. 

G) The crash landing of a small plane on the porch of the home of Senator ede of 


Bayeswater Street, and the subsequent limits on the use of Runway 4L-22R. 


H) The massive trucking on Maverick St. eer by filling the Bird Island flats, the . 
community reaction to the trucks and the development of the internal airport truck route | 
and gating of Porter St. and Maverick St. to control airport related traffic. 

I) The gridlock conditions on the airport exit roadway which led to the variable message 
egress control system to manage the problem, and the growing Day Square traffic. 

J) The development of the 1975 master plan and generic EIR process, and the “parking 
freeze” at Logan. 

K) The installation of improved ILS systems on runway approaches 15R and 4L, and the 
restrictions on decision height agreed to by FAA and the Mass. Port Authority. 

L) The development of Porzio Park and the development of the Bird Island Flats cargo area, 
with the harborside park. 

M) The environmental process for the Ted Williams Tunnel, the commitment to a cap on 
environmental impacts at or below 1987 limits. 

N) The implementation studies to implement the 1987 environmental CAP (improved 
Sans bose Logan noise rules, Logic study, LADS study, and LAMP study, P.A.C.E. 
Program. Establishment of CAC.) 

O) The commitment to improve transit interface between the airport bus and Blue Line at 
Airport Station, with cross platform transfer in the 1991 SFEIS of the Central Artery/ 
Tunnel Project. 

P) The initiation of Logan Express services, water shuttle. 

Q) The increased relationship with Chelsea for sisonereiied activity. 

R) The commitment to an airport edge buffer park. (not implemented to date) 


S) The 1993 Massport-Air Inc. mitigation contract. 


T) The Waterfront Park at Marginal St. Jeffries Point section of East Boston. 
V) The lawsuit on non-performance of the 1993 agreement. 
W) The 1997 mitigation agreement. 
7. Given the reliance on environmental commitments in the proposed Runway 14-32, a list of 
“broken promises” that undercut the credibility of such assurances is worthwhile. 
A) Airport Blue Line station (CA/T Commitment, but Massport did not defend the honoring 
of the commitments to cross-platform transfers and at- or below- grade highways, when Mass { 9 y) 57 
Highway removed the Transit improvements and substituted very high (36’ and 53’ high) 
highway ramps.) 
B) Airport buffer edge (not implemented) 
C) Free shuttle to South Station, added Logan Express service, PeopleMover to Blue Line to 
increase capacity by a factor of six (now broken). © 
D) Flight tracks and PRAS 
E) Landing decision heights in bad weather 
F) Taxiway use regulation to restrain noise exposure at the northern end of the 4-22 
runways. 
G) The blast fence at the northem end of the nmnway 22R, which Massport ere 
proposes to remove. 
8) The Section 4(f) presentation is substantially flawed and a revised analysis should be required 
in anew scope. Specifically all Section 4(f) resources affected by current operations or proposed 
actions should be identified. Their noise exposure today and in 2001, within all Stage III fleet 92.8 


should be identified, to establish a new “Base Condition” based on existing regulation, and the 


impact of various proposals upon 4(f) resources identified. In addition, analysis to identify “all 
flexible planning to mitigate adverse impact should be carried out and presented. 
9) A revised DEIS/R scope should carry out an analysis of impacts on coastal zone and smart | 9 ? 5g 


growth land resources in the South Boston Seaport area, Chelsea, Everett and Somerville. . 
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Letter 192 

Fred Salvucci 

MIT, Department of Civil & 
Environmental Engineering 
Private Citizens: Cambridge 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


192.1 Analysis _ Passenger ger p e Airside Project analysis considered the benefits and 
i Assumptions/ | Forecasts | 29 million to 37 million...to reflect the regional airport and mpacts of alternatives against a broad range of current and 


Methodologies | _ regional rail programmed improvements otential future activity levels at Logan Airport. A benefit of 
i : his approach is that the findings and selection of the 

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1A) were not dependent on 
specific future condition, but reflect consideration of 
ifferent scenarios. The analysis of comparative benefits for 
he alternative airside projects focussed on activity levels at 
9 million and 37.5 million annual air passengers with 
ifferent possible fleet scenarios. These activity levels reflect 
robable near- and long-term conditions and include 
iversion of up to 7.3 million passengers that could be 
iccommodated by regional alternatives. The activity levels 
nd the corresponding benefits and impacts of the 

proposed improvements were central in the selection of the 


Preferred Alternative. 
Analysis report contains no analysis of how 35: 50% m more | In January 2000, the FAA called for a Supplemental Draft EIS 
_ Assumptions/ Forecasts | passengers can get to Logan through the terminals, when — anda special panel review process. The Secretary of i 
| Methodologies _ the parking spaces are limited by the Clean Air Act _ Environmental Affairs found that “...the Draft Environmental 
: | “parking freeze,” and transit improvements that were _ Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this project adequately 
| proposed at the airport Blue Line Station and a high- "and properly complies with the Massachusetts Environmental 


| | capacity people mover have been abandoned by the state | Policy Act...”. Refer to the Certificate of the Secretary of 
_ and Massport and the Terminal A rebuilding plan has _ Environmental Affairs on the DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 
_ been stuck for years and will have lower capacity during == ty, impact of the passenger activity levels, analyzed in the 


ernie WHE peated Iaals. it Altside Project Draft EIS/EIR and in the Supplemental | 
is absolutely essential that a new draft EIS be prepared fee EIB. Ores acees Poleute was suael ate 


' f : : | reported in previous GEIRs. The GEIR and its Updates are 

| that includes a comprehensive analysis of access to _ specifically incorporated by reference in these environmental 
Logan, as wel aS terminals, to evaluate the airfield _ review documents as background documents. The 

| Proposals intelliganty. _ groundside impacts of the parking freeze, the Blue Line 

_ Modernization project, the AITC, which replaces the 
| people-mover project, and the new Terminal A development 
_ have been analyzed in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (ESPR) | 

| (previously GEIR). The ESPR was filed on December 15, / 
| 2000.The ESPR informs Massport's planning process for all 

_ the improvements at Logan Airport, including the 

_ improvements under review in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ Each ESPR submission is subject to public review and 

_ comment. Consistent with past practice, Massport expects 

_ that the FAA will take the ESPR analysis into account during 

_ its deliberations and decision on the Supplemental 

DEIS/FEIR. 
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Code 
192.3 


Topic 1 Comment 


. flights at Logan decreased from 1993 to 1998, presumably 
resulting in reduced delay, but there is no information about 
actual delay at Logan during this period: ... if airline 
consolidation within the regional carriers has produced a 
modest reduction in overscheduling, ... how has this affected 
delay and could further consolidation of regional flights 
produce further reduction in delay? 


_ Delay 


_ The consultants to the Community Advisory Committee to 
| Massport (CAC) believe that delay has decreased 


| is precious little real data about actual delay as defined by 


| FAA. There is not adequate information about delay to allow 
__us to comment intelligently. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR presents an expanded analy: 
"and discussion of current and historical FAA delay measures, 


Response 


_ and additionally quantifies modeled delays at Logan Airport 

_ during 1998. Refer to Sections 1.6 and 1.8 of the 

| Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The delay measures and 

_ Massport’s modeling both show that Logan Airport continues 


_ to suffer from serious airside delays despite the 


egional carrier consolidation and the decline in regional 
carrier operations. Regional carrier consolidation did not 
ubstantially reduce delays at Logan Airport because airline 
verscheduling is not a significant cause of delays at 


f a three-runway configuration to handle arriving flights 
uring periods of northwest winds is a major source of 
ogan Airport delays. Furthermore, the impact of regional 
arrier consolidation on future delay levels was explicitly 
xamined through the analysis of several future “Low’ fleet 
cenarios, which assume that commuter aircraft comprise a 


_ Sections 1.6 and 1.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


_ smaller share of Logan Airport's fleet compared to the 


“High” fleet scenario (new fleet, incorporating a significant 
proportion of regional jets was also analyzed). Even future 
Low fleet scenarios show significant levels of delays at 
Logan Airport. Based on actual experience and the 


ogan Airport. As the Airside Project analysis shows, the lack 


Airside Project modeling, further regional carrier consolidation 
is not expected to have a significant impact on delay levels in 


Low fleet conditions. In high fleet conditions, when airline 
overscheduling is a major contributor to delays, regional 
carrier flight consolidation reduces delay levels. Massport 
proposes to monitor airline overscheduling conditions and to 
seek voluntary schedule adjustments from airlines to reduce 


delays caused by overscheduling. If airlines do not voluntarily 


_ comply, Massport has developed an action plan as described 
_ in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, designed to 


address overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. 


_ describe FAA and U.S. DOT measures of delay and their 
limitations, including historical data on delays at Logan Airport 
| and other major United States airports, and discusses the : 
_ estimation and modeling of flight delays. Regardless of the 
delay measure used, Logan Airport has consistently been 
_ one of the most delayed airports in the nation, ranking sixth in 
_ total delays and third in arrival delays in 1998. Historically, 
FAA Opsnet delays at Logan Airport peaked in 1993, 
_ declined for two years and are rising again. In fact, delayed 
| flights at Logan Airport, as measured by the FAA, increased 
_ by 30 percent in 1998. Arrival delays, which would be directly 
__ affected by Runway 14/32, have risen steadily since 1994 
_ and now Logan Airport is the third most delayed airport in the 


_ Substantially and cite FAA-produced data as evidence... there 


j 


United States in terms of arriving flights. Because the FAA 
and U.S. DOT delay statistics only record historical delays, 
the FAA requires delay modeling when evaluating the future 
delay reduction benefits of airport capital improvements. The 
methodology used for the Airside Project provides a consistent 
and systematic estimate of flight delays caused by constraints 
at Logan Airport. The analysis based on this methodology 
indicates that: (1) flight delays at Logan Airport remain a 
significant problem and will become worse over time if no 
action is taken and (2) the Preferred Alternative can provide 


: significant reductions in current and future delay levels. 
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192.5 | Analysis _ Noise Model _ The DEIS/R uses computer projections of noise, but the 
Assumptions/ computer projections consistently understate actual noiseas 
Methodologies measured by Massport over field microphones. 


_ Analysis _ Noise Model The tripling of overflights predicted ac ally under: e states 
_ Assumptions/ _ the shift in operations that will occur given the long 
| Methodologies _ experience with FAA control tower ignoring the PRAS 


_ whenever delay exists. Given Massport's projections of 

_ increased delay within 5 years, the utilization of 

_ Runways 15/33 and 9/27 is likely to more than triple. The 
| lack of analysis of this actual increase in overflight likely 

_ makes the noise predictions further understated. 


Analysis 
| Assumptions/ 
_ Methodologies — 


Land Use and Coastal Zone Impacts and Smart Growth are 


ignored — the DEIS ignores the impact of increased overllight 
(by a factor of at least 3!) on currently underutilized land in the 
Seaport district of Boston, and in Chelsea, Everett and 
Somerville. 


_ Differences between measured and modeled sound | 


_ study analysis considers PRAS only when more than one 
_ available runway configuration has sufficient capacity to 

_ accommodate demand. There is no basis for the claim that 
| the Airside Project understates the changes in overflights 
"resulting from Runway 14/32. 


INTERIM SUPPLEMENTAL DRaFT EIS 


been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and 
Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 
locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 
modification of source levels to better account for 

over-water sound propagation and apparent use of 

higher engine power settings than are normally assumed in the 
noise model's database (Refer to Appendix E of the 

Logan Airport 1996 Annual Update). 


In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 
became even less when Massport upgraded its 


_ Monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 


ircraft -- a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 
levels predicted by the noise model. 


t sites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this 
improvement to the monitoring system brought measured and 
modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to 
Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 1999 Environmental : 
Planning and Status Report). Massport continues to investigate 
possible causes for remaining differences (such as from hil 
ffects) but believes the FAA’s INM noise model used in the 
irside Project noise analyses accurately represents expected 
noise exposure. 


The simulation modeling performed for the Airside Project 


The improvements to be implemented under the 


_ Preferred Alternative will reduce delay and enhance the 

__ efficiency of an existing airport. The improvements will be 
constructed on the existing airfield and will support the 

_ urban development needs in the area communities and are 
_ therefore consistent with Smart Growth policies and 

_ Massachusetts Coastal Zone Growth Management 

_ Principle #2 (Refer to Section 6.5 of the Supplemental 


_ DEIS/FEIR.). The areas that will experience overflights with 
_ the use of Runway 14/32 under the Preferred Alternative are 


_ the same areas that experience overflights under existing 
_ conditions. Flights using overwater routings will increase with 
_ the use of the Proposed Runway 14/32. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 


192.8 Alternatives 


| Runway 14/32 


Comment 


The entire analysis assumes that Runway 14/32 will be used 
only in overwater approaches and departures, but Appendix | 
indicates that US statute makes that decision solely the 
province of the FAA. Such decision must comply with NEPA. 
But there is no guarantee that even a full EIS would be 
required to use the runway in both directions... there is no 


basis for confidence that the runway will be unidirectional. The 


DEIS/R contains no analysis of the noise and safety impacts 
on Jeffries Point, East Boston, Charlestown and Beacon Hill 
that would be caused by two-way operation of Runway 14/32. 
Failure to disclose the potential impact, and the lack of any 
disclosure of credible guarantees on this matter is a 
substantial flaw that requires that the Draft EIS/EIR be 
rejected as inadequate. 


| of comparison for predicted year 2010 impacts in a variety 
_ of scenarios. The federal law requires that phaseout of all 
_ non-Stage Ill aircraft by the year 2000, so certainly Logan, 
_ with its stricter noise rule, should be all Stage III aircraft by 
_ the year 2000. For this reason, the 1999 simulation should 
_ be run with an all Stage 3 fleet, in order to understand the 
_ true impact of the various alternatives, and should be 

__ used in particular to identify Section 4(f) impacts, for all 
park and historical resources currently affected by Logan 

_ or potentially affected. Because of the failure to identify 

_ the 1999 all Stage Ill exposure, the basic analysis of 

" Section 4(f) impacts and noise comparison among 
alternatives is seriously in error... 


INTERIM SUPPLEMENTAL DraFT EIS 


Response 


A bi-directional Runway 14/32 was not considered for a 
variety of operational and safety reasons. The unidirectional 
Runway 14/32 concept analyzed in the Airside Project Draft 
_ EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR evolved from 

_ earlier feasibility studies including the FAA’s Boston Logan 

| Capacity Enhancement Plan (October1992), which 


determined that a bi-directional runway was not a feasible 


| option. 


_ State approval under MEPA and federal approval under 

| NEPA will allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only ona basis 

_ consistent with the stated unidirectional limitations. 

_ Consistent with such approvals, Massport will light and stripe 
_ Runway 14/32 to accommodate unidirectional operations 

_ only. Furthermore, the location of Runway 14/32 involves 

_ physical limitations that reinforce unidirectional use. The 

_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is located 1,300 


_ feet from Runway 14 and is 174 feet high, invades 

_ FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 

_ precluding arrivals from the west to Runway 14. Additionally, 
| the lack of available taxiways to allow aircraft to reach 


Runway 32 prevents aircraft departures from Runway 32. 


Massport will reinforce its commitment to unidirectional use 
y including the intended unidirectional limitation as a 
mitigation measure. This designation will be reinforced 
hrough Section 61 findings that will be adopted by the 
Massport Board as required under MEPA. It is anticipated 
hat any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce 
he unidirectional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. 


‘omparisons of the Action Alternatives to the 
No Action Alternatives for individual fleet scenarios are the 


| appropriate basis for evaluation and are not distorted. 
_ Fleet composition within each individual forecast scenario 


remains consistent. The phase-out of Stage 2 aircraft will 


_ reduce the noise impacts from Logan Airport, producing 
_ benefits to surrounding communities. These impacts are 
_ discussed in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously 

_ GEIR). 


_ The 29 M Low Fleet scenario includes 22 daily operations in 
| Stage 2 aircraft (depending on the alternative examined), 

_ which represent about 2.5 percent of the total daily jet 

_ operations in that fleet. (Refer to Table 6.2-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). In the shift to a post-1999, 

- 100 percent Stage 3 fleet, some of these aircraft would likely 
_ have received hushkits resulting in very little improvement in 
_ the noise of individual overflights (and hence, little 

_ improvement in DNL), and some were likely converted to 

| Stage 3 airplanes. However, on balance, the total number of 
_ Stage 2 operations in 1999 is small, and a revised 

_ 29 M Low Fleet scenario would leave a significant number of 
_ hushkitted airplanes to dominate the exposure. For these 

_ reasons, it is estimated that the presence of the Stage 2 

_ airplanes in the 29 M Low Fleet scenario overstates noise 

_ exposure by only a few tenths of a dB, which does not 
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Code Topic 1 _Topic 2 Comment 


' 192.10 | Regional _ Regional _ Massport owns Hanscom Field, an existing airport adjacent to — The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ Transportation Airports | Route 128, but no analysis is done of the potential share of | — DEIS/FEIR specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
i | commercial activity that Hanscom might absorb, and the net _in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
environmental impact on the Hanscom environment if military serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
| and general aviation activity were displaced. With no analysis already accommodates a significant number of 
of this altemative, the Draft EIS/EIR is substantially flawed and _ aircraft operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The 
should be viewed as an inadequate basis for comment. | Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, charter, 
_ and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 
_ Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was 
| | filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began 
_ commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 
| limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets — 
_ Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, 
Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is 
Iso conducting operations between Hanscom and 
New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
ommercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
stablished policy (60-seat regulation), it believes that 
Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a 
major general aviation reliever, and that its 
jeographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester airports will prevent its development as a : 
ignificant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 
erving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 
ignificant number of flights from Logan Airport to 
janscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 
assengers on Logan Airport’s commuter flights connect to 
other Logan Airport flights. However, any new commercial 
service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field shall be 
_ reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), 
| its Annual Updates, and applicable regulatory limitations, and 
| Shall be considered by the 
: _ Hanscom Field Advisory Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of 
| the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of 
_ Hanscom Field. The environmental impacts of 
_ commercial services at Hanscom Field are summarized from 
| the HGEIR and appear in Appendix B of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


Response 


Alternatives The overutilization of Logan airspace by regional carriers — Logan Airport’ 's normal operating capacity is approximately 
i Pricing _ who use 40% of the airspace to accommodate 10% of the _ 120 operations per hour, and is available nearly 80 percent of | 
: | passengers is the central problem driving delay at Logan, _a typical year. The use of a 110 operations per hour threshold 
_ but the only option explored to deal with this is a very _ in the illustrative PPP program, which is ten operations below 
_ weak form of peak pricing, with a very high “trigger” of ' Logan Airport's normal runway capacity, represents a : 
_ 110 movements per hour. No sensitivity analysis is _ conservative value and avoids understatement of the 


_ presented, to explore the impact of different “triggers” set potential delay benefits of the policy. The possibility that PPP 
at 105,100 or 95 movements per hour. Also, the analysis would promote flight consolidation in regional carrier markets 
_ methodology...does not explore the possibility the flights _is reflected in the analysis presented in the Airside Project 
_ will be consolidated into a smaller number of larger _ Draft EIS/EIR and in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 

_ aircraft. For this reason the analysis both understates the analysis forecasts a reduction in flight frequency within 

_ delay reduction potential of this method and overstates its | many regional markets with the program in effect. 
economic impact. 


Additional analysis of PPP is set out i in Section 4.5 of the 
Pricing _ would tend to preclude the high delay “high” scenariois | Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This analysis includes the High 


eak Period The likelihood that even a weak form of Peak Pricing 


| not even mentioned, even though the delay avoidance _ Fleet scenario. Demand management measures at other 
| _ benefits of the Low vs. High scenario are greater than the United States and international airports are discussed in 
_ differences among the alternatives considered. Since | Section 3.5. 


_ Peak Pricing will tend to inhibit the profitability of 

_ redundant regional services, it seems likely that the Peak 
_ Pricing would preclude the High Scenario from occurring, 
_ and that it should be tried before any of the construction 
"scenarios... 
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Comment 
192.13 | Alternatives _ Other alternatives to control overscheduling such as 
_ Construction —_— “slotting” Logan at a reasonable number of movements 
| Alternatives —_ per hour, using market measures to distribute the “slots” 


are not evaluated whatsoever. 


192.14 Alternatives Use of limited priority based on size of aircraft to reduce 
_ Construction the impact of airfield delay is not considered. 


_ Alternatives 


192.15 | Alternatives Non- | Simple ‘jawboning” of regional air carriers is a te 
Construction _ that might have substantial benefit, especially if 
i _ accompanied by phase-in of Peak Pricing or lease 

_ restrictions to encourage movements toward an all-jet 
Logan. 


_ The effectiveness of the P.A.C.E. program in 1988 is not 
_ described or evaluated. 


192.16 | Altematives 


INTERIM SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS 


Response 


Neither federal nor state scoping directives required an 
nalysis of slot controls. Imposition of slot controls constitutes 
federal policy that has been preempted to the FAA under 
ederal law and is not within Massport’s jurisdiction. PPP 
epresents a market approach that should encourage the 
ighest value services to use Logan Airport during periods of 
carce capacity without the market disruption and other i 
inefficiencies related to slot control. Congress determined that 
he slot program has a number of significant problems. The 
.S. DOT has analyzed options for reducing slot controls at 
irports. As a result, the Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment 
nd Reform Act for the 21st Century (AIR-21), which was : 
nacted in March 2000, eliminates all slots at three of the 
nation’s slot-controlled airports. Slots at the Chicago O’Hare 
_ Airport will be eliminated by July 1, 2002 and slots at New 
» York LaGuardia Airport and New York JFK Airport will be 
eliminated by January 1, 2007. 


The air traffic control system of the United States, which the : 
| FAA operates, is based on a first-come, first-serve policy. Any 
| change in this policy would require a major federal decision 
_ that would involve a major overhaul of the 

_ entire air traffic control system, including procedures, 

_ manuals, software, controller/pilot training, etc. The FAA is 
_ continually evaluating alternatives to increase efficiency of the 
_ National airspace system. However, future FAA initiatives will 
not eliminate the need for the proposed airfield improvements _ 
_ at Logan Airport. The FAA’s national initiative will not prevent 
_ the decline in capacity under northwest wind conditions that 
Logan Airport. 


gation measure, Massport will establish a 
| Peak Period monitoring programs as outlined in Section 4.5 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ The impacts of the Program for Airfield Capacity Efficiency 
| (PACE) are described and evaluated in Section 3.5 of the 


| There are no alternatives considered to the 

| Centerfield Taxiway proposal. It would appear that the 
| threshold of Runway 4L/22R could be displaced 

_ substantially to the south, in order to increase the height 
_ of aircraft landing over the Bayswater Street 
neighborhood, reducing noise and increasing safety 

| margin. 


192.17 Alternatives — 


ay is already displaced 845 feet 
to the south, which increases the height of landing aircraft by 
only 42 feet. Further displacement would not be a substitute 

_ for the benefits of the Centerfield Taxiway. Moreover, 

_ Runway 22R is used almost exclusively for jet and 

_ non-jet departures so further displacement would have a 

_ negligible effect on the impacts of landing aircraft traffic. 


_ The northern end of the Centerfield Taxiway will providean 
_ alternate routing for those heavy jets that require the length of 

_ Runway 221 for takeoff, allowing them to avoid the queue on 
' Taxiway November. The southern end of the 

_ Centerfield Taxiway allows arrivals on Runway 22L and 

_ Runway 27 to be routed more efficiently for crossing 

_ Runway 22R with reduced delays and minimized ground 
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ree made 1 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


Converting Runway 4L/22R north of Runway 15R/33L into a 
axiway would cause a major reduction in the takeoff distance 
vailable on Runway 22R as well as in the landing distance 
n Runway 4L. When operating to the south, most departures 
would need to use Runway 22L instead of Runway 22R, 
which would mean significantly increased ground congestion, 
lelays and associated environmental impacts. To the north, 
ewer arrivals would be capable of using Runway 4L, which 
ould increase delays on Logan Airport’s highest volume 
configuration. 


| Taxiway _ It should be possible to consider replacing 
_ Improvements — Taxiway November with a buffer ?? [sic] to protect the 
' beach. Since the entire premise of the Massport airfield 

: |" proposal is that the 4/22 runways will be utilized less, it is 
i "not clear why the centerfield taxiway is needed at all, or 
_ alternatively why a sanitized northerly ENV of runway 4L- 
: | 22R cannot serve as the taxiway for the northerly portion 

_ in lieu of the “November” taxiway which adversely affects 

| Constitution Beach. 


Environmental 
| Justice 


: The core [process] of the Executive Order, andthe DOT ~— The Environmental Justice analysis was significantly 

_ implementing order of April 1997 ... was not followed. _ expanded in Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
i _ Low-income and minority populations were defined in / 
_ accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the 
_ Final United States Department of Transportation Order, and 

_ the Council on Environmental Quality's guidance on 
_ Environmental Justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 
| populations was expanded to include households at ; 
_ 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 

_ no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income i 
_ and minority populations from the Preferred Alternative. TEST 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

| Of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a : 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The ; 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
' associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an : 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 


/ 192.19 


i 
i 


_ is nota significant adverse impact. Mitigation of the increased _ 
i _ noise within the 65 dB DNL noise contour will be provided to 
_ affected communities in the form of residential sound 

_ insulation. 


Soundproofing _ The interpretation that soundproofing can mitigate, so that The Final U.S. DOT Order on Environmental Justice directs 
: _ the impact can be denied is inappropriate. _ FAA to determine whether its programs, policies and activities _ 
: / _ will have a disproportionately high and adverse impact on 
| minority or low-income communities, taking account of 

_ mitigation, enhancement measures, and all Offsetting 

_ benefit’s to the affected populations, as well as the design, 

_ comparative impacts, and the relevant number of similar 
_ existing system elements in non-minority and non-low-income 
__areas. 


Soundproofing |. there is edera requirements typically exclude the FAA from any 
_ soundproofing can be achieved in low-income housing _ responsibility to bring a building up to code when the 
"units where the structure may have other building code ' structure is sub-standard but otherwise qualifies to participate 
_ problems... | in an airport-sponsored sound insulation program. However, 


to address impacts in particular projects, such as the 

proposed Airside Project, FAA has discretion to use grant 

funds to bring buildings up to code as part of the mitigation 
program to the extent such improvement are required to 
proceed with the sound insulation work. The mitigation : 
program for the Airside Project includes use of grant funds for 
_ such purposes. For the eligible residences, the FAA will fund 
_ building code improvements, to the extent necessary, to 
implement effective sound insulation t 
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Response 


_ There is no discussion of the kind of [soundproofing] _ Refer to response to Comment 192.21. 
| program that would be required to make it work for : 
i income housing. 


e discussion of the economic impact of Peak 
_ Pricing on Cape Air, and prediction of difficulty of access 
_ to Nantucket, Provincetown and Martha’s Vineyard than 
there is in the entire Environmental Justice section! 


he Supplemental DEIS/FEIR significantly expands upon the 
iscussion of Environmental Justice presented in the Airside 
Project Draft EIS/EIR. Refer to response to Comment 192.19 
nd Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


The analysis of differential impact should be comparative. 
Alternatives such as Hanscom Field or Peak Pricing are 
likely to have NO adverse impact on low-income or 

_ minority populations. Moreover, low income people, who 

| are less likely to fly, are less likely to benefit from any 
reduction in delay. But there is no comparison of 

| alternatives based on environmental justice concerns. 


he Environmental Justice analysis in Section 6.8 of the 
upplemental DEIS/FEIR complies with the applicable 
equirements of Federal Executive Order 12898, the Final 
United States Department of Transportation Order, and the 
ouncil on Environmental Quality's guidance on 
nvironmental Justice. The Preferred Alternative will not have 
disproportionate high and adverse impact on minority or 


Refer to response to Comment 192.24. 


Justice _ Environmental Justice consideration...The Executive 
: _ Order and DOT implementation order are clear that 
_ Environmental Justice principles are to be considered at 
the earliest possible point in the process and occur before 
_ decisions are made. that has clearly not occurred in this 
| draft EIS ... 


The television and radio (and newspaper) advertising 
| program by Massport constitutes a major flaw in the 

| environmental process and [is] a violation of 
environmental justice ... 


_ The DEIS/R is so deficient and misleading that it shouldbe = The Secretary onmental Affairs found that “...the 

_ rejected and “rescoped” ... The scope of the document was Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on 

established in 1995, over 3 years ago. _ this project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ Draft EIR, dated May 7, 1999. The issues identified in the 

MEPA Scope for both the Draft EIR and Final EIR continue to 

be relevant. In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review 

of the Draft EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a 

Supplemental DEIS to address specific issues identified by 

the FAA following input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six 

persons. At the FAA’s direction, three SDEIS Panel members 

_ were appointed by the Governor of the Commonwealth of 

: | _ Massachusetts and three were appointed by the Mayor of the 

i _ City of Boston. Under the direction of the New England 
_ Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel convened in March 2000 and 

_ then met at least monthly with a final meeting in December of 

_ 2000. A total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the 

_ appropriate background, the SDEIS Panel was presented 

: : _ with an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written by members of 

i | the public, concerned agencies and public officials 

| responding to the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series 

_ Of fifteen visual and written presentations from the Project's 

_ technical consulting team and other independent industry 

experts. 


Environmental 
_ Justice 


_ Massport did not sponsor television, radio, or newspaper 
_ advertisements for the Airside Project. Massport disagrees 
_ with the other assertions in this comment. 


MEPA 


| Review 
_ Process 


_ Environmental = NEPA : _ Refer to response to Comment 192.24. 
_ Review _ Environmental Justice was issued 
| Process : | April 15, 1997...Environmental Justice principles are to be 
| "applied at the earliest possible time. These procedures 
_ were not followed... 
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192.29 _ Purposeand Delay _ Since by Massport information the northwest wind 
i | Need. : | problem causes approximately 20% of airfield delay, and 


_ the remainder of airfield delay will grow to exceed current 
| airfield delay within 5 years, this is much too narrow a 

_ problem definition to be serious, and appears to have 

_ been selected to predetermine a conclusion to build 

| Runway 14/32. 


Purpose and 
| Need 


y a problem definition, as 
_ concentrates excessively on the airfield, to the exclusion of 
_ delays caused by deficiencies in the terminal configuration. 


The definition of airfield delay does not include analysis of 
| delays caused by small aircraft in the fleet mix. The FAA 

_ safety procedures require increased separation when 

_ significantly different aircraft follow each other, affecting 

_ capacity and causing delay. There is no consideration of this 


Need 


| required in transit by the current practice of using nonjets in 


nstraint imposed by differential size. 


There is no analysis of the potential restructuri g of reg | 
air travel, as small jet services make direct flights from Green, 
Manchester, Portland and other regional airports more 


| Regional 
| Transportation 


Regional 


to transfer to other flights. 


_ While Massport cannot reduce y y 
_ snowstorms, fog, and other severe weather conditions, it can 
| affect delays that occur in VFR conditions. These delays are 
_ caused by a fundamental inadequacy in 


Refer to response to Comment 192. 2, 


issue, nor is any time dimension placed on the differential time 


regional markets. The DEIS/R does not include analysis of the 


INTERIM SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS 


Response 


use 


ogan Airport's airfield layout, /.e., the lack of a third available 
unway in the northwest-southeast operating direction. When 
trong northwest winds force the airport to a 
orthwest-southeast orientation, air traffic controllers lack a 
hird available runway. If no actions are taken, the 

FR component of delay will increase the fastest. The 
roposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 would produce 
mmediate delay reduction benefits that would increase into 
he future as forecast activity levels grow. Under a near-term, 
‘9 M Low Fleet scenario, the Preferred Alternative reduces 
nnual delay by 28,000 hours. Under a longer-term 37.5 M 
igh Fleet scenario, the Preferred Alternative saves 

4,000 annual hours of delay. 


_ Delays caused by northwest winds represent a significant 
| problem at Logan Airport, and one that can be addressed 
_ through the recommended construction of unidirectional i 
_ Runway 14/32. Other elements of the Airside Project address 
_ other issues related to delay, airfield efficiency, and safety at 
_ Logan Airport. The Preferred Alternative was selected after 
_ careful analysis of operating and environmental 
| considerations 


The mix of large and small aircraft at Logan Airport and the 


_ resulting impacts on aircraft separation requirements are 
_ reflected in simulation modeling for this project. 


eve opments at the regional airports and their impacts on 


_ Logan Airport are described in Sections 2.3 to Section 2.6 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Massport considers 
attractive than the indirect service of regional carriers to Logan 


Logan Airport to be part of a regional system of airports that 


_ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester, and 

_ Worcester Regional airports. Massport has long recognized 
_ that service development and increased passenger traffic at 
| these airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 
strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of these 
| regional airports. Greater use of the regional airports will 

_ provide passengers within the service area of such airports 

_ with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since demand : 
_ within Logan Airport’s primary service area will remain strong, 
the improvements at other regional airports will not eliminate 
_ the need for airside projects at Logan Airport. 


_ The benefits of improved direct services at the regional 
airports have, in certain instances, reduced dependence on 

_ Logan Airport for connecting services. For example, 

_ Manchester Airport received hourly service to Logan Airport 

_ in the late 1980s, but receives no Logan Airport flights today. 
_ This reflects the availability of improved access to other hubs 
_ and major origin and destination markets from 
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_ Purposeand _ Even all aircraft delay is too narrow a scope, focusing 
| Need _ excessively on the interest of efficient utilization of aircraft 
: Passenger delay includes delay in processing ticketing 
and baggage for both enplaning and deplaning 
passengers. ... these delays clearly involve more 
| passenger hours than the airfield-related weather delays, 

_ but they are borne by the passengers, not the airlines, and 
"are not analyzed in this DEIS/R. 


There is no analysis of passenger delay in accessing Logan 
| on the metropolitan area road and transit system. This 

| system is congested, parking at Logan is limited by the 

_ Clean Air Act parking “freeze,” and improvements in public 
_ transport access are lagging. This factor affects passenger 
_ and cargo delay and reliability, and appears to be affecting 
_ consumer choices to use Manchester or Green instead of 


he Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR assess potential improvements to Logan Airport’s 
irfield that will reduce delay and enhance airfield efficiency 
nd safety, as required by federal and state scoping 
irectives. 


Environmental that 


_ Review : "a comprehensive analysis of the airport, including the _ Scope as part of the Airside Improvements Planning Project 
| Process _ (metropolitan) ground access and terminal capacity andits Draft EIS/EIR process and responds to the MEPA Certificate, 
| / _ interrelationship with any airside proposals should be _ both which were developed through a public comment 
_ included. Unfortunately, the DEIS/R ignores the need for a _ process. The ongoing state ESPR process provides 
_ comprehensive approach, and refers the reader to the _ information to the federal and state agencies and the general 
_ Generic EIR, a state document which, among other problems, __ public on the environmental effects of existing and future 
_ deprives citizens of protection of federal laws such as the ' operations at Logan Airport, on the cumulative effect of 
_ NEPA requirement to analyze socio-economic as well as ' airport operations, and on the planning context for individual 
_ environmental concerns, Title VI (Civil Rights), Section 4(f), _ projects at Logan Airport. The GEIR/ESPR is specifically : 
| and the Executive Order on Environmental Justice. _ incorporated by reference in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR : 


and Supplemental DEIS/FEIR as a background document. 


With the GEIR/ESPR providing background information, the 
FAA called for a project-specific review, including a 
cumulative impact assessment, under its NEPA regulations, 
for the Airside Project. This two-level process has identified 
_ the cumulative environmental impacts of operations and 
_ projects at Logan Airport and has provided a 

| proper foundation upon which the FAA has fulfilled 

its NEPA responsibilities. 


At the time of the scope of the DEIS/R was developed, 
Massport was proposing a “People Mover’ to substantially _ located about 400 feet north of the existing Logan Airport 
improve transit access to the Blue Line, and the CA/T project Station. Massport is consulting with the MBTA on the 


_ The MBTA is developing a new Logan Airport Station to b 


_ was committed to a major upgrade in the Blue Line Airport _ project’s design and operational elements. The new 

| Station, including cross-platform transfers in both directions. Logan Airport Station will include modem passenger 

| Now Massport and MassHighway have withdrawn these _ amenities such as wide escalators, oversized elevators, and 
' commitments, giving rise of the question, “How on Earth can _ real-time flight information displays in the station lobby. It will 
| Logan handle 50% to 100% growth in passengers with a also provide a convenient at-grade connection to the 

_ parking freeze and no significant transit improvement in _ neighborhood, AITC Blue Route and Logan Airport, and may 
sight?” _ become a stop on the MBTA’s proposed Circumferential 


_ Transit (Urban Ring) service. 


_ Massport has implemented an aggressive airport access 

_ program designed to increase the use of public transport 

: modes and decrease the reliance on private automobiles to 
_ access Logan Airport. This program is described in the 

_ ESPR. The ESPR analysis indicates that Logan Airport can 
_ accommodate the projected growth. 
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192.37 _ Environmental In 1995, the Port Authority was talking about redeveloping 
| Review Terminal A through a “privatization” mechanism. Today 
Process they have apparently concluded that will not succeed, but 


there is no clear timetable for the redevelopment of 
Terminal A, the most prominent terminal at Logan, and 
the most problematic. While that terminal is being 
redeveloped, the capacity to handle passengers will go 
down unless a successful mitigation strategy can be 
developed. Terminal A was to have been redeveloped 
with a shape designed to buffer noise impacts on the 

_ nearby Jeffries Point neighborhood. In addition, and with 
_ no increase in number of gates, rumors indicate that 

| Massport now intends to abandon the noise buffer shape, 
| and add gates. This would constitute “segmentation.” A 

_ revised scope should include Terminal A redeveloped 

_ including any options. 


Most of the projections in the DEIS are based on these [1993] 


492.38 | Analysis 
_ Assumptions/ 
_ Methodologies 


_ projections. The DEIS concedes that airfield delay at Logan 
_ actually went down since 1993, but there is no effort to 

_ analyze what happened, much less to correct the computer 
_ programs to incorporate this forecasting. 


i Alternatives 


|... experience shows that during delay conditions the FAA 
controllers ignore PRAS goals and utilize maximum 

_ capacity configurations, so the tripling of exposure to 

_ overflight predicted with availability of Runway 14/32 

_ actually understates the likely reality. More realistic 

| utilization estimates should be prepared, at least to provide 
ange of estimate. 


_ Runway 14/32 


Analysis ' Noise impact from aircratt i is projected in y 
_ computer models, but citizens have complained for years 
_ that the noise levels measured by Massport microphones 
| monitored in the field show that actual noise consistently 

_ exceeds the predicted levels... In addition, these same 

_ models are used to predict noise consequences of the 

| airfield proposals, so the predictions in the DEIS/R 

| understate actual impact. The computer models should be 
adjusted to better simulate actual noise impacts. 


192.40 
| Assumptions/ 
| Methodologies 


: Analysis 
_ Assumptions/ 
Methodologie 


_... MEPA requested the preparation of 60 dB contours, . 
_ 60 GB contours should be prepared and used in the 


_ Ground 
_ Transportation 


_ Access to 
_ Logan 


_ Credibility of environmental commitmen 


_ undermined by MassHighway reneging on the Airport 

_ Station Blue Line commitments. In addition, the 

_ MassHighway revisions constitute a segmentation flaw in 

_ the airfield project. The MassHighway proposal should be 

_ suspended, and it and suitable alternatives incorporated into 
_ the revised scope. 


_ An Environmental Assessment/DEIR for t p 
_ of Terminal A by Delta Air Lines was filed with the MEPA 
_ Office on May 31, 2000. The terminal retains the noise buffer 
shape that will reduce aircraft noise impacts on the 

_ Jeffries Point neighborhood. The proposed Terminal A 

| Satellite concourse, located parallel to Harborside Drive, will 

| act as a sound barrier for the Jeffries Point community. The 

| project received state environmental approval in late 2000. 


_ The simulation modeling performed for the Airside Proj 
_ study analysis understates PRAS only when more than one 
_ available runway configuration has sufficient capacity to 

_ accommodate demand. There is no basis for the claim that 
_ the Airside Project understates the changes in overflights 

_ resulting from Runway 14/32. 


/ The DNL 60 dB contours and related data were included in 
i Appendix L of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and are also 


INTERIM SUPPLEMENTAL DRaetT EIS 


Response 


The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 


_ not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
_ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
_ to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 
_ Calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

" results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 
_ conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 


analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 
Logan Airport. 


efer to response to Comment 192.5. 


cluded i in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


he MBTA’s Airport Blue Line Project is under control of a 


| government entity over which Massport has no jurisdiction. 


_ After the submission of the Airside Project ENF, 

_ MassHighway issued a Notice Of Project Change for the 
_ Airport Blue Line Station, which documents the project’s 
| status and associated mitigation commitments. 
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| NEPA 


| Environmental 
| Review 
_ Process 


_... based on these multiple flaws, the DEIS/R scope is 50 
"out of date as to be meaningless. It should be withdrawn 
| and a new scope developed, consistent with 

_ Environmental Justice principles. 


Because of a variety of wind and weather conditions, 
reliability of Logan is much higher at frequency of less 
than 100 movements per hour, whereas it becomes very 
unreliable as utilization approaches the maximum 
capacity of close to 120 movements per hour. Yet the 
DEIS/R does not provide basic information to identify the 
reliability of Logan at 75, 85, 95, 105, 115 movements per 
hour so that the trade off between frequency and reliability 
can be understood. 


a 
_ Capacity 


Airfield 
| Capacity 


_ The further fundamental issue at Logan is the fact that 
_ approximately 40 percent of the airside capacity is used to 
_ accommodate small regional non-jets which carry 


“1924 45 Purpose and 
: _ Need 


_ of regional flights could be achieved, Logan would operate 
| at or below 100 movements per hour and be highly 
' reliable. 


_ Non- 
| Construction 
_ Alternatives 


| [Suggests better use of Logan Airport by 
' operational restrictions include ‘jaw boning” on 
_ scheduling, peak period pricing, prioritization of larger 

aircraft, becoming an “all jet” airfield, or “slotted” airfield] 


| 192. 46 PAlenainss 


the analytical approach to analyzing the peak pricing 
seems totally flawed. The DEIS/R ... ignores the fact that 
the existence of even a weak peak pricing system would 
inhibit the "high fleet” scenario from developing at all, ... 

_ the differences in delay between high fleet and low fleet 
scenarios are greater than the differences in delay 

_ between the “with” and “without” Runway 14/32 within a 
"given scenario. This leads to a conclusion that the 

| introduction of even a weak form of peak pricing should 

_ occur immediately as suggested by EPA in 1995, so its 

_ effects can be evaluated and fine tuned. 


192.47 Alternatives 
Pricing 


i 
H 
j 


192.48 Alternatives 


Peak Period 


_ The presence of small aircraft in the fleet mix is a reflection of 
_ Logan Airport's role as a regional hub for both local and 
_ connecting passengers from small- and 

_ 10 percent of the passengers...If substantial consolidation 


_ causes of delay. PPP would target delays that result from 

- airline overscheduling, while Runway 14/32 is designed to 

| prevent delays that occur during northwest winds. Massport 

_ believes that the proposed Peak Period monitoring system 

_ would provide the necessary market signals to discourage 

| airlines from scheduling above capacity. Refer also response 
_ to Comment 192.12. 


INTERIM SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS 


Response 


The Draft EIS/EIR for the j p : 
FAA Scope and the MEPA Certificate, which were developed 
through a public comment process. Over 400 comment letters 
were received on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR document. 
The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR responds to additional federal 


__ and state scoping directives, which were issued in response 
_ to the public comment letters on the Airside Project 


Draft EIS/EIR. Refer to response to Comment 192.27. 


_ The Airside Project analysis of PPP examined an 
| operations threshold of 110 operations per hour, which is 
| already below Logan Airport’s normal operating capacity of 


20 operations per hour. There is no legitimate operational 
ustification for imposing a peak period surcharge at an 
peration level significantly lower than Logan Airport’s normal 
perating capacity which is achieved 80 percent of the year 
without any delays. Even at 75 operations per hour, 
ogan Airport would be subject to delays from northwest wind 
conditions. The Airside Project analysis in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR indicates 
hat, with the Preferred Alternative, Logan Airport can 
iccommodate existing and foreseeable future levels of 
lemand without imposing a drastic administrative restriction 
0 artificially revise Logan Airport's existing capacity. 


medium-sized communities in New England and the 


| northeast United States. Logan Airport’s normal operating 

| capacity is 120 operations per hour and is available 

_ approximately 80 percent of the time. When these 

_ high capacity configurations are available, 

_ Current flight demand can be accommodated with i 
_ minimal delay. Runway 14/32 is designed to prevent the drop 
_ of capacity that occurs during northwest winds and will 

' increase the reliability and efficiency of the airfield. 


g a val ely of 


Refer to responses to Comments 192.13 through 192.15. 


PPP and Runway 14/32 are designed to address different 


efer to response to Comments 192.16. 
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192. 49 | Analysis Noise Model _ The noise analysis i is s inappropriate, ‘systematically 
| Assumptions/ | understating the likely average noise impacts of the 
_ Methodologies | "introduction of Runway 14/32. While the DEIS predicts a 
‘ ' _ tripling of overflights ... the model is constrained by PRAS 
| goals. But experience has shown the FAA control tower will 
_ ignore PRAS goals whenever there is congestion, so even 
_ greater increases are likely. 


The simulation modeling performed for the Airs j 
_ study analysis considers PRAS only when more than one 
vailable runway configuration has sufficient capacity to 
ccommodate demand. (Refer to Section 4.3 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). There is no basis for the claim i 
hat the Airside Project understates the changes in overflights 
esulting from Runway 14/32. Even so, Massport and the 
FAA are working together to improve conformance with 
PRAS recommendations and, as a mitigation measure, 
Massport is proposing a PRAS monitoring system to provide 
eater analysis and insight into the conditions when 
RAS recommendations cannot be met. Massport is also 
ommitting to publishing system reports in the Logan Airport 
999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and subsequent annual 


ion ol Runway 14/32 clearly i increases the noise 
afected population, and thus violates the 1987 

| environmental cap, and should be rejected on that basis 
alone. 


or all the alternatives, the Airside Project analysis 
letermined that the noise-affected populations, in both 1999 
nd in future years, are well below the cumulative noise i 
xposed populations that existed in 1987. 


| Review 
| Process 


| Analysis ' Noise Model —___Itis the increase in exposure of households in the 60 dB _ The FAA as well as the Federal Interagency Committee on 

_ Assumptions/ _ contour who represent the most significant worsening of noise » Aviation Noise (FICAN, which includes among its members 

: Methodologies _ _ conditions, without soundproofing, but these numbers are not the U.S. EPA and HUD) still recognize a DNL of 65 dB as 

calculated, and the 60 dB contours are hidden in an _ indicative of significant noise impact and DNL levels above 
Appendix. The benefit of compliance with PRAS is _ 75 GB as inappropriate for residential use because they are 
exaggerated in the DEIS/R. _ so high. The Preferred Alternative helps reduce exposure at 


| this highest level as well as at levels above 70 dB. 

: | Nevertheless, all member agencies acknowledge that 

~ community annoyance and complaints also occur at DNL 
| levels below 65 dB. As a result, the 60 dB DNL contours are 
| now shown throughout the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, and the 
_ numbers of people within the DNL 60 dB contour are 
_ calculated and reported in tables such as 6.2-3 through 6.2-7, 
6.2-18 through 6.12-21. 


In addition, the selection of 1999 and 2010 distorts the Comparing the Action Alternatives to the No-Action 
_ [noise] comparisons, since the phasing out of all Stage IIl___ Alternative within the context of each projected fleet is the 


aircraft is due in 2000, and make it more difficult to _ only appropriate way to evaluate the relative impacts of each 
_ understand the effect of various proposals. Including a | proposed action. This does not distort the conclusion as to 
_ 2001 analysis would separate this effect. _ the relative impact of each scenario; on the contrary, only in 


_ this way is it possible to judge the effects of each alternative 
_ on delay and flexibility of runway use and in turn examine the 
_ consequence of those factors on noise. : 


_ That said, the 29M Low Fleet scenario, while initially 
| developed as a forecast in the early stages of this Airside 
_ Improvement Planning Project, has turned out to be a 

_ reasonable approximation of the fleet existing in the year 

_ 2000. Though the 29M Low forecast scenario includes 22 

_ daily operations by Stage 2 airplanes and it is now true that 

_ Stage 2 operations by aircraft greater than 75,000 pounds 

_ have been phased out of air carrier fleets in response to 

_ federal regulations, a number of those Stage 2 airplanes were 

_ simply hushkitted as opposed to replaced: their noise levels 

_ are only slightly below the noise of their Stage 2 

_ predecessors. 
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Comment 


Code Topic 1 
192.53 | Alternatives 


Topic 2 


Reduced 
1 | Approach 
: | _ Minima 


Analysis of the Reduction in Landing Minimums is Misleading 
and Inadequate. The landing minimums on Runways 15 and 
22 were deliberately held high pursuant to agreements with 
the City of Boston. The community's objective in negotiating 
these higher than normal decision heights was to discourage 
__use of landing over populated areas during low visibility 
_ conditions, and to encourage instead the use of overwater 
| approaches during low visibility conditions, by installing 
: _ Category Ill instrument landing systems, with the lowest 
: : | decision heights on the 4R and 33L overwater approaches. .. 
| Category III ILS has yet to be installed on Runway 33L. The 
| DEIS/R predictions of improvement of reliability during low 


attributable from improved instrumentation on runway 
approach 33L which the community supports, as 
distinguished from the decision height reductions on runway 
| approach 15R and 22L, which the community opposes. ... 

_ [T]he community has always understood that low visibility 

_ conditions generally occur under low wind conditions, but the 
| DEIS/R implies that wind direction is a factor in this proposal. 
No identification of the frequency of high wind/low visibility 

_ conditions, or data, is presented. Finally, the community 


| safety, and the anxiety caused by such operations in the 
| residential population, but the DEIS/R treats it as a simple 
noise problem. 


| Alternatives 


_ The analysis of the taxiway proposals is 
_ inadequate...since the DEIS/R states that the intention of 
_ the package is to reduce utilization of the 4/22 runways, it 
| is difficult to understand what delays are proposed to be 

| alleviated. 


Passenger 
_ Forecasting 


there is no analysis to show what number of 
_ passengers will be able and willing to access Logan over 
_ the next decade so the air service needs can be verified, 

_ and the timing of improved access to Green Providence 

_ via rail, and high-speed rail to New York can be evaluated 
__ in the light of more severe growth and terminal access 

_ problems at Logan. 


Analysis 
_ Assumptions/ 


_ Methodologies 


- 192. 56 Environmental 
| Review 
| Process 


$ tha @ appendices of the history of Logan be more 
| comprehensive in detailing airport-related events that 
| have impacted the community.] 


visibility conditions is not disaggregated to identify the benefits 


| concem with low visibility landings over populated area is with 


INTERIM SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS 


Response 


The reduced landing minimums do not chang 
pproach path nor reduce the clearance between aircraft and 
he surface. They will increase airfield safety by allowing 
perations more directly into the prevailing wind and will help 
improve PRAS goal achievement. Low visibility is often 
ssociated with fog, especially for coastal locations such as 
ogan Airport, but precipitation or low clouds also restrict 
isibility. 


_ The taxiway improvements are designed to improve 
| ground movement efficiency and safety, and to reduce taxiing 
| delays, thereby reducing associated noise and emissions. 

_ Chapter 3 of the Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR describes 
_ several operating situations that would benefit from these 

_ improvements. Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ More balanced runway use, reducing the use of the 

_ Runways 4/22 from 65 to 37 percent (37.5M Low fleet 
scenario). 


The range of air traffic and operations forecasts considered i in | 
the airside analysis allows significant variation in current and 
| future passenger activity levels at Logan Airport. Potential : 
_ diversion of Logan Airport passengers because of high- speed — 
rail and other regional rail projects are addressed in : 
_ Section 2.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The Preferred 

" Alternative produces substantial benefits at current activity 

_ levels and these benefits increase as activity levels grow in 

_ the future. 


_ Massport has implemented an aggressive airport access 

_ program designed to increase the use of public transport 

_ Modes and decrease the reliance on private automobiles to 
_ access Logan Airport. This program is described in the 

_ ESPR. The ESPR analysis indicates that Logan Airport can 
"accommodate the projected growth. 


The Draft GEIR published in December 1991 documented the 
| development history of Logan Airport from its inception as a 
_ military facility to its status as an international airport serving 
the New England region. 
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Comment 


| A) Airport Blue Line station (CA/T Commitment, but 


| to cross-platform transfers and at- or below-grade 

_ highways, when Mass Highway removed the 

: | Transit improvements and substituted very high (36' and 
| _ 53° high) highway ramps.) 


B) Airport buffer edge (not implemented) 
C) Free shuttle to South Station, added Logan Express 


a factor of six (now broken). 
D) Flight tracks and PRAS 
_ E) Landing decision heights in bad weather 


F) Taxiway use regulation to restrain noise exposure at 
_ the northern end of the 4-22 runways. 


G) The blast fence at the northern end of the 
_ Runway 22R, which Massport intermittently proposes to 


__... all Section 4(f) resources affected by current op 
_ or proposed actions should be identified. Their noise 
_ exposure today and in 2001, within all Stage III fleet should 
_ be identified, to establish a new “Base Condition” based on 
existing regulation, and the impact of various proposals 

» upon 4(f) resources identified. In addition, analysis to 

| identify “all flexible planning to mitigate adverse impact 

_ should be carried out and presented. 


A revised DEIS/R scope should carry out an analysis of 
Impacts 
_ in the South Boston Seaport area, Chelsea, Everett and 
| Somenille. 


"| Environmental _ Given the reliance on environmental commitments in the 
Review | proposed Runway 14-32, a list of "broken promises" that 
Process | undercut the credibility of such assurances is worthwhile. 


| Massport did not defend the honoring of the commitments 


service, PeopleMover to Blue Line to increase capacity by 


_ impacts on coastal zone and smart growth land resources 


INTERIM SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS 


proposed improvements at Logan Airport will neither 


_ incorporate land from the Section 4(f) resource nor affect the 

_ normal activity or aesthetic value of a public park, recreation 
"area, wildlife refuge, or historic site. Therefore, the 
_ Preferred Alternative does not constitute a use of Section 4(f) 
_ fesources. In addition, the FAA has determined that there are 
_ no feasible or prudent alternatives to the Preferred Alternative 
_ that would achieve the delay reduction, safety, transportation, 
| Noise distribution, and other objectives of the 
_ Preferred Alternative. Therefore, even if the noise levels 

_ associated with the Preferred Alternative were determined to 
_ interfere with the normal activity associated with the identified 
| Section 4(f) resources (which they do not), the FAA 
' concludes that the sound insulation mitigation proposed for 
_ the affected Section 4(f) structures includes all possible 

_ planning to minimize harm from that increase in noise. 


Refer to response to Comment 192.7. 
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FAX TRANSMITTAL Date : 5/4/99 

TO : Arthur Puglsey : LETTER 193 
OF: MEPA 

FROM : Fre d Salvucci 


May 4, 1999 


Memorandum 


To: Vines Scarano 
From: Fred Salvucci 
Date: 5/4/99 


Re: Summary of points discussed at April 29 ineeting. 


—_—- 


First J would like to thank you and John Silva for the time you took to meet with Anastasia 
Lyman and myself last Thursday. [ thoughe it might be useful to summarize the major flaws 
in the Massport DEIS/R, which we believe make it inadequate to serve as a Draft EIS and 
require it to be revised substantially into a new Draft for public comment. In addition. we 
are urging thar the revised Draft should drop further consideration of Runway 14-32, and 


summarize our arguments why this would be the most productive way to proceed. 


Pi Deficiencies in the DEISR. 
1) The likely end potential role of regional alternatives to Logan is not properly 193.4 
assessed in the DEIS, 

a) The DEIS/R identifies passenger growth at Logan trom an cstimnate of 29 


million annual passengers for 1999 to a range of 37 to 45 million passengers 
ia 2010. 
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b) The DEIS/R identifies 7.5 million passengers likely to be attracted to 
other regional options, including high speed rail, growth ia Manchester and 
Green, aud telecommuting. but it does not adjust the basic 37 to 45 million 
projection dowawasd to reflect chis yrowth. Such a revision would seem to 
Jower the range to 30 tp 37 million for 2010, as indicated in table 2.4-9. on 
page 2-37. However, ali the delay estimates in figure ES-3 on page ES 19 


and table 4.2-7 on page 4-11 du nor make any adjustment for regional | 9 3 ) 


allernatives. 


c) Further development of Worcester, as recentiv announced by Governor 
Cellucci and Massport, if it would attract 50% of its natural market, as 
allowed for Manchester. or 75% as allowed for Providence, should represent 
an additional | to 2 million passengers. The opening of rail service to Green 
should expend its “natural” market, attracting a larger share of passengers. 
Passenger rail service to Manchester could have similar effects; a substantial 
part of the outside of Rte. 128 metropolitan market, estimated as 28% of 
Logan's current market, would likely be attracted away from Logan by the 


combination of high speed rail, Green, Manchester and Worcester. 93.3 


d) In the context of the “hassle factor” of getting to Logan, with several 
years of Big Dig construction, the necessary redevelopment of Terminal A, | Q 3 4 
the high cost of parking at Logan, the limit on any growth in parking supply. ; 


it is reasonable to expect that the Massport DEIS substantially overestimates 
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the likely growth in Logan passengers. and fails to consider aggressive 
further regional options as ar. alternative. 


The fact is that no one anticipated in 1995 the level of success which the 
regional efforts of FAA in iueaihis with the localities who want aviation 
growth might enjoy. This success is to the aaedit of FAA, but the DEIS does 
not adequarely reflect the predictable impact of cxisting initiatives nor 


consider the potential of new initiatives at Worcester or Manchester. 


2) The DEIS translates ths number of passengers expected ar Logan into a range of 
extimstes using a “high” and “Jow” projecrion of regional movements. and analyzes 
the effect of the proposed Runway 14-32, the proposed added taxiway, and peak 
pricing. But che largest differences in projected delay are between the high and low 
scenarios, and the analysis dees not consider the impact of the alternatives considered 
on the overall fleet mix, and the high cr low scenarios. But based on the analysis in 
the DEIS the “overscheduling” of regional services will pot occur with peak pricing, 
because the market incentive to oversupply with small aircraft will be diminished. 
Moreover, ons might expect that construction of Runway 14-32 might lead to 
increased use of small aircraft, by improving schedule reliability of small aircraft in 
comparison to large, and perversely affect the total number of aiscraft inovements 
required to serve any given number of passengers. The failure to consider these 
effects result in underestimatiag the benefits of peak pricing, and overestimating the 


benefits of Runway 14-32, and is a substantial flaw. 


193.4 
(cont,) 


193.9 
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3) There is very little information about actual delay a Logan, and how it has 
increased or decreased over the years. The CAC believes that delay had decreased at 
Logan by 18% from 1993 w 1998, based on review of FAA and DOT data, but there 
is no clear information in the DEIS, This is a substantial deficiency. Moreover, the 
1988 PACE program is mentioned, but there is no description of whar impact it had 
in less than a year, and no analysis of what impact i¢ might have bad if continued 


over a longer period. 


4) There is no exploration of exemption or grandfather provisions to deal with any 
particular economic impacts in special markets such as the Cape, even though the 


regional office of the EPA specifically requested this analysis in 1995. 


5) There is no clear analysis of the 10% of Logan passengers in regional non-jet 
services who consume 40% of Logan airspace capacity, and how this particular part 
of the market is likely to evolve given existing growth in regional ait services, and 
how these trends might be expected to be affected by peak pricing and by the 


construction of Runway 14-32. 


(A) if we estimate total annual passengers at 37 to 45 million by 2010, 10% 
of these would be 3.7 ta 4.$ million passengers. The DEIS says that 2/3 of 
these are not destined for Boston, but ure making connections through Logan 


to other destinations, which is to say 2.4 to 3 million through passengers. 


193.6 


193.7 


193.8 
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(B) If the dramatic improvements in airline services to smaller regional 
airports continue, and allow 50% of these passengers to make direct flights, 
these represent 1.2 10 1.5 million passengers ctherwise served by non-jet 
commuters who would use direct services instead. This would lower the 3.7 
to 4.5 million to 2.4 to 3 million passengers in regional non-jet services, 
somewhat below current absolute mumbers. Because these passengers would 
be expected to use non jets, At current loadings of approximately 15 
passengers per flight, a reduction of 1.2 to 1.5 million passengers would 
represent 80,000 to 100,000 flights, more than the difference between the 
1999 low and 2010 37 million high scenarios! A conservative assumption 
might be that current regional non-jet frequency is maintained. If the 1999 
estimate of 10% of 29 milbon represents 2.9 million passengers, in 197,000 
aircraft movements of 15 passengers per aircraft. were to remain constant, 
the 37 million low scenario would be further diminished by 50,000 flights, 
and the 45 million high scenario would be diminished by 100,000 flights. 
Which is to say the potential reduction of regional non-jer flights at Logan 
due to strengthening of the regiona] capmre rate of a hypothetical 50% of 
connections through, non-jec flights exceeds the aircraft movement relief 
identified in the DEIS for regional capcure of air passengers who now drive 


to Logan, and the two numbers are additive! 


(C) Congestlon at Logan actually encourages airlines to improve direct 


service lo regional sirports in order to achieve improved equipment 
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utilizarion, and encourages passengers to prefer direct flights to avoid the 
uncertainty caused by connection through Logan, in addition to the comfort 


and convenience of direct small and mid sized jet services, closer to home. 


(D) If we consider the likely effact of paak pricing on these regional non-jet 
flights, above and beyond the flight reductions predicted by the DEIS due to 
cancellation of flights, and shifting to the off peak, one would expect that 
peak pricing would cacourage passengers to use direct flight rather than 
routing through Logan, by providing a price incentive. In addidon, peak 
pricing should produce an incentive to shift from non-jet to larger “stall 
jets” scheduled less frequently, both to accommodate customer preferences 
for the superiog aircraft and to respond to peak pricing. Essentially the peak 
pricing is likely to provide monetary incentives to airlines to produce (and 
passengers to prefer) improved regional services, instead of the congestion of 


Logan which now provides incentive for reginnalization. 


(B) By contrast. if Runway 14-32 is provided. an opposite incentive is 
introduced by giving small regional feeder service preferential on-ume 
performance, at lower landing fees, but increasing delay for all the aircraft 
during the 80% of non northwest wind related delay. Additionally, by 
increasing the number of small aircraft at Logan, one would expect added 


delay due to vortex avoidance requirements, but that is not stated. 


193.9 


193.10 
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(F) There is no analysis of other regulatory means to encourage regional 
flight consolidation uch as a “slot” system. Regional EPA explicitly 
requested such analysis in 1995, bur the DEIS “stonewalled” on the issue by 
asserting that slots are anti-competitive. As practiced in New York, 
Washington and Chicago, slots may be anti-competitive, but that docs not 
preclude considering a slot system to analyze potential reduction and noise 
abatement bencfits. Additionally, slots could be distributed based on service 
criteria such as aircraft size, or a price aucdon in order to avoid anti- 


competitive effect, but no analysis was done to consider this. 


(G) There is also no consideration of a system to manage delay whenever it 
vecurs by prioritizing takeoff of larger aircraft over smaller, (with upset 
limits so that no aircraft is forced to wait more than a certain movement 
behind their “first come first served” place in line, Based on theoreucal 
simulation, there appears to be substantial potential to reduce delay rates to 
both airlines and passengers, but the sesuibiliy is not considered. Such a 
system would also be expected to have a long range effect of encouraging 
direct vasviek from regional airports to avoid Logan, and encourage 
consolidation of regional non-jet Mights tato a amall numter of A:ghts ln 


larger “smal! jes” aircraft. 


193.1 
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6) There is no consideration of the ground acecgs constraints at Logan, although the 
regiona] EPA specifically requested such an analysis in 1998. Given the Clean Air 193 13 
Act parking freeze af Logan, Logan cannot accommodate more auto access, 0 any 


passenger growth must occur by improved transit, This has to ramifications; 


(A) For the 28% of Logan passengers originating in the Boston mecropolitan 
area outside of Route 128, the attractiveness of regional aliernatives such as 


Green, Manchester, or Roum 128 will be substantially strengthened. 


(B) The importance of transit improvements to properly serve the growing 
needs of the arce within Route 128 is enormous, and totally inconsistent with 
Mass Highway'’s proposed reneging on improved access to the airport 
MBTA station, and foot dragging on Urban Ring service, and Massport’s 


appayent indifference to this matter. 


(C) Truck and auto access to the north and northwest, in particular to 
Chelsea and Everett, Revere, Lynn and the North Shore, are particularly 
problematic, and have been ignored in the current Mass Highway plans for 


Contract 8A which appear to make them worse. 
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7) The Massport DEIS does not follow the Executive Order on Environmental 19 3 4 


Justice. 


(A) The tripling of overflight in Exst Boston end Chelsea and the Andrew 
Sq. section of South Boston and Roxbury cicarly represents an enormous 
shift of overflight from overwater and/or middle income areas to low income 
and minority population arcas, which showd havs triggered a process of 
identification of target populations. adverse impacts. alternatives, 
commanicanon with affected groups, and adeption of all feasible alternatives 


to avoid adverse impact. 


(B) In addicion, the disproponionats impacts cf Mass Highway’s proposals 
for Contract 8A, which would include very high viaducts adjacent to existing 
and proposed parks and residential areas, adjacent to low income and 
minomty neighborhoods, and the expansion of Logan Airfield into the 
“Robie” property, towards the same ncighborhoods which are also adversely 


affected by Runway | 4-32 , compounds the Environmental Justice violation. 


(C) Recent information indicates that Massport intends to abandon the 
design for the redevelopinent of Terminal A previously agreed to with the 
community. That design provided a shape that would buffer noise from the 
Jeffries Point neighborhood and Porzio Park, and provided no additional 


giles. The new proposal, as yet not discussed with the community, provides 
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no buffer of noise and added gates, and represents yet another case of 


segmentation and yet a farther violation of Environmental Justice principles. 


(D) In addition to “segmentation” issucs, the application of Section 4(f) is . 


flawed. The DEIS should idcatify every 4(f) perk resource adversely 
affected by existing Logan cperations and any proposals under consideration. 
Communication should be established with the stewards of such 4(f) 
resources (typically city or state park agencies, and the neighborhood people 
who use the parks) to identify any impacts, altematives to avoid, and “all 


possible planning to mitigate” such impacts. 


(B) The assertion in the DEIS that soundproofing constitutes mitigation and 
somehow preempts the need to conduct a 4(f) analysis or an Environmental 
Justice process is totally inappropriate. Soundproofing of houses 1s at best a 
very partial midgation of uirport noise. Soundproofing doesn't help the 
porch, the roof, the backyard or the city sidewalk or neighborhood park. The 
existing house soundproofing program has been difficult to implement with 
middle income home owners. There is ne track record on how to make it 
work for low income tenants. Indeed, there are questions of whether it is 
effective at all due to ditficulcy in holding contractors accountable for their 
work. There is no wev that 2 vague Massport commitment to “mitigaw” 


through soundpreofing can substitute for environmental rights neighbors 


193.19 


193.16 
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enjoy under NBPA, Section 4(f), Title VI, which are supposed to be 193 { 6 


strengthened and facilitated by the Executive Order on Environmental (cont } 


Justice. 


8) For all the above reasons, we believe the Massport DES is totally inadequate 
and needs to be redeveloped as a comprehensive Draft EIS for comment, which 
inchides the Mass Highway Contract 8A, includes the proposed relocation of “Park 
and Fly” and the proposed airfield expansion into the “Robie” area; and further 
includes the proposal to redevelop Terminal A, 30 that the inter-related and 
cumulative impacts of these inter-related projects can be evaluated in a proper Draft 


BIS consistent with Environmental Justice principles. 


(A) We believe that the process outlined By John DeVillars is appropriate, 
where first a comprehensive identification of existing impacts and 
appropriate attempts to avoid or mitigaie would be identified and then any 


further proposals by Massport can be evaluated in that context. 


(B) We believe that a revised draft EIS/R, incorporating the Mass Highway 
8A Contract. Including questions of airport edge such as relocadon of the 
Park and Fly and the expansion of Logan Airfield into Robie. the 
redevelopment of Terminal A, and various airfield proposals including peak 


pricing should reject Runway 15-32. 
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1) The pelmary efforts that will deal with Logan delays are more use 
of regional airports and high speed rail. Even with no sirfield action. 
adjusting the Massport numbers to reflect the growing success in 
regional airport and rail options suggests that delays should decrease, 
$0 there is no crisis here. 


2) The availabilicy.of Runway 14-32 is Hkely to undercut the 
benefits of regional airport improvements, by providing small 
aircraft better on time performance than Jarge, and encouraging a 


hi gh-fleet scenario. 


3) Runway 14-32 involves such a massive shift im overflight of 
communities. particularly over high concentrations of low income 
and minority populations that it violates Environmental Justice 


Principles. 


4) The presence of Runway 14-32 plan option so influences the 
affected communities that it is impossible to focus attention on 
improved instrumentation of Runway Approach 33, and other 


airfield issues that might be amenable to solution, and Terminal A 


193.18 


193.20 


193.21 


May 4, 1999 


redevelopment which is the moss urgent matier facing the ability of | 93.21 


passengers to Use Logan with reasonable comfort and convenience, 


$3) There clearly pa feasible and prudent alternatives to building 
Ronway 14-32, indeed, we believe the runway is counter productive 
on delay. In any case, adverse 4(f) impacts can be avoided by a 
decision to not construct Runway 14-32, and make the injunction 


permanent 


Again thank you for your time and attenton. We would be happy to meet again to 


discuss this further. 


(cont.) 
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Letter 193 

Fred Salvucci 

MIT, Department of Civil & 
Environmental Engineering 
Private Citizens: Cambridge 


Response 


An expanded and updated discussion of the regional 
alternatives is presented in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. Logan Airport is part of a regional system of 
airports that includes T.F. Green/Providence, 

Worcester Regional and Manchester. Massport has long 
recognized that service development and increased ' 
passenger traffic at these airports are an important part of the 
region’s long-term strategy to accommodate passenger and 
activity growth. Massport has actively encouraged the : 
development of regional airports and full use of other options, 
including high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, 
New York. This analysis supports the conclusion greater use 

_ of the regional airports will provide passengers within the 

| service area of such airports with a viable alternative to 

© Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport's primary 

_ service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 

| regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 

_ projects at Logan Airport. By incorporating a broad range of 

_ current and future passenger traffic and aircraft operations 

_ scenarios, the airside analysis and recommendations 

_ encompass any reasonable future operating conditions at 
Airport. 


| DelayMode!l _...the delay estimates in Figure ES-3 on Pag 

| Assumptions/ _ Table 4.2.7 on Page 4-11 do not make any adjustment for _ future conditions at Logan Airport is incorporated in the delay 

| Methodologies — " regional alternatives. _ analysis through the use of a wide range of current and 

: | _ future passenger traffic and aircraft operations levels at 
_ Logan Airport. As a result, the recommendations contained in 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR are not dependent on a specific | 
_ future environment at Logan Airport, but instead take into i 

' account a range of current and potential future 

| passenger scenarios in addition to analysis of the 

ent operating environment at the airport. 


© 1932 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
193.3. Regional _ Regional | ..a substantial part of the outside of Route 128 
: _ DEIS/FEIR evaluate the T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester, 


Transportation Airports : metropolitan market, estimated as 28% of Logan’s current 
i _ market, would likely be attracted away from Logan by the _ and Worcester Regional airports and their potential impacts 

_ combination of high speed rail, Green, Manchester, and on Logan Airport. The regional airports are expected to 

| Worcester. _ accommodate an increasing share of the overall growth in air 
travel demand within the Greater Boston area. This will 
provide some relief to the growth pressures at Logan Airport. 
Nevertheless, the proposed Airside Project is necessary and 
provides clear benefits at current traffic levels. These benefits 
will only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 


_ Successful development of the regional airports, enhancing 

_ their ability to attract passengers that originate trips from 

_ locations outside Logan Airport’s core market area represents 

| a key element in Massport’s efforts to promote an effective 
ind efficient regional transpo 


_ Passenger | In the context of the “hassle factor” of getting to Logan; The Airside Project analysis compared the benefits and 

_ Assumptions/ Forecasting —_ with several years of Big Dig construction, the necessary _ impacts of alternatives against a broad range of current and 

: Methodologies _ redevelopment of Terminal A, the high cost of parking at _ potential future activity levels at Logan Airport. A benefit of 

| | Logan, the limit on any growth in parking supply, it is | this approach is that the findings and selection of the 

i i _ reasonable to expect that the Massport DEIS substantially Preferred Alternative were not dependent on a specific future 
: i | overestimates the likely growth in Logan passengers, and _condition, but reflect consideration of different scenarios. The 

| fails to consider aggressive further regional options as an | analysis of comparative benefits for the alternative airside 

_ alternative. | projects focussed on activity levels at 29 million and 

i 37.5 million annual air passengers. These activity levels 

include diversion of up to 7.3 million passengers that could be 

absorbed by regional transportation alternatives. Current 

traffic trends at Logan Airport and the regional airports 

indicate that Logan Airport may not reach the 29 million- 

passenger forecast presented in the Draft EIR/EIR until 2002 

or 2003. Continued air service expansion at the regional 

airports and the introduction of high-speed rail to New York in i 

December 2000 is expected to further slow Logan Airport’s 

| passenger traffic growth. With these developments, 
: : i _ Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million passenger 
/ i forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 2015. 


_ Regional alternatives are addressed in Chapter 2 of the 

| Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR. Increased use of regional alternatives will not 

| prevent the substantial drop in capacity and nee delays 


| Alternatives 


Runway 14/32 based on the analysis in the DEIS “overscheduling” o all aircra can be accommodated on ail the 
| Peak Period regional services will not occur with peak pricing, because _ runway configurations used at Logan Airport. There is no 
» Pricing __ the market incentive to oversupply with small aircraft will basis to assume that the construction of Runway 14/32 would 
: _ be diminished. Moreover, one might expect that stimulate an increase in regional carrier operations. i 


_ construction of Runway 14/32 might lead to increased use a ditional analysis of PPP is contained in Section 4.5 of the 
_ of small aircraft, by improving schedule reliability of small 


me : ‘ _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. As a mitigation measure, Massport 
ancien in COTPAFSON IC large, and perv eeey affect the _ has proposed to implement a Peak Period Monitoring System 
| total number of aircraft movements required to serve any | 15 gatermine if airline overscheduling is emerging based on 
_ given number of passengers. The failure to consider these | future growth in aircraft operations. Massport believes that 
_ effects result in underestimating the benefits of peak _ initiation of this monitoring program will provide the necessary 
_ Pricing, and overestimating the benefits of Runway 14/32, market signals to encourage carriers to make efficient use of 
and is a substantial flaw. available facilities at Logan Airport. Should the monitoring 

| program indicate that overscheduling conditions are likely to 

_ develop, Massport has developed an action plan as 

_ described in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 

_ designed to address overscheduling conditions at Logan 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


193. 6 Analysis e _ DelayModel — There is a very little information about actual delay at 
_ Assumptions/ _ Logan, and how it has increased or decreased over the 
_ Methodologies | years. ...there is no description of what impact...[the 


_ PACE program] had in less than a year, and no analysis 
| of what impact it might have had if continued over a 
longer period. 


Peak Period 


_ Alternatives 
: Pricing 


_ There is no exploration of exemption or grandfather 
| special markets such as the Cape, even though the 
| regional office of the EPA specifically requested this 
- analysis in 1995. 


_ Peak Period 
Pricing 


_ There is no clear analysis of the 10% of Logan 


Alternatives 
: _ passengers in regional non-jet services who consume 


: _ 40% of Logan airspace capacity, and how this particular 
: part of the market is likely to evolve given existing growth 
_ in regional air services, and how these trends, might be 

_ expected to be affected by peak pricing and by the 

_ construction of Runway 14/32. 


_ provisions to deal with any particular economic impacts in 


_ The presence of small aircraft in the fleet mix is a efle 
| Logan Airport's role as a regional hub for both local and 
_ connecting passengers from small- and 

medium-sized communities in New England and the 

_ northeast United States. Logan Airport's normal operating 
capacity is 120 operations per hour and is available 

| approximately 80 percent of the time. When these 

| high capacity configurations are available, 

current flight demand can be accommodated with ' 
_ minimal delay. Runway 14/32 is designed to prevent the drop | 
_ of capacity that occurs during northwest winds and will 


INTERIM SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS 


Response 


| Section 1.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 

| discussion of the FAA and DOT delay measures and 

_ historical data, along with comparisons of Logan Airport with 
_ other United States airports. Chapter 3 of the Airside Project 
_ Draft EIS/EIR also discusses the delay analysis and the 


_ Refer to Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR which 
_ includes an analysis of PPP with the inclusion of a conceptual _ 
_ small community exemption program. That program would be 
_ designed to protect greatly affected communities from losing 
_ access to the national transportation system without 


necessarily diluting the delay reduction benefit of P 


increase the reliability and efficiency of the airfield. 


Essentially the peak pricing is likely to provide monetary 
_ incentives to airlines to produce (and passengers to 
_ prefer) improved regional services, instead of the 
_ congestion of Logan which now provides incentive for 
gionalization. 


- By contrast, if Runway 14/32 is 


(198.10 _ Ateratves » Runway 14/32 


yan opposite 


pl 
_ incentive is introduced by giving small regional feeder 
_ service preferential on-time performance, at lower landing 
_ fees, but increasing delay for all the aircraft during the 
_ 80% of non northwest wind related delay. Additionally, by 
_ increasing the number of small aircraft at Logan, one 
| would expect added delay due to vortex avoidance 
| requirements, but that is not stated. 


ince 1996, eight out of ten new passengers in New England : 


are using the regional airports instead of Logan Airport. The 
_ fegionalization of aviation in New England is already 


ccurring without PPP. 


@ fleet mix at Logan Airport is driven by the markets that 
he airport serves and not by available runway configuration. 
he construction of Runway 14/32 would not promote 
ontinued investment in small aircraft, since air carriers make 
heir decisions on system-wide utility and profitability. i 
Runway 14/32 would dramatically reduce delays under 
orthwest wind conditions when small and large aircraft must 
se the same runway for landing. Under other conditions, the 
mall and large aircraft are generally able to land on different 
runways so delay is minimal. The effects of wake vortex 


_ separations on operations and delays are included in all 

_ simulations. The High and Low Operations scenarios reflect 
different assumptions on the numbers of smaller aircraft for a 
_ given future passenger level. It should be noted that current 
"and recent activity is consistent with the Low Operations 
_ scenarios. This Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes analysis of _ 
_ a RJ High Fleet scenario, which includes a higher percentage 
| of regional jets in the fleet. : 


Also, refer to response to Comment 193.5. 
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Comment 


| Other Non- 
_ Construction 
_ Altematives 


There is no analysis of other regulatory means to 
encourage regional flight consolidation such as a “slot” 
_ system. 


| Other Non- 
_ Construction 
_ Alternatives 


_ There is also no consideration of a system to manage 
| delay whenever it occurs by prioritizing takeoff of larger 
| aircraft over smaller... Such a system would also be 

" expected to have a long-range effect of encouraging 

_ direct service from regional airports to avoid Logan, and 
encourage consideration of regional non-jet flights into a 
_ small number of flights in larger “small jet” aircraft. 


193.12 _ Attermatives 


INTERIM SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS 


Response 


Neither federal or state scoping directives requir 
analysis of slotting. Imposition of slot controls constitutes a 
federal policy that has been preempted to the FAA under 
federal law and is not within Massport’s jurisdiction. PPP 
represents a market approach that should encourage the 


_ highest value services to use Logan Airport during periods of 

_ scarce capacity without the market disruption and other 
_ inefficiencies related to slot control. Congress determined that 
_ the slot program has a number of significant problems. The 
| U.S DOT has analyzed options for reducing slot controls at : 
_ airports. As a result, the Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment 


and Reform Act for the 21st Century (AIR-21), which was 


_ enacted in March 2000, eliminated all slots at three of the : 
_ nation’s slot-controlled airports. Slots at New York LaGuardia 
_ Airport and New York JFK Airport will be eliminated by 


‘The air traffic control system of the United States, which the 


_ FAA operates, is based ona first-come, first-serve policy. Any 
" change in this policy would require a major federal decision 
_ that would involve a major overhaul of the 

_ entire air traffic control system, including procedures, 

_ manuals, software, controller/pilot training, etc. The FAAis 
_ continually evaluating alternatives to increase efficiency of the 
_ national airspace system. However, future FAA initiatives will 


_ Not eliminate the need for the proposed airfield improvements 


_ Access to 
' Logan 


There is not consideration of the ground access 
constraints at Logan, although the regional EPA 
specifically requested such an analysis in 1995. 


193.13 Ground 
_ Transportation 


The Massport DEIS does not follow the Executive Order 
on Environmental Justice. 


Cumulative 
_ Impacts 


193, 14 | Environmental 
: _ Justice 


: The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 

_ populations were defined in accordance with Federal 

_ Executive Order 12898, the Final United States Department 
_ of Transportation Order, and the Council on Environmental 

- Quality’s guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the 
"analysis of low-income populations was expanded to include 
_ households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 

| found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate 
| impact to low-income and minority populations caused by the i 
Preferred Alternative. 


_ at Logan Airport. The FAA’s national initiative will not prevent 
_ the decline in capacity under northwest wind conditions that 


Log 


_ The air passenger projections for the Airside Project are 

_ based upon the projections for the airport whether the 

_ Airside Project is implemented or not. Therefore, the 

_ Airside Project will neither positively or negatively affect the 
| ground access situation at Logan Airport. 


Ground access patterns were studied in previous GEIRs and 
_ are discussed in the 1999 Logan Airport ESPR (ESPR, 
_ previously GEIR). The ESPR was filed on December 15, 


2000. 
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Code _ Topic 1 Comment Response 
193.15 Open Space! _ __...the application of Section 4(f) is flawed. The DEIS Section A(t). requires the identifi s that woul 
| Parkland _ should identify every 4(f) park resource adversely affected — be used by any alternative under consideration. Therefore, 
: ' _ by existing Logan operations and any proposal under | the identification of all park and historic resources currently 

| consideration. Communication should be established with ' affected by Logan Airport is not required for a 
_ the stewards of such 4(f) resources...to identify any | Section 4(f) Evaluation. There are no parklands, 
| impacts, alternatives to avoid, and “all possible planning _ historic properties or sites, or other Section 4(f) resources on 
| to mitigate” such impacts. the airfield in the area of the proposed runway and 


taxiway improvements. There are also no parklands identified 
in those areas where the 65 dB DNL contour for the 
Preferred Alternative extends beyond the 65dB DNL contour | 
for the No Action Alternative (Alternative 4). Therefore, the 
Preferred Alternative will have no direct or indirect impact on 
parklands. Refer to Sections 5.3 and 6.3 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of parklands relative to the 
_ Preferred Alternative. 


e assertion in the DEIS that soundproofing constitutes The implementation of a sound insulation program for 

_ mitigation and somehow preempts the need to conduct a _ affected historic residences is the accepted FAA mitigation 
_ 4(f) analysis or an Environmental Justice process is totally | outlined in FAR Part 150. Refer to Sections 5.3 and 6.3 of the 
| inappropriate. Soundproofing of houses is at best avery Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Section A(f) 

| partial mitigation of airport noise. Soundproofing doesn’t resources relative to the Preferred Alternative. Also, refer to 

| help the porch, the roof, the backyard or the city sidewalk the new analyses of Environmental Justice in Section 6.8 of 


_ or neighborhood park...There is no way that a vague _ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, and the expanded discussion 
_ Massport commitment to “mitigate” through soundproofing of proposed mitigation in Chapter 8 of the Supplemental 
_ can substitute for environmental rights neighbors enjoy | DEIS/FEIR. 


under NEPA, Section 4(f), Title VI, which are supposed to 
| be strengthened and facilitated by the Executive Order on 
Environmental Justice. 


Landside ...we believe the Massport DEIS is totally inadequate and In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft : 
_Impactsand | Improvements _ needs to be redeveloped as a comprehensive Draft EIS _ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental DEIS 
| the GEIR _ for comment, which includes the Mass Highway Contract __to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
i _ 8A, includes the proposed relocation of “Park and Fly”: _ input from an Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA’s 


_ and the proposed airfield expansion into the “Robie” area, _ direction, three Panel members were appointed by the / 
_ and further includes the proposal to redevelop Terminal A, Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 
_ so that the inter-related and cumulative impacts of these _ were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the 
_ inter-related projects can be evaluated in proper DraftEIS direction of the New England Region FAA, the Panel 
_ consistent with Environmental Justice principles. | convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly 
_ with a final meeting in December of 2000. A total of 12 

_ meetings were held. To provide the appropriate background, 

_ the Panel was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters 
_ written by members of the public, concerned agencies and 
public officials responding to the Airside Project Draft 

_ EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and written presentations 

_ from the Airside Project’s technical consulting team and other 

| independent industry experts. 


_ The other projects cited in this comment are not related to the 
| Airside Improvements Project. Any impacts associated with 

_ those projects will be addressed in individual project filings, if 
| required under NEPA and/or MEPA and also in the ESPR 

_ (formerly GEIR) process. 


_ The ongoing state ESPR process provides information to the 
_ federal and state agencies and the general public on the 

| environmental effects of existing and future operations at 

_ Logan Airport, on the cumulative effect of airport operations, 
_ and on the planning context for individual projects at 
_ Logan Airport. The GEIR/ESPR is specifically incorporated by 
_ reference in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR as a background document. 
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193.18 _ Regional _ Regional _ The primary efforts that will deal with Logan delays are 
_ Transportation Airports | more use of regional airports and high speed rail. Even 


/ / | with no airfield action, adjusting the Massport numbers to 
reflect the growing success in regional airport and rail 

| | options suggests that delays should decrease, so there is 
| no crisis here. 


INTERIM SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS 


Response 


_ The proposed Logan Airport Airside Project is necessary and 
| provide clear benefits at current traffic levels. Massport has 

_ long recognized that service development and increased 
passenger traffic at the regional airports are an important part 
_ of the region’s long-term strategy to accommodate passenger 
| and activity growth. Massport has actively encouraged the 
_ development of regional airports and use of other options, 

' especially high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, 

| New York. 


Section 2.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR evaluates 

_ TF. Green/Providence, Manchester, and 

_ Worcester Regional airports and their potential impacts on 

_ Logan Airport. The regional airports are expected to 
| accommodate an increasing share of the overall growth in air 
_ travel demand within the greater Boston area. This will 
_ provide some relief to the growth pressures at Logan Airport 


but will not eli 


te the need for airside projects. 


| The availability of Runway 14/32 is likely to undercut the 


"193.19 "Alternatives — Runway 14/32 


| benefits of regional airport improvements, by providing 
small aircraft better on time performance than large, and 
| encouraging a high-fleet scenario. 


_ Regional carriers that provide service to Logan Airport and 

_ the passengers they serve are an entirely different market 

_ than the airlines that and passengers that have generated 
tremendous growth at the regional airports over the past 

_ several years. As a result, regional carriers serving Logan 

_ Airport are unlikely to shift operations to the regional airports 
__ and the low-fare carriers that provide service from the 

_ regional airports are unlikely to shift operations to Logan 
Airport. 


| Regional carriers serving Logan Airport carry a mix of local 

| and connecting passengers. A significant number of 

_ passengers are either traveling to Boston or connecting to 

_ flights that are not available from the outlying airports. For 

_ example, service to Manchester would not be a viable 

_ alternative for a Provincetown passenger traveling to a i 
location in downtown Boston. Likewise, service to Providence 
_ would not be attractive to a Provincetown passenger trying to 
| reach Denver, since there are no nonstop Denver services at 
_T.F. Green/Providence Airport. 


_ Market forces have been responsible for the shift in airport 

_ usage from Logan Airport to the regional airports and the 

| induced growth at the regional airports. Regional airports 
_ have become attractive alternatives to Logan Airport because 
_ of airline decisions to increase the frequency and quality of 
regional airport services (i.e., jet versus turboprops), the 

_ availability of lower airfares, convenient access relative to 

_ Logan Airport, and increased public awareness of the 

_ regional airports. Until Southwest Airlines, Delta Connection 
_ and MetroJet introduced low-fare services into the region, the 
_ New England region had been one of the only regions in the 

_ United States without a significant low-fare carrier presence. 

| The resulting stimulation of traffic at the regional airports 

_ consists of both induced demand and diversion from 

_ Logan Airport. This diversion results from a recapture of 
| traffic within Manchester and T.F. Green/Providence airports 
_ primary markets that was previously using Logan Airport. 
_ Since 1996, when low-fare services were first established at 
_T.F. Green/Providence Airport, eight out of ten new air 

_ travelers in New England have chosen to use the regional 


airports over Logan Airport. 
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Comment Response 


Topic 2 


- 193. 20 — Environmental Cumulative _ Runway 14/32 involves such a massive shift in overflight There are no Environmental Justice violations as described in 


_ Justice _ Impacts _ of communities, particularly over high concentrations of _ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Infact, Runway | 
: : _ low income and minority populations that it violates _ 14/32 would reduce noise to those most impacted by noise. It 
_ Environmental Justice principles. _ would shift 75,000 flights over water, while reducing total 


i i _ number of nighttime flights. Additionally, by increasing the 
: i i : number of operations over water, Runway 14/32 would 

| reduce the total annual hours of dwell and persistence over 
populated areas in accordance with short-term PRAS goals. 


Alternatives The presence of Runway 14/32 plan option so influences. 
: _ Alternative _ the affected communities that it is impossible to focus 
| "attention on improved instrumentation of 
_ Runway Approach 33, and other airfield issues that might 
_ be amenable to solution, and Terminal A redevelopment Environmental Assessment/DEIR for the redevelopment of 
_ which is the most urgent matter facing the ability of | Terminal A by Delta Air Lines was filed with the MEPA Office 
| passengers to use Logan with reasonable comfort and | on May 31, 2000. Each of these projects will provide 
_ convenience. mportant benefits and address immediate deficiencies and 
hould not be delayed. 


ere are no adverse Section 4(f) impacts associated with 
he Airside Project. The proposed improvements at 
ogan Airport will neither incorporate land from the 
ection 4(f) resource nor affect the normal activity or 
esthetic value of a public park, recreation area, 
wildlife refuge, or historic site. Therefore, the i 
_ Preferred Alternative does not constitute a use of Section 4(f) | 
_ resources. In addition, the FAA has determined that there are 
| no feasible or prudent alternatives to the Preferred Alternative 
_ that would achieve the delay reduction, safety, transportation, — 
_ noise distribution, and other objectives of the 

Preferred Alternative. 


The Airside Project is designed to reduce delays and increase 
he efficiency of Logan Airport's airfield. Massport and individual 
ifines are currently undertaking redevelopment of the landside 
ie., terminals, roadways, etc.) portion of Logan Airport. An 


| Runway 14/32 


198, 22 | | Altematives 


ly are feasible and prudent alternatives to 
i i _ building Runway 14/32, indeed, we believe the runway is 
| counter productive on delay. In any case, adverse 4(f) 
i i _ impacts can be avoided by a decision not to construct 
_ Runway 14-32 
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Defer until: " 
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Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


I am writing you as a Cambridge resident opposed to the new 
runway, 14/32, proposed by Massport. Studies show that this 194.1 
runway will triple air tcaffic in our area. Wouldn’t. it. make 

a lot more sense to start work on a new AIRPORT instead: one 

that is located further inland, where it would disturb fewer 
residents and would have more room to expand? In recent 

travels everyone I have encountered numbers Logan among the 

worst airports in the country, particularly in that it is 
nerve-rackingly hard to get to. 


Thanking you for your consideration, 


- 


“-urs sincerely, 


cgaret Webster 
17 Woodbridge Street 
Cambridge, MA 02140 
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Margaret Webster 
Private Citizens: Cambridge 


_ Regional 
_ Transportation Airports 


_ Studies show that this runway will triple ecause the development of a second major airport would 

_ area. Wouldn't it make a lot more sense to start work ona require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 

_ new AIRPORT instead: one that is located further inland, __review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 

_ where it would disturb fewer residents and would have _ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 

| more room to expand? _ demand over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field’s potential 

_ service area overlaps-with the service areas for 

_ several airports that already have the necessary 

_ infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 

_ Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 

_ Regional Airports, all which have had or are undergoing i 

_ major improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside 
facilities and airfields. 
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LETTER 195 


Presentations on the Go. 


Krolman Corporation = 65 Elm Street, Charlestown, MA 02129-2438 
tel: (617) 242-0635 «= fax: (617) 242-1444 « email: krolman@msn.com 


April 2, 1999 


John P. DeVillars 

Regional Administrator 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 1 

John F. Kennedy Federal Building 

Boston, Massachusetts 02203-0001 


Dear Mr. DeVillars: 


It is my understanding that the uni-directional use of proposed Runway 14/32 cannot be 
legally guaranteed by the Massachusetts Port Authority, the Federal Aviation Administration or 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 


Consistent with their Proposed use, Massport has analyzed Runway 14/32 as a uni- | 95 | 
directional runway only. However, to better satisfy the aims of the National Environmental : 
Policy Act and the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act. the scope of the EIR/EIS should 
address the possible future implementation of bi-dizectional use. 


Yours truly, 


a 
Li 


Ge oe aes 
Arthur Krolman, CFA 
President 
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Arthur Krolman, CFA, President 
Krolman Corporation 
Private Citizens: Charlestown 


Comment 


' Consistent with their proposed use, Massport has 
» analyzed Runway 14/32 as a unidirectional runway only. 
_ However, to better satisfy the aims of the National 

_ Environmental Policy Act and the Massachusetts 

: Environmental Policy Act. The scope of the EIR/EIS 

: should address the possible future implementation of 

| bi-directional use. 


Response 


_ The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all 
"aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 

_ Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 

_ the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 

_ approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
_ allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 

_ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
_ such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
_ to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 

_ physical limitations that reinforce the 

_ unidirectional requirements of that improvement concept. The _ 

_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 

_ within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14 end. The location of the 

_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades applicable 

_ FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 

_ precluding arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another 

_ factor limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the 

_ lack of available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the 
Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 


maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 
operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 
reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 
has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 
Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. Refer to Section 8.5 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR regarding enforcement of 


unidirectionality of Runway 14/32. 
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~ LETTER 196 
Elizabeth A. Aberg 
22 Boatswains Way 
Chelsea, MA 02150 
(617) 889-1724 


April 18, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 
100 Cambridge St. 

20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


RE: EOEA #10458 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


I am writing to urge your agency to reject the proposed runway 14/32 project at Logan Airport. The residents 
of the communities surrounding Logan Airport have not been given fair consideration in this matter and will 
suffer greatly if this expansion is allowed to take place. 


throughout the central nervous system and influence perceptual, motor, cognitive, behavioral, glandular, 


cardiovascular, and gastrointestinal functions. Therefore, noise is thought of as a major threat to human 
health.' 


Air Pollution Impact 


The EPA Regional Administrator Stated that the region is currently in serious violation of the National 


Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone, and that any increased traffic generated by the airport will make the 
Commonwealth's job of attaining the ozone Standard more difficult. # 


Construction Impact 


Massport's reasoning for the construction of a new runway is to reduce flight delays. However, there is a 
legitimate question to ask: 

Just how "delaved" is Logan Air ort? 

Conflicting figures from different agencies have been given - there is no consensus as to just what the exact 
oroblem is. The US Department of Transportation statistics concurs with Massport's data on flight delays. But 


196.1 


according to the FAA standards for calculating delays, Logan has only about 3% of its flights delayed". The 
FAA sensibly does not account for delays of less than 15 minutes or those that end up in flight cancellation. 96 2 
But, even if short delays are excessive, the US Department of Transportation confirmed that delays are not 

unusual for major airports, even for state-of-the-art facilities like Denver's Centennial airport, which had 29% 


It is clear that the Draft EIS/EIR raises more concerns than it alleviatés. Logan is a physically small inner- 

city airport that has exceeded reasonable capacity. Expansion of Logan will only. augment existing noise and 196 3 
chemical pollution levels for nearby communities. Most troubling is the disproportionate, biased, and ' 
Significant increase in air traffic over low-income and minority communities of East Boston, Chelsea, Everett, 

and Roxbury, which is a violation of the Environmental Justice Act. 


It is time to stop all expansion at Logan Airport and explore other alternatives. The interests of Massport must 
not be allowed to prevail over the interests of hundreds of thousand of people in the affected area. 14/32 is 
a detriment to our quality of life and a threat to our health and safety. 


Respectfully, 
bin iteke Ld Ml rg. 


Elizabeth A. Aberg 


ee 


" D. Dennis Hansen, M.D. and Lee A. Sanders M.D., Ph.D. The Adverse Health Impacts of Airport Expansion with Particular 
Reference to Sea-Tac International Airport. Health Subcommittee of the Environmental Impact Committee of the Regional Coalition 
on Airport Affairs. 10/5/92. htt Liwww.accessone.com/rcaa/health htm. 

" Draft EIS/EIR vol. Usth7 

“ Stephanie Ebbert. Delays at Logan Seen as Overstated. The Boston Globe. p Al, April 3, 1999, 


“ Yvonne Abraham. Massport and Foes Dispute Delays. The Boston Globe. p BI, April 4, 1999 
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Elizabeth A. Aberg 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Comment 


_ The EPA Regional Administrator stated that the regionis pollutants (HAPs) are not specifically 
_ Currently in serious violation of the National Ambient Air ' addressed, Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

| Quality Standards for ozone, and that any increased traffic _ includes a discussion of public health. Because VOCs and 

_ generated by the airport will make the Commonwealth's PMto emissions are lower with the Airside Project than 

job of attaining the ozone standard more difficult. _ without it, it can be concluded that from these emissions will 
_ also be lower with the Airside Project Alternatives, when 

- compared to the No Action Alternative. : 
Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
_ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
"and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 

_ estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 

_ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 

_ methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
_ of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 

_ estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 

_ models, which have been validated in previously published 

_ Studies of Logan Airport. 


[The DEIS overstates the delay problem at Logan] 


196.3 Environmental Impacts Most troubling is the disproportionate, biased, and -»=—=The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded forthe 


| Justice _ significant increase in air traffic over low-income and _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 

: | minority communities of East Boston, Chelsea, Everett, _ populations were defined in accordance with Federal 
and Roxbury, which is a violation of the Environmental _ Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the 
_ Justice Act. _ Council on Environmental Quality's guidance on 


_ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 
| populations was expanded to include households at 

_ 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 
_ no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 

_ and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
" or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 
_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 
_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a : 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The : 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 

_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and 

_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

_ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 

_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 

_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

_ sound insulation. A discussion of the Environmental Justice 

_ analysis is presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. 
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April 21, 1999 
Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


Enclosed is an Acrobat PDF file attachment of my Environmental Impact = 
Statement regarding Logan Airside Improvements Project.=20 


Massport has already spent close to $3 million in public funds on = 
consultants and politically connected lobbyists to push for its airport = 
vansion plan (Joe Battenfeld. Massport spent $3M to lobby for runway = 
Logan. The Boston Herald. pl, April 14, 1999). And, we have just = 
witnessed how quickly a generously funded business coalition with the = 
obscure name of ‘Citizens’ for Efficient Regional Transportation, = 
mobilized and picked up Massport's propaganda ads that tout the benefits = 
of the new runway. This is an obtrusively obscene alliance between a = 
public-sector agency, that is supposed to serve the interest of the = 
people, and big business that shortsightedly doesn’t mind running = 
roughshod over everybody else in the name of ‘’prceiit’. Apparently, = 
Massport doesn’t mind mowing us down either. The Authority's spokesman, 
Jeremy Crockford, applauded these ads calling the first ad ‘a good one’ 
(Stephanie Ebbert. Business group buys ads touting runway. The Boston 
Globe. p B3, April 14, 1999). 
I believe that ‘profit’ rather than ‘delay’ underscores the basis for 
this expansion. According to the FAA standards for calculating flight 
delays, Logan has only about 3% of its flights delayed. The FAA goes = 
further by stressing that the delay situation at Logan has improved = 
since 1993 and is essentially in equilibrium. Even Massport’s Aviation = 
Planning Director, Betty Desrosiers, admitted that delays have declined 
in recent years as airport planners improved scheduling with airlines = 
(Stephanie Ebbert. Delays at Logan Seen as Overstated. The Boston Globe. = 
p Al, April 3, 1999). Furthermore, the US Department of Transportation 
stated that delays are not unusual occurrences for major airports, even 
for state-of-the-art facilities like Denver’s Centennial airport, which 
had 29% of its flights delayed last year.=20 


tou 


ou 


mou wl 


EPA Regional Administrator stated that the region is currently in = 
ious violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for = 197.2 
ozone, and that any increased traffic generated by the airport will make = 


the Commonwealth’s job of attaining the ozone standard more difficult.=20 197.3 


Massport purports the draft report to be a full disclosure document. = 
But, it leaves many details out and obscures the major issues that can = 
potentially affect public health which deserves full public scrutiny = 
nder The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). As the project = 

uld significantly increase Logan’s airside capacity, the environmental = 

nsequences would be extraordinary. The Conservation Law Foundation = 
stated that "the (Massport environmental impact statement) paints a = 
fairly frightening projection for growth at Logan’’ (Laura Brown. = 
Conservation Group Not Sold On Plan for New Runway. The Boston Herald. = 
P. 15, April 16, 1999). In short, failure to see the environmental = 
impact of the build option will condemn hundreds of thousands of local = 
residents to living with deteriorating medical, social, and = 
environmental conditions. Our communities have not been given fair = 
consideration in this matter. 


I respectfully submit that the permanent and long-term impact damage 
visited on local communities should not be brushed aside in favor of 
profit or for alleviatin. petty delays. And that any money earmarked for = 
Logan expansion would be better spent on alleviating current levels of = 
noise and chemical pollu:ion felt throughout the local communities.=20 


Sincerely, 


Peter Alachi 

22 Boatswains Way 
Chelsea, MA 02150 
(617) 889-1724 
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SUMMARY OF MASSPORT'S AIRSIDE 
IMPROVEMENT PLANNING PROJECT 


The Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft 
EIS/EIR) considers the impact of five options on flight-delay reduction and weighs the 
environmental impact of each. The proposed schemes, called actions in draft report, compnise: 


e ‘Constructing and operating a 5,000-foot unidirectional runway (14/32) located at the 
southwestern edge of the airport for use over the water only. The runway length was selected 
over a 4,500-foot length in order to accommodate a greater proportion of the 
regional/commuter carrier fleet and therefore more effective in reducing delay (1:3-1). 

e Constructing and operating a 9,300-foot Centerfield Taxiway between runway 4L/22R and 
4R/22L. 

e Reconfiguring, improving, realigning and extending other Taxiways 

e Reducing approach minimums on some runways (15R, 22L, 27 and 33L) by providing precision 
approach guidance to a point closer to runway touchdown. This will reduce delays and enhance 

_ Operational safety. 

¢ Peak Period Pricing or landing fee surcharges imposed on carriers during peak flight activity 
levels and as a result of airline over-scheduling. 


The planned project was picked from a list of 5 options or altematives ([:ES-16 - Table 1). 


TABLE 1 - SELECTION OF PROPOSED ACTIONS AND DELAY REDUCTION 
Percent Reduction Percent Reduction 
Alternative — Proposed Action of Delay for Year of Delays for Year Status 


2010 per 2ole per 
37.5M Passengers 37.5M Passengers 


(Low Fleet) (High Fleet ) 
34.1% 53.6% Rejected 


Peak Period Pricing 
14/32 


All actions -10.3% 
(operational and. 
administrative) but 
no build 

No actions - allows 
routine maintenance 
and annual minor 
improvements 

* Based on table 4.5-2 (I:4-30) and bar graph figure ES-4 (I:ES-19). 


-31.3% Accepted 


41.3% Rejected 


Peak Period Pricing was not considered since current flight activity levels and over-scheduling do not 
exceed current airfield capacity (1:3-39). 


Construction traffic during the 2000-2004 period will generate a daily average of 129 (ES:ES-27) . 
truck round pins (range 58-580/day). Routes 1A and the Ted Williams Tunnel will be used as the 
major gateways. Certain designated routes on State highways would "minimize the impact on local 
streets" (I:ES-29). 


Runway 14/32 would be permitted to operate as a unidirectional runway with all arrivals and 
departures occurring over Boston Harbor. As a result 15% of total airport operations would shift 
from flight paths over communities to flight paths over the water (:ES-4). Upon completion, the 
project will reduce impacts for the most severely noise-affected communities in East Boston, Revere 
and SyanrOp (I:ES-30). 


SUMMARY OF PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (EOEA #10458) looked at 2 areas: 


e Addressing Logan's delay problem 
e Enhancing safety 


The two plans will be achieved with nana environmental impact (I:ES-5 - Table 2). 


TABLE 2 - SUMMARY OF DRAFT EIS/EIR 'S ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AND MITIGATION 
? 7 DRAFT EIS/EIR STATEMENT 

. 14/32 will provide more equitable noise distribution and mitigation 
measures to most affected communities. 

. Communities at 65 decibels will experience a noise increase of 2%. 
Soundproofing will be provided. 

. Proposed plan will not affect normal activity or aesthetic value of a public 
park, refuge or historic sites. 


Air quality wil improve due to 14/52 added shorter delay periods and the 


Taxiway system. 

. Ambient levels of Carbon Monoxide, Nitrogen Disxide: and volatile 
Organic Compounds are expected to be well within the air quality 
standards and are below of all considered alternatives. 

The runway and taxiway constructions will result in the total loss of 39.4 acres 

of vegetation, leaving behind a total of 440 acres. See also Table 5.4-1 (1:5-60) 

for a list of avian speci pan airfield. 

Endangered and The construction of the Centerfield Taxiway between runways 4L/22R and 

Threatened Species | 4R/22L will result in loss of upland sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda) habitat. 

of Flora and-Fauna | A plan with the rea mtd Natural Heritage and Endangered Species 


Soils ahs cepertable concentrations af S1 and $2 soil categories were exceeded in 
some of the soil samples for arsenic, lead, and two rh aa aromatic 


The construction-related work will be alleviated through " initiatives to limit 


traffic, noise, and air q impacts in surrounding communities." 


RESPONSE NOTES 


There are legitimate questions to be reckoned with as they pertain to nearby communities’ 
expectations. Any Logan improvement should be done in a sensible manner that will not 
compromise the environment, impact further on our health, irreparably disrupt our lifestyles, or 
detract from our property values. The submitted report contains numerous deficiencies that fail to 
compare the benefits of alleviating delays and cutting airline costs to the true environmental, social, 
economic, and medical costs of the selected scenarios. This report weighs environmental and 
medical impacts as compared to delay impact. 


¢ Noise Pollution Impact 


1. 


One of the most frequent complaints of local communities’ residents is noise. The FAA's 
threshold of 65 decibels does not accurately assess how many people are disturbed by 
aircraft noise. The National Resources Defense Council (NRDC) confirmed that Denver 
International Airport, despite the relatively few people living within its 65 decibel noise 
contour, receives the highest number of monthly noise complaints from outside this area’. 
Noise can cause serious health problems. It acts as a biological stressor by eliciting a 
response from the brain's reticular activation system that prepares the body for "fight or 
flight”. Neural impulses then travel throughout the central nervous system and influence 
perceptual, motor, cognitive, behavioral, glandular, cardiovascular, and gastrointestinal 
functions. Therefore, noise is thought of as a mor threat to human health’. 


The constant roar from jet aircraft can seriously affect the health and psychological well 
being of children, according to a Comell University study*. Gary Evans, a professor of 
design and environmental analysis in Comell's College of Human Ecology concluded that 
there are health problems resulting from chronic airport noise, including higher blood 
pressare and boosted levels of stress hormones, which may have lifelong effects. Evans 
conténds also that New York children living near an international airport tended to be poor 
listeners and did not read as well as matched children in quiet schools. Mark Lawrence, an 
East Boston resident, who currently lives in Florida, recalls: 


"I REMEMBER being scared out of a deep sleep as a child as a jet would pass over 
my house so close you could see the pilot's face. 

I REMEMBER how each year as a student all my teachers would have to pause 
every 5 or so minutes to allow the screeching jets to pass. 

I REMEMBER not being able to concentrate in school because of jet noise." 


As many as 115 flights an hour pass over communities north and south of Logan Airport. In 
a joint public meeting by Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency (MEPA) and the 
Federal EPA, Elaine McGrath of Chelsea told the board thar, "The communities are 
speaking with one voice and telling you it's wbeavable. Massport isn't telling you that"!’. 


No remedy was given for the structural damage due to low-flying aircraft vibrating homes, 
school buildings, monuments, and industrial infrastructures within the affected communities. 


3. The following flight path map obtained from the Boston Globe shows the projected impact 
comparing 1997, and 2001 with or without the new runway. 


RITES oo Ros 


a eee 


One obvious problem with this map's projections is that 14/32 will not be completed by 
2001. According to a Massport spokesman, Jeremy Crocktord, the approval process alone Q7 4 
could take two years®, But a less obvious issue revolves around the increased fleet capacity 
projected by 2010. The numbers are therefore meaningless since those communities that are 
promised a relief for 2001 will not see it materialize in ime and will be drowned by an 
eventual increase in total flights that supercedes the current level. Furthermore, if the plan is 
implemented, there will be a disproportionate and exorbitant increase in flights over poorer 
communities such as sections of Chelsea, East Boston, Everett, and Roxbury. The latter fact 
triggered U.S. Representative Joseph Moakley to argue that the impact statement did not 
address the environmental effects of the new runway on minority and low-income people in 
Boston that was required by a 1994 executive order issued by President Clinton. 


4. The Harbor Islands recreational area will suffer significant noise impact. | 975 


e Chemical Emission/Impact 


Chemical pollutants emitted include cumulative chemicals generated by vehicles within the 
airport area, such as planes and transport vehicles, as well as road traffic leading to and from the 
airport. 


1. Since the pollution emission predictor uses 1993 as a contrast item, an overcrowded airport 
year and a peak year for delays, the predicted emission reductions for year 2010 are 
undoubtedly minimized to favor a lesser environmental impact. Furthermore, the model 
predicts minor gains in reducing the levels of pollutants in the environment. But, the 
proposed action model predictor uses alternative 1 to attain this analytical profile (IV:Tables 
EJ1-1-EJ1-4). Since plan 1 was rejected in favor of plan 1A, these data do not necessarily fit 
the report's final conclusions (see Tables 1 and 3 in this report). 


2. The additional combustion of gasoline and oil will increase the total Volatile Organic 
Compounds or Hydrocarbons (VOCs) in the atmosphere. VOCs are considered to be 
photochemical pollutants; a concentration of 3 ppm can result in 0.1 ppm of photochemical 
oxidants, a class of pollutants that includes both hydrocarbon and nitrogen derivatives. 


3. The EPA's regional administrator stated that "... the number of passengers using the airport 
is projected almost to double current levels by 2010" (11:1). The projected increase in 
passenger volume to 45 million by 2010 will have an adverse effect on the local 
transportation and air quality by increasing the overall level of ozone in the airport region 
and on roads leading to the airport. Reducing ozone precursors, which includes nitrogen 
oxides is necessary to help the State attain the health standards for ground-level ozone 
(smog). Nitrogen dioxide (NO) is a pollutant that in concentrations as low as 0.25 ppm for 
one hour can blanket the horizon with reddish-brownish haze. Smog formation is initiated 
by the photochemical decomposition of NO to NO + O. The resulting oxygen atoms then 
react with the more abundant species O: resulting in ozone (Os). Oxygen atoms and Ozone 
molecules are also highly reactive with hydrocarbons, and a variety of products are eventually 
formed, including alcohols, ketones and aldehydes. The eye irritation, which is a familiar 

feature of photochemical smog, is due to the presence of compounds such as formaldehyde 
and acrolein. Both NO and NO; can also react directly with unsaturated hydrocarbons 
resulting in Methyl Nitrate and Peroxyacetyl Nitrate (PAN), both of which are powerful eye 


imitants23, 


4. Local airport traffic will also add to the problem of Carbon Monoxide (CO) emission. CO is 
found at normal levels between 0.025-1 ppm. In major cities, it ranges from 10-50 ppm. 
CO reduces the ability of the blood to transport oxygen though the body. The resulting 
strain on the heart and lungs can be fatal. CO can also cause dizziness, blurred vision, and 
distorted perception of time. 


5. Sulfur Oxides, which occur chiefly as Sulfur Dioxide, Sulfur Trioxides, Sulfurous and 
Sulfuric Acids, can damage vegetation, fabrics, metals, and ecosystems such as lakes and 
ponds. Levels of 0.25 ppm or above cause irritation to human beings. Concentrations 
between 0.08 and 0.1 ppm for any length of time are considered unhealthy. It takes usually 
about 5 ppm of SO; for 1 hour to cause irritation to human throat and lung tissue, with 
accompanying bronchial constriction. But in individuals who suffer from chronic respiratory 
diseases, a minor increase in the concentration of SO: from 0.1 to 0.2 ppm can cause them 
to start coughing and experience severe difficulties in breathing”. Sulfur Dioxide is a heavy 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


noxious gas that can very quickly combine with water to form Sulfurous Acid (H2SO)). . 
Also, Sulfur dioxide can absorb a photon of light and becomes “excited” so ‘that if it collides 
with an O2 molecule, it forms sulfur trioxide (SOs). This is much more toxic than SO2 and 
has much more affinity to water molecules in the atmosphere or lungs where it forms 
Sulfuric Acid (H2SO,), a highly corrosive acid. SO. emissions were not conducted since, 
according to the draft report, airports are not identified as significant sources of these 
emissions (I:6-64). 


In addition, Sulfur compounds, Nitrogen Oxides, Lead, and various reactive volatile 
hydrocarbons can form other chemical complexes that are deleterious to all forms of life. 
These forms include a barrage of toxic and synthetic compounds whose effect on health 
ranges from clear-cut to suspicious. For example, NO2 can combine with reactive 
hydrocarbons to form a wide range of pollutants including PAN, a major reactive pollutant. 
Some of these compounds are mutagenic and lead to cancer. Substances known to be 
cardiovascular irritants can directly be linked to emphysema, asthma, chronic bronchitis and 
heart attacks. 


Suspended particles or particulates are tiny bits of matter (technically less than 0.1 
millimeter) floating in the atmosphere, such as diesel smoke, fine ash, and dust. Particles 
which are smaller than 2.5 thousandths of a millimeter can pass through the primary, non- 
specific immune defenses such as nose hair and mucous membranes and may cause illness. 
Over a period of years, these materials attack lung tissue and increase susceptibility to such 
diseases as tuberculosis and lung cancer. And in urban areas, these particulates are believed 
to be responsible for increased asthma attacks, aggravating existing heart and lung 

conditions, lowering resistance to infection, and breathing robles! in children, There is a 
direct correlation between high particulate air pollution and risk of premature mortality from 
heart and lung disease. The NRDC estimates thar at current levels of pollution, 
approximately 64,000 premature deaths from cardiopulmonary causes may be attributable to 
particulate air pollution each year. That represents 6.5% of all cardiopulmonary deaths, 
which total 986,000 per year®. “ 


Many suspended particles serve as niche sites for microorganisms and their spores, including 
potential human pathogens. 


High concentrations of suspended particles can cause reduced visibility caused by absorption 
and scattering of light. Soiled clothing and soot-covered buildings are other symptoms that 
are all too familiar. , 


Mactures of atmospheric pollutants may show synergistic interactions, so that more 
agpregate damage is done by even small amounts than otherwise be expected. For example, 
the growth of pasture grasses is suppressed more by a mixture of SO2 and NO; than by that 
of either alone. 


Benzene, dioxin, toluene, xylene, and formaldehyde are known to be toxic and carcinogenic 
even at minute concentrations. None were monitored individually in the draft EIS/EIR 


Overall health problems due to noise and chemical pollution include mental health 
problems, cardiovascular disease, gastrointestinal disease, compromised immune response, 
pregnancy and birth defects, learning disabilities, respiratory problems, and cancer’. 
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13. Table 5.6-1 (1:5-72) indicares that the reportable concentrations of $1 and S2 soil were 
exceeded in some of the soil samples for arsenic, lead, and two polynuclear aromatic 
hydrocarbon compounds (I:5-71). Lead is known to be toxic in trace amounts. S1 soil 
category applies to those soils where there is a chance for a high frequency and high intensity 
of exposure to the soil by children and adults. While most of the lead assimilated comes 
from food and drink, some is inhaled. The residence time of lead in the bones is 78 years, 
whereas that of blood and soft tissue is about 30 days‘. Lead emissions were not assessed by 
the draft report (1:6-64). 


Ultimately, the lack of sufficient epidemiological and long-term health impact analysis due to 
these pollutants on people in affected communities is troubling. 


TABLE 3 - COMPARISON OF DRAFT EIS/EIR ESTIMATES OF MAJOR AIR POLLUTANTS 
Pollutant Total 1993 Predicted Predicted “o change . “o change 
Levels of Low-Levels Low-Levels from 1993 from 1993 


Baseline for 2010 (Alt = for 2010 (Alt1 Levels with = Levels with 
Emissions for 4/No - All No Action Action (Alt. 
Logan Action) Actions)* (Alt. 4): 1)+ 
(kg/day) 


1 251 . 


m+ 


3,666 2,572 2,383 -29.8% 


7,078 6,919 +41.5% +38.3% 


* No data was given for the actual project (Alt. 1A) 
+ Negative data indicate a decrease in pollutant level while positive data indicate an increase. 


e Construction Impact 


1. The report claims no more than 0.6% overall impact on daily traffic due to trucking to and 
from the airport construction sites (I:ES-29). But the use of Routes 1A and the Ted 
Williams Tunnel will surely exceed that limit as hundreds of daily trucks enter and exit these 
roads. Furthermore, as to what roads are these trucks using to get to the aforementioned 
gateways, the report purports that ‘certain’ designated routes on state highways should be 
used to ‘minimize’ the impact on local streets ([:ES-29). 


2. The draft report maintains that construction period traffic during the 2000-2004 period will 
generate a daily average of 129 truck round trips (range 58-580/day). The expected increase 
in traffic load will go on for years and will add to the already overly congested roads that lead 
to and from the airport. This will disrupt the normal flow of traffic on affected roads 
causing traffic delays, increasing traffic noise to neighboring communities as well as 
augmenting the existing pollution and particulate dust problem, and contributing to road 
erosion and structural damage. Nighttime construction will also occur. Winthrop's Office 
of the Board of Selectmen noted in a letter to Secretary Trudy Caxe, the Executive Officer 


197.8 


of Environmental Affairs, that "Past experience with other Logan construction projects has 
demonstrated their capacity to severely interrupt sleep patterns" ([I:17.6). 


e Endangered and Threatened Species of Flora and Fauna 


1. 


The draft report mentions the loss of about 37 acres of existing grassland (:ES-5) which is 
described in a later section as a net loss of 39.4 acres of "mowed grass" (I: ES-25), leaving 
behind 440 acres of vegetation. Of the 39.4 acres lost, 28.5 acres is due to the taxiway 
improvements, there is a 9% reduction in existing upland vegetation. 


The loss of vegetation will result in loss of Upland Sandpiper 
(Bartrania longicauda) habitat due to construction of the 
Centerfield Taxiway between runways 4L/22R and 4R/22L. 
There is a mitigation plan with the Massachusetts Natural 
Heritage and Endangered Species Program (MNHES) to save 
the Upland Sandpiper. Michael Ciaranca, Natural Resource 
Manager of the Massachusetts National Guard stated that "... 
you can't simply (physically) move these birds and their nests 
to a different habitar.""7 Scott Melvin, from MNHES, 
concurred with Ciaranca that the current bird population and 
its nests could not be relocated but added that another site at 
the Massachusetts Military Reservation (Cape Cod) could serve as a new habitat that might 
conceptually be beneficial ale the birds?!. 


e Delays 


1. 


The draft report chose 1993, a year in which flights peaked and Logan was overcrowded, as 

a base year for statistical comparison. In the short term (circa 1999), 29 million passengers 

were chosen to represent the fleet's annual passenger load. While for the long-term (circa 

2010 and beyond), 2 sets were selected: 37.5 and 45 million passengers. At each passenger 

volume two fleet scenarios were analyzed, representing low and high-range levels of 

operation (III:Appendix E, p1). The benefits of Alternative Actions 1 and 1A were 

estimated to provide the greatest level of delay reduction with plan 1 reducing delays by 

between 29.3% and 60.3% (I:ES-18, and I:4-30). The draft report states that "a comparison 

of Peak Period Pricing (between 1 and 1A) under near-term, low fleet conditions is only 2 

percent" (1:4-30). Table 4.5-2 shows that to be true. But, given the time-line for completing 

the runway, 1999 is not a realistic goal. Interestingly, the same table shows how the 'no 

build’ option 3 under a high fleet scenario (with either low or high passenger loads) is much 

better at reducing delays than the ‘build’ 1A alternative (10% better for a low passenger load 

and 6.5% better for a high passenger load - see table 4.5-2, I:4-30). The EPA predicts a 1 Q7 
doubling of passenger capacity by 2010 at Logan (II:EPA Letter 1 dated Nov. 13, 1995), and i 
Massport sees a 35.5% increase by 2010 (29 to 45 million passengers, II]: Appendix E, p15), 

in which case the proposed plan will do litle to alleviate congestion. 


The Michael $. Dukakis Administration in 1989 imposed a form of peak period pricing 
which dropped congestion dramatically at the airport?, thus, putting doubt on the draft 
report's contention that Peak Pricing is not helpful. 


3. The US Department of Transportation statistics concurs with Massport’s data on flight . 
delays, But according to the FAA standards for calculating delays, Logan has only about 3% 
of its flights delayed'°. The FAA sensibly does not account for delays of less than 15 
minutes or those that end up in flight cancellation. But, even if short delays are excessive, the 
US Department of Transportation confirmed that delays are not unusual for major airports, 
even for state-of-the-art facilities like Denver's Centennial airport, which had 29% of its 
flights delayed last year!'. 


4. According to FAA data, the delay situation at Logan has improved since 1993 and is 
essentially in equilibrium. Massport's Aviation Planning Director, Betty Desrosiers, admitted 
that delays have declined in recent years as airport planners improved scheduling with 
airlines!®, 
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CONCLUSIONS 


Massport often hides behind Federal aviation rulings and ignores community pleas to provide 
relief from daily disturbances living next to the airport (II:9.1). Typically, the draft report gave 
little to no serious attention to harmful noise and pollution impacts on the people in local 
communities, inchuding residential neighborhoods, schools, parks, homes for the elderly, 
‘monuments, plants, and historic and cultural land. The proposed runway would adversely affect 
the noise and air quality in surrounding communities and seriously prevent or hamper many 
redevelopment efforts currently underway. 


The widespread broadening of flights over many neighborhoods would increase noise impact to 
intolerable levels. Studies indicate that noise affects one's ability to concentrate and can cause 
sleep deprivation, resulting in potentially deleterious effects on health and well being’. James 
Maas, professor of psychology at Comell University and author of “Power Sleep", warned that 
getting enough sleep is more important than diet, exercise, or any other factor in increasing 
people's longevity. 


The draft's conclusions are drawn based on data models that fail to analyze true health impacts 
Or to assess meaningful noise measurements. In fact, the Director of the Environment 
Department of the City of Boston stated that "... none of the scenarios presented can be 
considered to provide significant reductions in environmental impacts from airport operations. 
In particular, the proposed runway 14/32, touted for its unidirectional over-water 
approach/departure, is only marginally effective at reducing noise" (I:11.1). 


The EPA Regional Administrator stated that the region is currently in serious violation of the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone, and that any increased traffic generated by 
the airport will make the Commonwealth's job of attaining the ozone standard more difficult 
(i:1).’ 


While implementation of Peak Period Pricing was initially considered, the report claimed that 
"no US airport imposes a peak pricing system", and that “airline over-scheduling is not a 
significant contributor to delay under low fleet conditions or in the current or near-term 
environment at Logan" (I:ES-18). But, interestingly, the same report admits in a footnote that 
both New York and New Jersey Port Authorities apply a ‘surcharge’ to general aviation aircraft 
operating during peak hours. Furthermore, the Dukakis administration in 1989 imposed a form 
of peak period pricing which dropped congestion dramatically at the airport?. Recently, the 
Conservation Law Foundation weighed in against the runway plan, arguing that Massport could 
do more to alleviate flight delays by creating cost disincentives for airlines to fly at peak times”. 


The Draft's attempt to ‘divide and conquer' local communities by promising a balance in 
overhead flights is ill advised. In fact, the new runway and taxiway will allow the airport to grow 
beyond rational limits. Bennet Heart, a spokesperson from the Conservation Law Foundation, 
stated that "the (environmental impact statement) paints a fairly frightening projection for 
growth at Logan"s. Growth of Logan will augment existing noise and chemical pollution levels 
for nearby communities. Most troubling is the disproportionate, biased, and significant increase 
in air traffic over low-income and minonity communities of East Boston, Chelsea, Everett, and 


Roxbury. 
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© The report often failed to reference the appropriate tables for the graphs shown. Given the . 
amount of time we were allotted to provide a response, we spend precious time looking for raw 
data that were not referenced in the shown graphs (see bar graph ES-4: I:ES-19). 


*° — Itis clear from the data thar there is no significant decrease in congestion or delays due to the 
proposed plan and thar any minor decrease in delay is invalidated by the immense social cost to 
the neighboring communities. US Representative Michael Capuano wisely stated that "if 14/32 
will not permanently reduce delays, we shouldn't build it. The detrimental impact on our 
neighborhoods is too great. The burden of proof is on Massport to explain why there is a need 
for 14/32 when it will drastically increase airplane noise in many communities and doesn't even 
‘represent a permanent solution to the problem." Logan has reached its capacity. To obviate 
the build option, a regional solution should be adopted. It involves moving cargo traffic to 
regional airports, building a connector from Worcester Airport to MassPike, working to establish 
North/South rail link and services, and implementing Peak Period Pricing. Long term solutions 
should look into planning and building a regional airport with an eye on the origin-destination 
demand (Table 4). 


TABLE 4 - LOGAN'S ORIGIN-DESTINATION DEMAND BY REGION 
Region % of Logan's origin-destination 
Vermont 
i 


New am pshire 

Connecticut 

Rhode Island 

Massachusetts, west of 495 

Massachusetts, between Rt. 128 and I-495? 
Massachusetts, inside Rt. 128 excluding Boston? 
Massachusetts, City of Boston 


| 


8 
Toul i ee ee neem ee 
1 Adapted.from I:2-8 and Executive Summary Report:ES-10. 


2 Combined 57.2% of Logan's origin and destination passenger demand is drawn from these two regions. 


¢ Massport purports the draft report to be a full disclosure document. But, it leaves many details 
out and obscures the major issues that can potentially affect public health which deserves full 
public scrutiny under The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act MEPA). As the project 
would significantly increase Logan's airside capacity, the environmental consequences would be 
extraordinary. Failure to see the environmental impact of the build option will condemn 
hundreds of thousands of local residents to living with deteriorating medical, social, and 
environmental conditions. These communities have not been given fair consideration in this 
matter. 


¢ Given Massport's history at keeping promises’, its current assurance” that runway 14/32 will be 
unidirectional is dubious at best (I:ES-4). The FAA and Massport can reverse this ‘flight of 
fancy’ promise at any ume following runway completion. 


¢ In the final analysis, Massport is putting a price on our heads. The Agency is gambling away the 
public's health in favor of alleviating what are mostly minor delays. As the level and cost of 
airport pollution climbs, Massport has made no apologies and has not addressed the long-term 
and cumulative impact of pollutants on our health and the environment in a satisfactory manner. 
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Massport's argument regarding the "Airside Improvement Project" is myopic: It concentrates 
more on the economics of cutting airline cost and business benefits but minimizes the 
tremendous environmental, social, and medical costs it is imposing on its neighbors. The true 
cost to society, in other words, is never measured properly. We respectfully submit that any 
permanent and long-term impact damage visited on local communities should not be brushed 
aside in favor of business ‘profit’ or for alleviating petty delays. And that any money earmarked 
for Logan expansion would be better spent on alleviating current levels of noise and chemical 
pollution felt throughout the local communities. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 197 
Peter Alachi 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Response 


| believe that ‘profit’ rather than ‘delay’ underscores the ‘The Airside Project analysis shows that the 
basis for this expansion. _ Preferred Alternative will significantly reduce the growth in : 
: : | airside delays compared to the No Action Alternative. Refer to 
| Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Massport will 
; _ continue to examine ways to make Logan Airport more 
efficient. 


Code = Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


ee ee path a 
| Need : 


EPA Regional Administrator stated that the region is is _ No alternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Alternative 
_ Currently in serious violation of the National Ambient Air shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 

_ Quality Standards for ozone, and that any increased traffic 

| generated by the airport will make the Commonwealth's 
_ job of attaining the ozone standard more difficult. 


[Es ee ere a ee ee OE, Oe 


197.3 Environmental MEPA Massport purports the draft report to be a full disclosure The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
_ Review : _ document. But, it leaves many details out and obscures —_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ Process / _ the major issues that can potentially affect public health | project adequately and properly complies with the 
_ which deserves full public scrutiny under The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
: Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). | Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
| _ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
_ to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 

_ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 

| status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
_ comparable public health reports were not available from the 
_ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 

_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 
"airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 

- concern. 


Runway 14/32 * _..communities that are promised a relief for 2001 will not The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
| see it materialized in time and will be drowned by an _ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
| _ eventual increase in total flights that supercedes the | airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 


"current level. _ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 
_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
"on only one or two runways, compared to the typical | 
three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 
_ tunway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating 
_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ Operations 


Letter 197: Peter Alachi 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


_ Open Space/ 
_ Parkland 


| The Harbor Islands recreational area will suffer significant 
| noise impact. 


_ Air Quality 


_ Since the pollution emission predictor uses 1993 asa 
_ contrast item, an overcrowded airport year and a peak 


| 2010 are undoubtedly minimized to favor a lesser 
» environmental impact. 


_ Benezene, dioxin, toluene, xylene, and formaldehyde are 
_ known to be toxic and carcinogenic even at minute 

_ concentrations. None were monitored individually in the 

| draft EIS/EIR study. 


Po Quality 


ead emissions were not assessed by the draft report 
((:6-64). 


he EPA predicts a doubling of passenger capacity by 
_ 2010 at Logan... and Massport sees a 35.5% increase by 
| 2010 (29 to 45 million passengers...), in which case the 

| proposed plan will do little to alleviate congestion. 


_ The Boston Harbor Islands, while within the 
_ No Action Alternative (Alternative 4) 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level (dB DNL) contour, will have no 


_ operation models and environmental impact models. The 
_ benefits and impacts of the action alternatives (Alternatives 1, 
_ 1A, 2 and 3) are assessed by comparing these not with the 


_ 1993 was adopted as the base year when the Airside 
_ Improvement studies commenced in 1994. The primary 
_ year for delays, the predicted emission reductions for year 


| Noise increase with the Preferred Alternative. Refer to 
| Section 6.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional 


Alternati 


discussion of parklands relative to the Prete 


function of the Base Year analysis is to calibrate the airfield 


| base year, but with Alternative 4, the No-Action Alternative. 
| The planning scenarios for 37.5 and 45 million passengers 


/ Current aircraft-engin 


represent a range of future activity at Logan Airport expected 


_ modeling of these pollutants. 


_ Although hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) are not specifically 
_ addressed, Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ includes a discussion of public health. Because VOCs and 

_ PMto emissions are lower with the Airside Project than 

_ without it, it can be concluded that from these emissions will 


_ also be lower with the Airside Project Alternatives, when 
| compared to the No Action Alternative. 


' 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions i 
_ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 


Lead, in general, is not associated with airport-related 
emissions. 


Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 


_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 


the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
| efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 

_ levels increase. 


Letter 197: Peter Alachi 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


RNS 


Monika M. Corneille 
26 Admiral’s Way 
Chelsea, MA 02150 
617-261-8459 


LETTER 198 


March 10, 1999 


The Honorable John Kerry 
United States Senator 

One Bowdoin Square, 10“ Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 


Dear Senator Kerry: 


STOP 14/32 
Please take notice that | strongly support the residents who reside in the vicinity of 
Massport in protest against the proposed Runway 14/32. 


will be seriously affected everywhere in an enormously large region. In addition, we 
know that airplane noise levels will reach an all-time, intolerable high. The noise levels, 
as they exist now, have already caused serious physical and emotional damage to certain 
adults. Add the proposed runway, and most certainly many more adults, children, and 
large varieties of animal life will be affected. On top of the above, the entire region will 
be infused with additional toxins, be it from additional airplane exhaust, more ground 


198.1 


Senator Kerry 
Pg. 3 
March 10,1999 


Thank you for your support in this vital life issue for our communities. 


Sincerely yours, 


Monika M. Corneille 


cc: Mayor Thomas Menino 
Senator Edward Kennedy 
President Senator Thomas Birmingham 
State Representative Eugene O’Flaherty 
Chelsea City Council 
Peter Blute 
John Silva 
Arthur Pugsley 
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Letter 198 
Monika M. Corneille 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


...[ strongly support the residents who reside in the vicinity | Comment noted. 
_ of Massport in protest against the proposed Runway 
14/32. 


| Opposition 


Letter 198: Monika M. Corneille 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


John O'Connor 
April 9, 1999 LETTER 199 


Dear John, 


For your information, I posted the following message on Wwww.stop 1432 under 
Sinergistic impacts, in Tesponse to Mark Lawrence’s idea of collaborating in collecting 
the negative impacts these noise levels cause. I can be reached on 617-884-4232 or on e- 


mail under mcormeille@dttus.com at work or 3542@MSN.com at home. . 


Dear Mark, 


I have been Treading with great interest what you have to offer on the subject of the 
RUNWAY. I think that a collection of how the flying alarm clocks impact us is a very 
good idea. I am willi g to collaborate on collecting harms and problems arising from 
Noise and other pollution. Perhaps these will get someone's attention. I know that lots of 
_ People suffer emotional and physical trauma from all of these. 


I have lived at my Current address in Chelsea since 1987, having been fully aware that I 
live close to an airport. However, I have not been bothered by excessive noise until about 


is what I now experience. I now get anxiety attacks from the aggravation of the | 9 9 : | 
dy wake-ups and having to call Massport noise abatement early a.m., late p.m., and 


Let's bring these problems forth! 


Regards, Monika conte eeu Crue 


Cc: Robert A. Durand 
John De Villars 


_ Impacts 


Letter 199: Monika M. Corneille 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 
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Letter 199 
Monika M. Corneille 


Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Comment 


: [Current noise impacts in Chelsea are unacceptable.] 


_ imple y would not result in 

_ Substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 

_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 

_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 

_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 

_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-8 of 
: the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Louis P. DISANO 
43 BREAKWATER DRIVE 
CHELSEA, MA 02150 617-887-0920 


April 21, 1999 . LETTER 200 


Robert A. Durand 

Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street - Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. De Villars; 


It is with deep concern that I write you this letter. Iam a resident in Chelsea, Massachusetts. The current AIR(Airfield Improvement 
Report) is not in the best interests of citizens living around the city of Boston. 


Let me first say that I am in favor of economic growth and improvement in the Transportation systems of Boston. I believe in the 
improvement of New England, The Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the communities in and around Boston. I have lived in 
Boston and it’s surrounding cities since I came here in 1986 to attend college. I have settled in Admiral’s Hill in Chelsea with a 
purchase of a Beautiful Town House for two years with one major problem: Pollution of airplanes landing and taking off from Logan 
Airport. 


I am continually disturbed and awakened from 6:00 AM to 12:30 AM from noisy planes flying overhead. My house shakes most of 
the time and I have a large double pane picture window with a huge crack across its width. This is a fact. Anything that can make 
these disturbances more frequent is completely unacceptalbe! 


\ny proposal must have the endorsement of the surrounding communities. The current Proposal is not adequate for the following 200.1 
easons: 


1. FAA rules and guidelines were not followed. 200) ? 
2. Current data and studies were not taken into consideration ‘ 
3. The originators of the proposal either have their own agenda or did not ‘look outside the nine dots’ and consider alternative ideas 

such as: 


1. A second major airport like: NY, LA, DC, Dallas, Houston, Chicago, SF/Oakland, etc.... 200 3 
2. Use of Hanscom Fieid Airport . 
3. Regional Rail Transportation or other Modes of Transportation 


This is very important to me as well as my neighbors. I ask for your help in making sure that our well being and safety are taken into 


consideration. I believe the politicians (Celluci, Birmingham, etc...) have been sold on this idea by big corporations and Massport. 
We need a Champion! Please! Before any more damage is done! 


Louis DiSano 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 200 
Louis P. DiSano 


Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
200.1 | Environmental FAA/NEPA _ The current proposal is not adequate g 
_ Review : _ reasons: FAA tules and guidelines were not followed 
_ Process : i 
2002 ~© Analysis. += Base year —=-Current data and studies were not takeninto. 
| Assumptions/ consideration. 
_ methodologies . : 


Se ae aa 
_ Transportation —Airports/Passe = alternative ideas such as: 
: _ nger Rail 


200.3 


1. A second major airport... 
2. Use of Hanscom Field Airport 


3. Regional Rail Transportation or other Modes of 
Transportation 


The originators of the proposal...did not... consider 


january , in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 


' EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

" EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. This 

_ document addresses FAA rules and guidelines. 


The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 


_ not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
| during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
_ to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in 
_ model calibration. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes 

_ delay and environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect current 
_ conditions and to provide context to the delay problem at 

_ Logan Airport. The appropriate comparison for assessing 

_ future year conditions and the effectiveness of the : 
_ Airside Project is a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to 
_ the No Action Alternative, not a comparison of the 


Preferred Alternative to the base year. 
Because the development of a second major airport would 


_ require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 

_ review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 

_ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
: demand over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field’s potential 
"service area overlaps with the service areas for 

_ several airports that already have the necessary 

_ infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 
_ Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 

_ Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 

_ improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside 

_ facilities and airfields. 


_ Asecond major airport is not a solution to the current delay 

_ and congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed 

_ Project to reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport 
_ must be implemented in the near term to address current and | 
_ future operating conditions. 


_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides 
_ discussion of the entire region’s air transportation system and 
_ includes a discussion of alternative modes, specifically, 

_ high-speed rail and the extent of Masspor'’s active 

_ involvement in this area. Refer to response to Comments 6.6 
- and 6.7. 


Letter 200: Louis P. Disano 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Sisan ot? 91 Crest 6 AM Sunday, March 7th,1999__ 
| Chelsea a apisanst eg 6 AM.Sun y, th, 

2 . Ol. (617) 887-2947 . 
Secretary of Environmental Affaitrs John. Silva Betty J. Desrosiers 
Attention MEPA Office Manager, Environmental Programs Director, Aviation Planning 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 Airports Division, ANE 600 & Development : LETTER 201- 
100 Cambridge Street New England Region Massachusetts Port Authority eS 
20th Floor 12 New England Executive Park One Harborside Drive , Suite 200S 
Boston, MA 02025 Burlington, MA 01803 East Boston, MA 02128-2909 


Re: MassPort’s Draft EIS/EIR (Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project (“Project”) 


The major obstacle to harmonious conflict resolution is the inadequacies of verbal (oral & wmitten) 


communication e.g. 
I) each side unwittingly using identical terms for quite different Meanings; with the Consequence that both sides are 


partially correct and Partially incorrect. But each side is only aware of their “correct “ position and quite oblivious to, 
or tend to deny, their “Incorrect” Points and the opposition’s “correct” points. 


TI) Ambiguous terms which are crystal clear to one side but unclear, confusing, to the other. 


Example of I above:: 
For rhetorical purposes a Possibly theoretical case: a Chelsea City Councilor claims that 
Massports’ predicted decibel contours have been and are wrong. Theoretical reality. : Massport opponents privately 
get decibel readings > 100. Massport claims 70. Opponents are using individual readings. Massport is using decibel 
averages. Maybe some readings did exceed 100 decibels but others were only SO so average is 70. Both sides correct 
within their own context but incorrect in their Opponents. 


Examples of both I and II II above: A) unidirectional, B) capacity, C) quality of life. 


A) Unidirectional - (Massport’s meaning: “over the water,”) Yet “unidirectional’s” liability is its inevitable collateral 
bi-directionality, i.e.,the aviation version of “What goes around, - comes around.,” “What lifts off. - must land.” 


over land. ‘ 
Incidentally, “over:the water” only solves the problem for densely populated areas off 9/27 and 15/33. But 20 a 
spend an hour on Long Island in the harbor when Logan is using 15 and 27 and you will experience the same 


1) homeless, 3) Pine St. Inn annex 5) Boston Police Dept. firing range. 
2) Substance abusers 4) Boston Fire Dept. Training area 


So much for relative “quality of life”. 


B) Capacity 
1) FAA - 200 Operations/ hour 2) Massport- 120 Operations/hour 3) Opponents - current Operations/ hour. 
(A strict interpr 


etation of the last criterion would mean that Logan was at capacity from the day it launched its first 
flight. ) 


C) Quality of life. How does One evaluate this? Is qualiity independent of quantity? or are thev interdependent? 


e.g. infrequent incursions on tranquility might not unduly desecrate a given “quality of life” whereas 
Perpetual disruptions would completely destroy it. 


Is this a dichotomy? or is there a transitional zone? And if so, how do you deal with it? 


The above questions plague the controversy, yet need to be resolved to the satisfaction of all parties.- an extremely 
complex. and frustrating task Hopefully the above makes a contribution to this challenge. 


Respectfully submitted, CL 2°. 2 


Charlie Ferguson 
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Letter 201 

Charlie Ferguson 
Soldiers’ Home 

Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Response 


: ly p The Boston Harbor Islands, while within the 
' populated areas off 9/27 and 15/33. But spend an hour on __No Action Alternative (Alternative 4) 
_ Long Island in the harbor when Logan is using 15 and 27 ‘65 dB Day-Night Sound Level (dB DNL) contour, will have no 
| and you will experience the same debilitating effects as noise increase with the Preferred Altemative. Refer to 
| the densely populated areas. _ Section 6.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional 

discussion of parklands relative to the Preferred Alternative. 


Topic 2 


_ Runway Use 


Letter 201: Charlie Ferguson, Soldiers’ Home 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Re: Hanscom/Logan 


LETTER 202 


My qualifications for speaking to the above titled subject are: 


Both Hanscom and Logan squander their respective facilities. Planes which don't require the full runways 
should only be allowed one (1) take-off and landing/day; i.e., they could be based at those respective fields if that was 


Bolton, Sterling, Marlboro, Grafton, Norwood, Fall River, Otis and S. Weymouth. 

Even discounting the de-commisoned segment of the ex-US Naval Training Station in S. Weymouth. most 
of the field and enough runway to handle smaller planes exist in Abington/Rockland. It is claimed that facility could 
interfere with Logan traffic. How did it manage when it was an active Naval Training Station?. or have planes grown 
larger and need more maneuvering space?.. Even So, it must be a mighty close call because it is not much closer to 
Logan than Hanscom, which bears no such complaint. 

Bedford Depot on the old Bedford/Fitchburg rail line is 1.5 mi. from Hanscom. Active Lincoln Station with 
trains running to N Station frequently during rush hours, and regularly in between on the Fitchburg line, is < § mi. 
from Hanscom. Numerous options; bus shuttle service to both Bedford Depot and Lincoln. Three (3) Large Huey 
type passenger helicopter and Hover Craft routes, from Hanscom to Logan, and | loop each § &N_ inthe 128-495 


Establish 2-way, incoming and Outgoing, transfer Stations at Goose Bay & Gander. Newfoundland, 
Guantanamo Bay, Hawaii and Anchorage AL where U.S. arriving Passengers could be Customized, i.e. pass 
Customs, sorted for the appropnate destination, i e. Hanscom or Logan , and Passengers departing H/L could be 
Sorted for those respective transfer stations. . 


Only Jumbo Jets, Huge heliocopters and Hover Craft would use Logan. The verticals, ie, helicopters and 


Hover-Craft, could have their Own vertical tube flight paths in the dead spaces between runways.. Would narrow 


6AM.., Wednesday, April 1 4th, 1999 _ 


202.1 


202.2 


Re: Hanscom/Logan ; 
Conducting “touch & go’s” at Hanscom is Courting disaster! Not at Hanscom, but elsewhere. On a long 
Tunway you can make 2 “touch & go’s” in 1 pass. Also the pilot surrenders control to the tower so s/he is not 
responsible. But once these Pilots get their “wings” they will be operating primarily in and out of non-controlled 
Ports, thus making them responsible for their own flight paths and those of other planes using the same field. They 


need to know the “rules of the air” and how to apply them. They won’t learn that at Hanscom as long as the tower 
“touch & go” practice should be done at the non-controled fields and not at Hanscom, 
To summarize: only planes requiring the Hanscom and Logan long runways are allowed regular flight service at these 20 2 3 


conduct their business at the Tespective alternate ports. . 
Two (2) final ?’s which Massport should answer are: 
1) Whatever became of the STOL (Short Take-of and Landing) Eastern Air Lines experiment of ‘69-’7297 
2) What was the cause of the Precipitous drop in activity at Worcester? €..g., why did it originally thrive if access is 
SO poor? Was it the Mass. Pike giving quicker access to Boston? Wouldn’t want history to repeat itself; i.e., 
revive Worcester only to have it wilt again like flowers in periodic droughts. 22 
Respectfully, Ro £5 


Charlie Ferguson ~ ar a 
So/dctes ih Smt 

GI eeest Ara 

< ft PLE ee “U} re ae 


- ,. 


xt. 
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Letter 202 

Charlie Ferguson 
Soldiers’ Home 

Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Comment 


Response 


Regional 
_ Airports 


Massport should divert flights to]... Beverly/Danvers, 
ewMac, Lawrence, Nashua, Minuteman in Boxboro, Ft. 


_ These airports are equipped to handle only general aviation 
activity, which represents 5 percent of Logan Airport activity. 


Devens.... _ Most general aviation activity at Logan Airport is corporate 
_ jets and the destination of the passengers is downtown 


t is claimed that [South Weymouth] could interface with 

ogan traffic. How did it manage when it was an active _ or use of infrastructure at airports other than Logan Airport, 

aval Training Station? ..or have planes grown larger and — Hanscom Field, and Worcester Regional Airport (as of 

eed more maneuvering space?... Even so, it mustbea January 15, 2000). Massport plays no role, however, in the 

mighty close call because it is not much closerto Logan —_decisions of private airlines regarding air service routes or 

han Hanscom, which bears no such complaint. service levels. As proprietor of Logan Airport, Massport’s 

_ primary responsibility is to supply, operate, and maintain 

_ Logan Airport's infrastructure which includes the runways, 

_ taxiways, terminal buildings, parking facilities and access 

_ toads. As a recipient of federal airport grants, Massport must 

_ adhere to grant covenants that require it to operate 

_ Logan Airport in such a way so as to ensure access and 

_ availability for public use on fair and reasonable terms and 
without unjust discrimination. 


[To reduce congestion Massport should require]...only Refer to response to comment 202.1. 

ransportation Airports _ planes requiring the Hanscom and Logan long runways 
are allowed regular flight service at these 2 Massport 

» Fields. Everyone else is allowed one (1) take-off and 

_ landing/day if they wish to be based at H/L but conduct 

_ their business at the respective alternate ports. 


ransportation — Airports 


Letter 202: Charlie Ferguson, Soldiers’ Home 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


April 11, 1999 


$101 sprains Row LETTER 203 


Chelsea, Ma, 02150 


Robert A. Durand 
Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge st. 

Boston, MA.02133 


Dear Mr. Durand: 

I am opposed to the runway 14/32 expansion at Logan 203.1 
Airport. The time has come to "share the wealth" with other, 
wealthier communities like Lexington, Bedford, and Concord. 
Instead of building another runway at Logan, other sites should 
be used. I will not support any politician who panders to the 
wealthier communities. 


‘Sincerely yours, 


ec tae Terre 


Patricia Grasso 
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Letter 203 
Patricia Grasso 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


203.1 General | am opposed to the Runway 14/32 expansion at Logan 
: | Opposition _ Airport. 


Letter 203: Patricia Grasso 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


weigh DMG 4 Gone ener leragebarod Comments ani Busnonce a Pduate Cilzeca TB dec 


LETTER 204 


February 28, 1999 


Secretary Robert Durand 
c/o MEPA 

100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 


RE: Runway 14/32 EIR Public Comment 
Kowalczyk - 37 Winnisimmet Chelsea 


Dear Mr. : 


generated by the Proximity of the MASSPORT’s Logan Airport. I am requesting that the following 
be addressed in the EIR Prior to approval: 


° Local Traffic Patterns - The volume of additional traffic generated by the airport expansion 


My appeal to MASSPORT lacks the extensive documentation other opposition groups may have 
assed during the EIR Process. My appeal is with MASSPORT’s conscious to respect communities 
such as Chelsea which will bear the burden of Project 14/32 while greater Boston realizes the 


representatives. Today an educated public presents their own engineering opinions and requires 
increased accountability for the once sacred cow of best engineering judgement. 


204.1 


204.2 


Apparently the message has been already been received by individuals who have expressed their 
opposition to MASSPORT’s plans such our local Tepresentative, the respected Preston G. Galarmeau, 
Jr.. Be that as it may, we have a long way to go before the values of environmental burden are 


based on MASSPORT’s and EOEA’s negotiated concessions. 


Understand full well that we are 4 community already burdened with environmental compromise - 
noise, traffic, air quality, parking, and Sewerage. You and no one else will present your best 
engineering judgement of the values these burdens bear on our future quality of life. We all know 


EOEA to make the mitigation proposals an integral part of the project approval itself. No other plan 20 4 3 


compensated for our burdens here and now with the approval process for 14/32. 


Consider your options and know this, ‘if EOEA’s politically compromised understanding of the 
current environmental burdens borne by Chelsea is less than MASSPORT’s economic gain then rest 
assured like our, forefathers who boarded the British ships and tossed the tea into the harbor - the 
Residents of Chelsea will do the same on MASSPORT’s runway’. 


Thank you again for your time and understanding of our matters. 


Ver truly yours 


José walczyRYP.E. 
37 Winnisimmet Street 
Unit 3L - Owner & Resident 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


ce: Honorable Thomas F. Birmingham, Senate President 
Preston G. Galameau,Jr. , District 8 Chelsea City Councilor 
Jeffery Buck, President Chelsea Waterfront Association 
Meridian Wharf Condcminium Association 
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Letter 204 
Joseph S. Kowalczyk 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
204.1 | Ground ' Access to .The volume of additional traffic generated by the airport _— The Airside Project does not result in additional demand for 
; | Transportation — Logan _ expansion should be specifically quantified and impacts ground access services. Refer to the Logan Airport 1994/95 
: on local traffic patterns should account for the fact that _ GEIR which includes Massport’s Ground Access 
i : _ Chelsea bears the burden of the economic and time _ Management Plan, targeted HOV shares, forecasted 
i / _ Saving most commercial operations use in determining _ Vehicle Miles Traveled, and trips by mode for the 37.5 million 
/ routing. _ and 45 million passenger levels that were studied in the 


Airside Project analysis. The Logan Airport 1999 
| Environmental Planning and Status Report (previously GEIR) 
| provides a status report on Massport’s ground access 


| To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding 
_ is available, the proposed sound insulation program will 
nclude: (i) not only all residences that fall within the 
Preferred Alternative's 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour 
when compared to the Airside Project’s No Action 
Iternative’s 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour, but also 

ii) Massport and the FAA will continue to sound insulate and 
work to complete the current 2-year sound insulation program 
$ presented in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR. For the i 
ligible residences, the FAA will fund building code upgrades, 

to the extent necessary, to implement sound insulation 

: rovement: 


i Tangible mitigation of noise must be included in the EIR 


| Mitigation 
: _ which specifically addresses the impact to our community. 


Chelsea has no other option than to lobby EOEA to make Masspor'’s mitig measures e reinforced through 
the mitigation proposals an integral part of the project ompliance with M.G.L. Chapter 30A, Section 61 and through 
| approval itself.... If we are to suffer for the greater Boston pecific state and federal certificates approving projects that 
_ Regional common good then let us be compensated for ave mitigation. The status of the Section 61 Finding 
_ our burdens here and now with the approval process for commitments are tracked and reported in the Logan Airport 

_ Runway] 14/32. 999 ESPR (previously GEIR). See also the Proposed 
/ ection 61 Findings in Section 8.7 of the 


_ Alternatives j euaney 14/32 


Letter 204: Joseph S. Kowalczyk 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


February 28, 1999 

Robert A. Durand 

Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street - Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 

RE: Runway 14/32 Expansion Plans 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

As a Resident and Home Owner in Chelsea, my specific request is for your office to consider the 
overwhelming environmental burden bame by the City of Chelsea, [ am requesting that the 
following be addressed Prior to any expansion plan is supported: 


. Local Traffic Patterns - The volume of additional traffic generated by the airport expansion 
should be specifically quantified and impacts on local traffic patterns should account for the 


Operators use in determining routing. Considerations for accelerating the construction of 


° Alternative Airports - Boston’s infrastructure can no longer bear the burden of Logan’s 


growth by distributing the environmental burdens. An “independent committee” must be 
assigned to develop their own opinion of Massport’s 14/32 expansion using professionals 
and experts others than those now “coaching” Massports “findings”. 


Please know that [ support economic growth for Boston, the Commonwealth, and new England but not 
at my Community’s expense, Stop the rinway, investigate alternate airport expansions and support 
equitable sharing of the environmental trurdens among the Commonwealth. 


Thank you again for your time and understanding of our matters. 


Unit 3L - Owner & Resident 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


LETTER 205 


205.1 


205.2. 
205.3 
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Letter 205 
Joseph S. Kowalczyk 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


he Airside Project does not result in additional demand for 
round access services. Refer to the Logan Airport 1994/95 
GEIR which includes Massport’s Ground Access 
Management Plan, targeted HOV shares, forecasted 
ehicle Miles Traveled, and trips by mode for the 37.5 million 
nd 45 million passenger levels that were studied in the | 
irside Project analysis. The Logan Airport 1999 
Environmental Planning and Status Report (previously GEIR) 
provides a status report on Massport’s ground access 
initiatives and HOV ridership for 1999. 


| Transportation — Logan "expansion should be specifically quantified and impacts 
_ on local traffic patterns should account for the fact that 
| _ Chelsea bears the burden of the economic and time 

/ _ savings most commercial operators use in determining 
_ routing. 


Mitigation Tangible mitigation of noise must be included in the EIR To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding 
| which specifically addresses the impact to our community. _ is available, the proposed sound insulation program will 
: : _ Recommendations for noise attenuation such as sound _ include: (i) not only all residences that fall within the 
: ' proofing windows are necessary even without the | Preferred Alternative's 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour 


_ expansion. | when compared to the Airside Project's 
_ No Action Alternative’s 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level 
_ contour, and also (ii) Massport and the FAA will continue to 
_ sound insulate and work to complete the current 2-year 
_ sound insulation program as presented in the Logan Airport 
' 1999 ESPR. For the eligible residences, the FAA will fund 
_ building code upgrades, to the extent necessary, to 
implemei insulation improvements. 


Letter 205: Joseph S. Kowalczyk 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 1 


| Regional _ Regional 
Transportation | [aatpors 


Comment 


Alternative Airports — Boston's infrastructure can no 
longer bear the burden of Logan’s expansion demands. 
Alternation studies completed by Massport have 
erroneously written off Hanscom, Providence, Worcester, 
and Manchester Airports to support business and area 
growth by distributing the environmental burdens. An 
“independent committee” must be assigned to developed 
their own opinion of Massport’s 14/32 expansion using 
professionals and experts other than those now 
“coaching” Massport's “findings”. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


: P' 

_ EIS, the FAA called for pre catation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 

| FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
| three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 

| Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

' SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 

_ answers to key letters written by members of the public, 

| concerned agencies and public officials responding to the 

' Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and 

_ written presentations from the Project's technical consulting 

| team and other independent industry experts. 


Over the last ten years, various agencies and transportation 
lanning organizations have conducted a number of studies 

hat address regional transportation issues. These studies 

ave concluded that The Airside Project at Logan Airport, the 
Xpansion of the regional airports, and the implementation of 
igh-speed rail are all necessary for meeting the short-term 

nd long-term inter-city travel needs of the New England 

egion. These regional recommendations are in various 

tages of implementation. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 
upplemental DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of 
egional transportation alternatives to Logan Airport and steps 
Massport has taken to foster increased use of these i 
Iternatives. 


Massport has a history of engaging in cooperative regional 
ransportation planning and continues its efforts to promote 
| an efficient and balanced regional transportation system. 
' Massport’s most recent endeavors include its co-sponsorship 
_ of the Regional Transportation Summit of New England 
_ Governors in November 1999, attendance at a second 

_ summit in December 2000, and its assumption of operating 
_ responsibility for the Worcester Regional Airport in 

_ January 2000. Refer to Section 2.9 of the Supplemental 

| DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Masspor'’s initiatives in 
Support regional transportation alternatives. 


Letter 205: Joseph S. Kowalczyk 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


100 CAPTAIN’S ROW CONDOMINIUM TRUST 
c/o Lundgren Management Group, Inc. 


121 Captain’s Row LETTER 206 


Chelsea, MA 02150 


April 22, 1999 


Robert A. Durand 

Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Boston, MA 
EOEA #10458 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


As a tustee of the 100 Captain’s Row Condominium Trust of Admiral’s Hill in Chelsea I 
am writing to voice the association's opposition to Massport’s “Logan Airside 
Improvement Planning Project.” 


The Draft EIR/S contains many discrepancies and inadequacies and fails to address our 

concems regarding the health impacts of a new runway on our neighborhoods. For the 

reasons detailed below, and we are sure many more, we encourage you to find this 206.1 
document {inadequate and respectfully request the FAA withdraw support for the project. 


It has come to our attention that the new runway will allow for a tripling of flights over 

Chelsea. Enough is enough! Our health is currently jeopardized by hundreds of 206 2 
thousands of vehicles travelling over the Tobin Bridge on one side, airplanes arriving and : 
departing over head, a salt pile on another side, oil tank and asphalt facilities on our 

shores. and an onslaught of heavy truck traffic associated with all of them. We can not 

accept another assault on the quality of life in our neighborhood. 


First and foremost, the method used to measure the noise impact is inaccurate. We have 
leamed through numerous conversations with Massport and the FAA that the yearly 206.3 
average noise level “predicted” by the integrated noise model has consistently 

underestimated the actual noise levels affecting Chelsea. The real data, obtained by a 

permanent noise monitor located on Admiral’s Hill, indicates we should be eligible for 

soundproofing based on current noise levels! The use of the same model to predict the 

impact of the dramatic increase in flights over our heads will surely the noise impacts on 

our area. We also fee] that soundproofing does little to mitigate the noise impact. Sound 

insulation does not protect our children when they are playing in the park, does not help 


us as we try to enjay a sea breeze through open windows in the summertime and does not 
prevent us from interrupting conversation as we enjoy our pool arca. 


We are also disturbed about the DEIR/S’ lack of consideration of the Environmental 
Justice issue. Chelsea is a City of immigrants — always has been and always will be. We 
believe it is not coincidence that we have been targeted with the brunt of the noise impact 
of the proposal. But what about the other impacts on the low income, minority residents 
of Chelsea? Nothing was done in this report to address the Environmental Justice issue 
regarding the negative health impacts on us. In this sense the document also seems 
woefully inadequate. 


Naturally we were upset to learn that other alternatives such as a thorough regionalization 
plan including ALL other options was not included. Additionally, we believe a peak- 
hour pricing plan analyzing the delay effects of 80, 90, and 100 operations per hour 
should have been considered because 115 operations per hour understates the true benefit 
of this alternative. Why wasn't a second airport examined? 


While Massport refuses to admit the Airside Improvement Planning Project will expand 
capacity at Logan, Federal! planning policy establishes that this project must be 
considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft operations. Nothing has been 
done to determine the traffic impacts associated with expected increases in operations 
associated with this proposal. Chelsea can expect nothing but a dramatic increase in 
airport related heavy truck activity. The effect of these trucks on health is well 
documented by the EPA, yet the Draft EIR/S does not address the negative impacts of 
more truck traffic and congestion on Chelsea. 


Chelsea is undergoing a modem day renaissance. We have had to fight harder than most 
to turn the City around. As this proposal is being examined we are watching the value of 
our homes rise. We have a new school system and a focal government committed to 
undoing the past. We were recently honored as an “All America City,” in recognition for 
our ability to address the problems confronting us. Our budget is balanced for the first 
time, and we are investing millions in our infrastructure in order to move forward into the 
next century. The proposed expansion of Logan Airport is the single largest threat we 
face. [f this runway is built, years of hard work could be undone in an instant. 


Sincerely, 


Karen Brown 
Trustee, 


CC: Mr. John Silva, FAA 
Mr. John DeVillars, EPA 


06. 


206.5 


206.6 


LEEWARD HEIGHTS CONDOMINIUM TRUST 
c/o Lundgren Management Group, Inc. 


121 Captain’s Row 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


April 22, 1999 


Robert A. Durand 

Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Boston, MA 
EOEA #10458 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


As a trustee of the Leeward Heights Condominium Trust of Admiral’s Hill in Chelsea I 
am writing to voice the association’s opposition to Massport’s “Logan Airside 
Improvement Planning Project.” 


The Draft EIR/S contains many discrepancies and inadequacies and fails to address our 
concerns regarding the health impacts of a new runway on our neighborhoods. For the 
reasons detailed below, and we are sure many more, we encourage you to find this 
document inadequate and respectfully request the FAA withdraw support for the project. 


It has come to our attention that the new runway will allow for a tripling of flights over 
Chelsea. Enough is enough! Our health is currently jeopardized by hundreds of 
thousands of vehicles travelling over the Tobin Bridge on one side, airplanes arriving and 
departing over head, a salt pile on another side, oil tank and asphalt facilities on our 
shores, and an onslaught of heavy truck traffic associated with all of them. We can not 
accept another assault on the quality of life in our neighborhood. 


First and foremost, the method used to measure the noise impact is inaccurate. We have 
learned through numerous conversations with Massport and the FAA that the yearly 
average noise level “predicted” by the integrated noise model has consistently 
underestimated the actual noise levels affecting Chelsea. The real data, obtained by a 
permanent noise monitor located on Admiral’s Hill, indicates we should be eligible for 
soundproofing based on current noise levels! The use of the same model to predict the 
impact of the dramatic increase in flights over our heads will surely the noise impacts on 
our area. We also feel that soundproofing does little to mitigate the noise impact. Sound 
insulation does not protect our children when they are playing in the park, does not help 


us as we try to enjoy a sea breeze through open windows in the summertime and does not 
prevent us from interrupting conversation as we enjoy our pool area. 


We are also disturbed about the DEIR/S’ lack of consideration of the Environmental 
Justice issue. Chelsea is a City of immigrants — always has been and always will be. We 
believe it is not coincidence that we have been targeted with the brunt of the noise impact 
of the proposal. But what about the other impacts on the low income, minority residents 
of Chelsea? Nothing was done in this report to address the Environmental Justice issue 
regarding the negative health impacts on us. In this sense the document also seems 
woefully inadequate. . 


Naturally we were upset fo learn that other alternatives such as a thorough regionalization 
plan including ALL other options was not included. Additionally, we believe a peak- 
hour pricing plan analyzing the delay effects of 80, 90, and 100 operations per hour 
should have been considered because 115 operations per hour understates the true benefit 
of this alternative. Why wasn’t a second airport examined? 


While Massport refuses to adinit the Airside Improvement Planning Project will expand 
capacity at Logan, Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be 
considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft operations. Nothing has been 
done to determine the traffic impacts associated with expected increases in operations 
associated with this proposal. Chelsea can expect nothing but a dramatic increase in 
airport related heavy truck activity. The effect of these trucks on health is well 
documented by the EPA, yet the Draft EIR/S does not address the negative impacts of 
more truck traffic and congestion on Chelsea. 


' Chelsea is undergoing a modem day renaissance. We have had to fight harder than most 
to turn the City around. As this proposal is being examined we are watching the value of 
our homes rise. We have a new school system and a local government committed to 
undoing the past. We were recently honored as an “All America City,” in recognition for 
our ability to address the problems confronting us. Our budget is balanced for the first 
time, and we are investing millions in our infrastructure in order to move forward into the 
next century. The proposed expansion of Logan Airport is the single largest threat we 
face. If this runway is built, years of hard work could be undone in an instant. 


Sincerely, 


James Bradley 
Trustee, 


CC: Mr. John Silva, FAA 
Mr. John DeVillars, EPA 


CLIPPER CONDOMINIUM TRUST 
c/o Lundgren Management Group, Inc. 
121 Captain’s Row 
Chelsea, MA 02150 
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April 22, 1999 


Robert A. Durand 

Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Boston, MA 
EOEA #10458 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


As a trustee of the Clipper Condominium Trust of Admiral’s Hill in Chelsea I am writing 
to voice the association’s opposition to Massport’s “Logan Airside Improvement 
Planning Project.” 


The Draft EIR/S contains many discrepancies and inadequacies and fails to address our 
concems regarding the health impacts of a new runway on our neighborhoods. For.the 
reasons detailed below, and we are sure many more, we encourage you to find this 
document inadequate and respectfully request the FAA withdraw support for the project. 


It has come to our attention that the new runway will allow for a tripling of flights over 
Chelsea. Enough is enough! Our health is currently jeopardized by hundreds of 
thousands of vehicles travelling over the Tobin Bridge on one side, airplanes arriving and 
departing over head, a salt pile on another side, oil tank and asphalt facilities on our 
shores, and an onslaught of heavy truck traffic associated with all of them. We can not 
accept another assault on the quality of life in our neighborhood. 


First and foremost, the method used to measure the noise impact is inaccurate. We have 
learned through numerous conversations with Massport and the FAA that the yearly 
average noise level “predicted” by the integrated noise model has consistently 
underestimated the actual noise levels affecting Chelsea. The real data, obtained by a 
permanent noise monitor located on Admiral’s Hill, indicates we should be eligible for 
soundproofing based on current noise levels! The use of the same model to predict the _ 
impact of the dramatic increase in flights over our heads will surely the noise impacts on 
our area. We also feel that soundproofing does little to mitigate the noise impact. Sound 
insulation does not protect our children when they are playing in the park, does not help 


us as we try to enjoy a sea breeze through open windows in the summertime and does not 
prevent us from interrupting conversation as we enjoy our pool area. 


We are also disturbed about the DEIR/S’ lack of consideration of the Environmental 
Justice issue. Chelsea is a City of immigrants — always has been and always will be. We 
believe it is not coincidence that we have been targeted with the brunt of the noise impact 
of the proposal. But what about the other impacts on the low income, minority residents 
of Chelsea? Nothing was done in this report to address the Environmental Justice issue 
regarding the negative health impacts on us. In this sense the document also seems 
woefully inadequate. 


Naturally we were upset to learn that other alternatives such as a thorough regionalization 
plan including ALL other options was not included. Additionally, we believe a peak- 
hour pricing plan analyzing the delay effects of 80, 90, and 100 operations per hour 
should have been considered because 115 operations per hour understates the true benefit 
of this alternative. Why wasn’t a second airport examined? 


While Massport refuses to admit the Airside Improvement Planning Project will expand 
capacity at Logan, Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be 
considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft operations. Nothing has been 
done to determine the traffic impacts associated with expected increases in operations 
associated with this proposal. Chelsea can expect nothing but a dramatic increase in 
airport related heavy truck activity. The effect of these trucks on health is well 
documented by the EPA, yet the Draft EIR/S does not address the negative impacts of 
more truck traffic and congestion on Chelsea. 


Chelsea is undergoing a modern day renaissance. We have had to fight harder than most 
to turn the City around. As this proposal is being examined we are watching the value of 
our homeS.rise. We have a new school system and a local government committed to 
undoing the past. We were recently honored as an “All America City,” in recognition for 
our ability to address the problems confronting us. Our budget is balanced for the first 
time, and we are investing millions in our infrastructure in order to move forward into the 
next century. The proposed expansion of Logan Airport is the single largest threat we 
face. If this runway is built, years of hard work could be undone in an instant. 


Sincerely, 


Jack Fraser 
Trustee, 


CC: Mr. John Silva, FAA 
Mr. John DeVillars, EPA 


ADMIRAL’S WAY CONDOMINIUM TRUST 
c/o Lundgren Management Group, Inc. 
121 Captain’s Row 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


~<aitbibs — 


April 22, 1999 


Robert A. Durand 

Secretary of the Ex scutive Office of Environmental Affairs 
L00 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Boston, MA 
EOEA #10458 ° ‘ 1 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


‘As a trustee of the Admiral’s Way Condominium Trust of Admiral's Hill in Chelsea I am 
writing to voice the association’s opposition to Massport’s ‘‘Logan Airside Improvement 
Planning Project.” 


The Draft EIR/S contains many discrepancies and inadequacies and fails to address our 
concerns regarding the health impacts of a new runway on our neighborhoods. For the 
reasons detailed below, and we are sure many more, we encourage you to find this 
document inadequate and respectfully request the FAA withdraw support for the project. 


It has come to our attention that the new runway will allow for a tripling of flights over 
Chelsea. ,Enough is enough! Our health is currently jeopardized by hundreds of 
thousands of vehicles travelling over the Tobin Bridge on one side, airplanes arriving and 
departing over head, a salt pile on another side, ail tank and asphalt facilities on our 
shores, and an onslaught of heavy truck traffic associated with all ofthem. We cannot 
accept another assault on the quality of life m our neighborhood. 


First and foremost, the method used to measure the noise impact is inaccurate. We have 
learned through numerous conversations with Massport and the FAA that the yearly 
average noise level “predicted” by the integrated noise modei has consistently 
underestimated the actual noise levels affecting Chelsea. The real data, obtained by a 
permanent noise monitor located on Admiral’s Hill, indicates we should be eligible for 
soundproofing based on current noise levels! The use of the same model to predict the 
impact of the dramatic increase in flights over our heads will surely the noise impacts on 
our area. We also feel that soundproofing does litde to mitigate the noise impact. Sound 
insulation does not protect our children when they are playing in the park, does not help 


Us AS We Ly to enjoy a sca breeze through open windows in the summertime and does not 
prevent us from interrupting conversation as we enjoy our pool area. 


We ate also disturbed about the DEIR/S" lack of consideration of the Environmental 
Justice issue. Chelsea is a City of immigrants — always has been and always will be. We 
believe it is not coincidence that we have been targeted with the brunt of the noise impact 
of the proposal. But what about the other impacts an the low incame, minority residents 
of Chelsea? Nothing was done in this report to address the Environmental Justice issue 
regarding the nepative health impacts on us. In this sense the document also seems 
woefully inadequate. 


Naturally we were upset to lear that other alternatives such as a thorough regionalization 
plan including ALL other options was not included. Additionally, we believe a peak- 
hour pricing plan analyzing the delay effects of 80, 90, and 100 operations per hour 
should have been considered because 115 operations per hour understates the true bencfit 
of this alternative. Why wasn'ta second airport examined? ; 
While Massport refuses to admit the Airside Improvement Planning Project will expand 
capacity at Logan, Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be 
considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft operations. Nothing has been 
done to determine the traffic impacts associated with expected increases in operations 
associated with this proposal. Chelsea can expect nothing but a dramatic increase in 
airport related heavy truck activity. The effect of these tucks on health is well 
documented by the EPA, yet the Draft EIR/S does not address the negative impacts of 
more truck traffic and congestion on Chelsea. 


Chelsea is undergoing a modern day renaissance. We have had to fight harder than most 
tu turn the City around. As this proposal is being examined we are watching the value of 
our homes rise. We have a new school system and a local government committed to 
undoing the past. We were recently honored as an “All America City,” in recognition for 
our ability to address the problems confronting us. Our budget is balanced for the first 
time, and we are investing millions in our infrastructure in order to move forward into the 
next century. The proposed expansion of Logan Airport is the single largest threat we 
face. If this runway is built, years of hard work could be undone in an instant. 


Sincerely, 


John Marsh "(hd 


Trustee, 


CC: Mr. John Silva, FAA 
Mr. John DeVillars, EPA 


BREAKWATER CONDOMINIUM TRUST 
c/o Lundgren Management Group, Inc. 
121 Captain’s Row 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


April 22, 1999 


Robert A. Durand 

Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Boston, MA 
EOEA #10458 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


As a trustee of the Breakwater Condominium Trust of Admiral’s Hill in Chelsea I am 
writing to voice the association’s opposition to Massport’s “Logan Airside Improvement 
Planning Project.” 


The Draft EIR/S contains many discrepancies and inadequacies and fails to address our 
concerns regarding the health impacts of a new runway on our neighborhoods. For the 
reasons detailed below, and we are sure many more, we encourage you to find this 
document inadequate and respectfully request the FAA withdraw support for the project. 


It has come to our attention that the new runway will allow for a tripling of flights over 
Chelsea. Enough is enough! Our health is currently jeopardized by hundreds of 
thousands of vehicles travelling over the Tobin Bridge on one side, airplanes arriving and 
departing over head, a salt pile on another side, oil tank and asphalt facilities on our 
shores, and an onslaught of heavy truck traffic associated with all of them. We can not 
accept another assault on the quality of life in our neighborhood. 


First and foremost, the method used to measure the noise impact is inaccurate. We have 
learned through numerous conversations with Massport and the FAA that the yearly 
average noise level “predicted” by the integrated noise model has consistently 
underestimated the actual noise levels affecting Chelsea. The real data, obtained by a 
permanent noise monitor located on Admiral’s Hill, indicates we should be eligible for 
soundproofing based on current noise levels! The use of the same model to predict the 
impact of the dramatic increase in flights over our heads will surely the noise impacts on 
our area. We also feel that soundproofing does little to mitigate the noise impact. Sound 
insulation does not prctect our children when they are playing in the park, does not help 


us as we try to enjoy a sea breeze through open windows in the summertime and does not 
prevent us from interrupting conversation as we enjoy our pool area. 


We are also disturbed about the DEIR/S’ lack of consideration of the Environmental 
Justice issue. Chelsea is a City of immigrants — always has been and always will be. We 
believe it is not coincidence that we have been targeted with the brunt of the noise impact 
of the proposal. But what about the other impacts on the low income, minority residents 
of Chelsea? Nothing was done in this report to address the Environmental Justice issue 
regarding the negative health impacts on us. In this sense the document also seems 


woefully inadequate. 


Naturally we were upset to learn that other alternatives such as a thorough regionalization 
plan including ALL other options was not included. Additionally, we believe a peak- 
hour pricing plan analyzing the delay effects of 80, 90, and 100 operations per hour 
should have been considered because 115 operations per hour understates the true benefit 
of this alternative. Why wasn’t a second airport examined? 


While Massport refuses to admit the Airside Improvement Planning Project will expand 
capacity at Logan, Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be 
considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft operations. Nothing has been 
done to determine the traffic impacts associated with expected increases in operations 
associated with this proposal. Chelsea can expect nothing but a dramatic increase in 
airport related heavy truck activity. The effect of these trucks on health is well 
documented by the EPA, yet the Draft EIR/S does not address the negative impacts of 
more truck traffic and congestion on Chelsea. 


Chelsea is undergoing a modern day renaissance. We have had to fight harder than most 
to turn the City around. As this proposal is being examined we are watching the value of 
our homes rise. We have a new school system and a local government committed to 
undoing fhe past. We were recently honored as an “All America City,” in recognition for 
our ability to address the problems confronting us. Our budget is balanced for the first 
time, and we are investing millions in our infrastructure in order to move forward into the 
next century. The proposed expansion of Logan Airport is the single largest threat we 
face. If this runway is built, years of hard work could be undone in an instant. 


Singfrely, 


ae 
ee 


ichard Traut 
Trustee, 


CC: Mr. John Silva, FAA 
Mr. John DeVillars, EPA 


100 COMMANDANT’S WAY CONDOMINIUM TRUST 
c/o Lundgren Management Group, Inc. 
121 Captain’s Row 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


Apnil 22, 1999 


Robert A. Durand 

Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Boston, MA 
EOERA #10458 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


As a trustee of the 100 Commandant’s Way Condominium Trust of Admiral]’s Hill in 
Chelsea I am writing to voice the association’s opposition to Massport’s “Logan Airside 
Improvement Planning Project.” 


The Draft EIR/S contains many discrepancies and inadequacies and fails ta address our 
concems regarding the health impacts of a new runway on our neighborhoods. For the 
reasons detailed below, and we are sure many more, we encourage you to find this 
document inadequate and respectfully request the FAA withdraw support for the project. 


It has come to our attention that the new mmway will allow for a tripling of flights over 
Chelsea. Enough is enough! Our health is currently jeopardized by hundreds of 
thousands of vehicles travelling over the Tobin Bridge on one side, airplanes arriving and 
departing over head, a salt pile on another side, oi] tank and asphalt facilities on our 
shores, and an onslaught of heavy truck traffic associated with all of them. We can not 
accept another assault on the quality of life in our neighborhood. 


First and foremost, the method used to measure the noise impact is inaccurate. We have 
learned through numerous conversations with Massport and the FAA that the yearly 
average noise level “predicted” by the integrated noise model has consistently 
underestimated the actual noise levels affecting Chelsea. The real data, obtained by a 
permanent noise monitor located on Admiral’s Hill, indicates we should be eligible for 
soundproofing based on current noise levels! The use of the same model to predict the 
impact of the dramatic increase in flights over our heads will surely the noise impacts on 
our area. We also feel that soundproofing does little to mitigate the noise impact. Sound 
insulation does not protect our children when they are playing in the park, does not help 


Us as we try to enjoy a sea breeze through open windows in the summertime and does not 
Prevent us from interrupting conversation as we enjoy our poo! area. 


We are also disturbed about the DEIR/S’ lack of consideration of the Environmental 
Justice issue. Chelsea is a City of immigrants — always has been and always willbe. We 
believe it is not coincidence that we have been targeted with the brunt of the noise impact 
of the proposal. But what about the other impacts on the low income, minority residents 
of Chelsea? Nothing was donc in this report to address the Environmental Justice issue 
Yegarding the neative health impacts on us. In this sense the document also seems 
woefully inadequate. 


Naturally we were upset to leam that other alternatives such as a thorough regionalization 
plan including ALL other options was not included. Additionally, we believe a peak- 
hour pricing plan analyzing the delay effects of 80, 90, and 100 operations per hour 
should have been considered because 115 operations per hour understates the true benefit 
of this alternative. Why wasn’t a second airport examined? 


While Massport refuses to admit the Airside Lmproveinent Planning Project will cxpand 
capacity at Logan, Federal planning policy cstablishes that this project must be 
considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft operations. Nothing has been 
done to determine the traffic impacts associated with expected increases in operations 
associated with this proposal. Chelsea can expect nothing but a dramatic increase in 
airport related heavy truck activity. The cffect of these trucks on health is well 
documented by the EPA, yet the Draft EIR/S does not address the negative impacts of 
more truck traffic and congestion on Chelsea. 


Chelsea is undergoing a modern day renaissance. We have had to fight harder than most 
to turn the City around. As this proposal is being examined we are watching the value of 
our homes‘rise. We have a new school system and a local government committed to 
undoing the past. We were recently honored as an “All America City,” in recognition for 
our ability to address the problems confronting us. Our budget is balanced for the first 
time, and we are investing millions in our infrastructure in order to move forward into the 
next century. The proposed expansion of Logan Airport is the single largest threat we 
face. If this runway is built, years of hard work could be ~:ndone in an instant. 


Sincerely, 
Sheila Cherk / f f, 
Trustee, 


CC: Mr. John Silva, FAA 
Mr. John DeVillars, EPA 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 206 


Lundgren Management Group, Inc. 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


100 Captain’s Row Condominium Trust — Karen Brown, Trustee, 


Leeward Heights Condominium Trust - James Bradley, Trustee, 


Row Condominium Trust — Karen Brown, Trustee, 


Clipper Condominium Trust — Jack Fraser, Trustee, 


Admiral’s Way Condominium Trust - John Marsh, Trustee, 
Breakwater Condominium Trust — Richard Trauth, Trustee, 
100 Commandant’s Way Condominium Trust - Sheila Cherkas, Trustee 


Comment 


...We encourage you to find this document inadequate 
_ Review _ and respectively request the FAA withdraw support for the 
_ Process i | project. 


_ [The proposed project would have adverse cumulative 


206.2 
: impacts on Chelsea.] 


- Public Health 


_ Implementation of Runway 14/32 
_ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


_ Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-8 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Response 
The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 


_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 


IR, dated May 7, 1999. 


Letter 206: Lundgren Management Group, Inc. 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment 


.the method used to measure the noise impact is 

| Inaccurate. We have learned through numerous 

_ conversations with Massport and the FAA that the yearly 
_ average noise level “predicted” by the integrated noise 

_ model has consistently underestimated the actual noise 
_ levels affecting Chelsea. The real data, obtained by a 

| permanent noise monitor located on Admiral’s Hill, 

_ indicates we should be eligible for soundproofing based 
| on current noise levels! 


ing was done in this report to address the 
_ Environmental Justice issue regarding the negative health 
| impacts on [Chelsea]. 


- Environmental | Impacts 


_ Justice 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ been reported in Logan Airport’s various GEIRs and 

_ Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 

_ locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 

_ modification of source levels to better account for over-water 

_ sound propagation and apparent use of higher engine power 

_ Settings than are normally assumed in the noise model's 

_ database (Refer to Appendix E of the Logan Airport 1996 

_ Annual Upaate). In 1998, differences between measured and 

_ modeled noise became even less when Massport upgraded its 
_ monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 

_ aircraft -- a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 

_ levels predicted by the noise model. At sites having exposure 

_ levels of 60 dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring 

_ system brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 

| 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 

_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR)). Massport continues to 

_ investigate possible causes for remaining differences (such as 
rom hill effects) and continues to pursue FAA approval of 
noise model adjustments that would permit expansion of its 
ound insulation program to include the effects of terrain. 
Massport also expects to extend eligibility lines to include 
oundaries that follow local streets rather than strict noise 
contour lines. Nevertheless, Massport continues to believe that 
_ the FAA's INM noise model used in the Airside Project noise 
_ analyses accurately represents expected noise exposure. 


_ To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding 
_ is available, the proposed sound insulation program will 
include: (i) not only all residences that fall within the 
Preferred Alternative's 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour 
- when compared to the Airside Project’s No Action 

_ Alternative’s 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour, but also 

_ (ii) Massport and the FAA will continue to sound insulate and 
_ work to complete the current 2-year sound insulation program 
_ as presented in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR. For the : 
_ @ligible residences, the FAA will fund building code upgrades, 
_ to the extent necessary, to implement sound insulation 
_ improvements. 


The environmental justice analysis foundno 
_ disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income 
_ and minority populations from direct project impacts. 


_ Environmental and health studies relating to the 

_ City of Chelsea were reviewed to assess the potential for 

_ other cumulative or multiple adverse exposures, since the 
_ increase in population within the 65 dB DNL contour 

_ associated with the Preferred Alternative is primarily within 
_ this community. A review of issues within Chelsea indicated a — 
_ concern regarding toxic discharges from industrial facilities, 
_ truck emissions, and contamination of Chelsea Creek. 


_ While it is true that sound insulation does not alleviate noise 

_ exposure outside, it is an effective technique that has been 

_ implemented effectively, not only at Logan Airport, but also at 
other airports throughout the United States. 


Letter 206: Lundgren Management Group, Inc. 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 _ 
- 206.5 ltematives Peak Period 


_ Pricing 


206.6 = Public Health Effects 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


..We believe a peak-hour pricing plan analyzing the delay 
ffects of 80, 90, and 100 operations per hour should 

ave been considered because 115 operations per hour 
nderstates the true benefit of this alternative. Why wasn’t 
second airport examined? 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 
The Airside Project analysis of PPP examined an 


operations threshold of 110 operations per hour, which is 
_ already below Logan Airport’s normal operating capacity of 


120 operations per hour. There is no legitimate operational 


__ justification for imposing a peak period surcharge at an 
_ operation level significantly lower than Logan Airport’s normal 


_ Operating capacity which is achieved 80 percent of the year 
» without any delays. Even at 75 operations per hour, 
_ Logan Airport would be subject to delays from northwest wind 
» conditions. The Airside Project analysis in the Airside Project 
_ Draft EIS/EIR and in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR indicates 
that, with the Preferred Altemative, Logan Airport can 

_ accommodate existing and foreseeable future levels of 

_ demand without imposing a drastic administrative restriction 
_ to artificially revise Logan Airport’s existing capacity. 


_ Because the development of a second major airport would 

_ require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 

_ review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 
option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
_ demand over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field's potential 

_ service area overlaps with the service areas for 

_ several airports that already have the necessary 

_ infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 
' Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 

- Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 

_ improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside 


jothing has been done to determine the traffic impacts 

ssociated with expected increase in operations 
ssociated with this proposal. Chelsea can expect nothing — 
ut a dramatic increase in airport related heavy truck 
ctivity. The effect of these trucks on health is well 

locumented by the EPA, yet the Draft EIR/S does not 
ddress the negative impacts of more truck traffic and 


' facilities and airfields. 
_ Cargo activity, which is associated with truck traffic, is not 
_ expected to increase as a result of any of the alternatives. 


congestion on Chelsea. 


Letter 206: Lundgren Management Group, Inc. 


Private Citizens: Chelsea 


LETTER 207 


April 22, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs: MEPA Office 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
100 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Re: EOEA No. 10458: Massport Runway 14/32 Proposal 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


Attached are my comments on Massport's Joint EIS/EIR 
on Runway 14/32, with appendices. I appreciate the 
environmental agencies' careful consideration of the 
public and community comments on this Proposal. After 
careful review, I urge either the withdrawal of the 
plan or its rejection as a Proposal that is inconsistent 207.1 
with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and unresponsive to the scoping directiuwes of the 
secretaries and to the concerns of the public. 


Sincerely, 


Elaine McGrath 
40 Beacon St. 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


Enc: Comments, w/7 Appendices 


INTRODUCTION 


Massport's Draft EIS/EIR on its 14/32 Proposal is inconsistent 

with the letter and the spirit of the National Environmental 207.2 
Policy Act(NEPA).Furthermore, it has failed to respond 

to specific scoping directives in the Letters and Certificate 

issued by EPA, MEPA and DEP in 1995. 


NEPA requires agencies to take a hard look at the. environmental 
consequences of their proposals, and to conduct a detailed 

and thorough anaylsis of alternatives and to make this 207.3 
information available to the public. Massport has not 

done this. There are fatal flaws with its analyses of 

impacts, alternatives and environmental justice. The result 

is that this Proposal gives the wrong impression of the 

human, environmental impacts of its current and proposed 
Operations. The ground and air impacts of its operations 

are not extrememly limited or tolerable and Massport's 
mitigation is not as effective as they claim. The analysis 
Systematically understates the noisy, unhealthful, dirty, 


dangerous and ugly aspects of Logan. 


The proposal Specifically fails to respond to directives 
intended to uncover these impacts, in the scoping letters 207.4 
of. Secretaries Coxe and DeVillars, as well as DEP. Among 
Secretary Coxe's directives were: the need for the Draft 
EIS/EIR to be sensitive to the issue of environmental justice; 
detailed analysis of noise impacts; the need to address 

the effectiveness of alternative methods of achieving 

PRAS goals which do not rely on airfield improvements; 

the need for elaboration of the big picture issues regarding 
mitigation (Vol. II, C1-35). Secretary DeVillars emphasized 
the tremendous impact on communities and the region in 

terms of air quality, traffic and noise from Logan; the 


significant increases in Cargo Operations, with instructions 


to assess the impact on Chelsea, and, in a related matter, 

asked massport to evaluate major roadway intersections 

for air quality violations. The EPA also recommended that 
Massport fully disclose impacts to the communities and 

address mitigation options including restrictions on operations. 
(Vol. II, Letter 1). DEP emphasized Parking issues in 

Chelsea (Vol. IIigLetter 2.3). Massport omits many of 

these issues from its analysis, or simply evades the inquiry 
(see Vol. II. 1-12,2-3 Responses). 


Regarding the analysis contained in the Proposal, there 

are at least 3 critical flaws: Systematic understatement 

of impacts, and related to this, failure to do a meaningful 
alternatives analysis or a sensitive environmental justice 
analysis. 


IMPACTS ANALYSIS 


MasSport's impacts analysis understates impacts in a number 
of ways that have the cumulative effect of Systematically 
minimizing Logan's impacts on the surrounding communities: 

-failure tc account for the context and intensity of 

growth in airport operations, both land and air 

-unreliable modeling of impacts 

-inadequate and inaccurate monitoring of impacts and 

of mitigation 

-failure to report or take into account community feedback 

-persistent use of data known to be flawed, and unwilling- 

ness to correct mistakes 

-Systematic and knowing selection of data so as to minimize 


the appearance of impacts. 


The impacts analysis is essential to understand how a proposal 


will affect the environment and the people who live with 


tne impacts. The context and intensity of the impacts 
are a first, crucial part of this analvsis. Anyone unfamiliar 
with the communities surrounding the airport would 


ce severely challenged to extract the big picture from 

chis proposai, where information on the communities is 
buried in repeated PR for Massport's preferred alternative. 
where is the accounting for the environmental damage in 
Dlaces like Chelsea, East Boston, Revere and Winthrop: 

the hundreds of thousands of passenger and cargo venicles 
every day, the community disruption of hours of low-level 
landings and take-offs every day, every weekend, all day, 
ang all night? To read this proposal is to wonder why 
winchendon and Bedford and Concord were so upset at the 
prospect of an airport, since Massport asserts that overall, 


things aren't so bad and they're getting better, because 
of Stage 3 @ircraft. 


207.5 


In the first place, as a matter of common sense, Massport's 
assertion that noise exposure from current flyovers is 

less and will be less than it was in the peak, baseline 
year of 1993, is symptomatic of the problem with Massport's 
credibility and the quality of its analysis. In. 1993, 

there were 493,000 operations; in 1998, 507,000 ( Vol. 

I, 1-9). Despite the increased number of operations, Mass- 
port claims that the noise exposure is less because of 
increased use of quieter Stage 3 aircraft (Vol. I, 6-9 

amd passim). However, what they fail to highlight, but 

what their 1994/1995 GEIR states explicitly, is that Stage 

3 aircraft are not appreciably quieter on landing and take- 
off, the noisiest operations which are the ones that affect 
the surrounding communities. Contrary to Massport's disin- 
genuous assertions, Stage 3 aircraft do not and cannot 
reduce the noise exposure of the surrounding communities, 
which are bludgeoned with the noise of take-offs and landings; 
Massport actually admits this, in a buried paragraph in 

its noise analysis, which otherwise invokes the Stage 3 
mantra (Vol. I, 5-24). For Operations to increase by 14,000 


will increase, not decrease noise exposure. 


Another common sense problem with Massport's impacts analysis 
is its claim that routing 14/32 flights over the water 

will provide relief. Massport states, ina meaningful 

but tbo subtle way, that when 14/32 flights go over land, 

as they have to inevitably, they will over fly over commun- 
ities now affected (Vol. I, 6-10). This means more impacts 


on already strained communities, not less. 


Another basic source of understatement is more indirect: 

the use of outdated PRAS goals to justify impacts as "comm- 
unity-approved". This is misleading in the extreme. PRAS 
goals are repeatedly invoked as a justification for increasing 


impacts to certain neighborhoods, such as Chelsea, in an 


207.6 


207.7 


attempt to achieve a "rough justice" of pain, by moving 

the problem of impacts around. However, these goals were 
developed in 1982-83 (Vol. I, 5-17,5-20), when airport 

land and air operations were a fraction of what they are 
now. Furthermore, it is inappropriate to call them "comm- 
unity-approved" in the face of community criticism of the 
way they were set and are used by Massport. In 1982, the 
number of operations was 275,000; in 1998, it was 507,000 
(Vol. I, 1-9) In 1982, Massport handled 503,000,000 lbs of 
air cargo (think 18-wheeler trucks in your neighborhood!); 
in 1998, there were 970 MM (Vol. I, 1-9). PRAS goals 

also exclude non-jet operations (Vol. I, 5-18), and thereby 
do not account for all operations. In addition, the PRAS 
system has no ability to adjust automatically to changes 

in demand; whatever changes were made in 1996's "enhanced 
PRAS" to deal with this skewing is unclear from this proposal 
(Vol. I, 5+20,5-21)., 


Whatever choice community residents were given in the early 
1980's regarding Operational goals at Logan, the use of 
outdated PRAS goals when operations have risen 112% from 
197TAL99F AVOl ys Ty 1-05 Deotos appropriate. It is a diff- 
erent orderof magnitude to absorb 30 or 40% of 275,000 

vs. 507,000 operations. It is disingenuous of Massport 

to invoke such outmoded "community" goals in the face of 
the current volume of its Operations, and the long-standing 
protests from communities that they can't take any more 
(see Vol. II, Letter 10). The communities have been clear 
that current operations impose unacceptable and destructive 
air and noise pollution on residents. The PRAS goals are 
not the community goals; the community goals are relief, 
"sufficient relief" (a Massport concept) from the nuisance 
of airport ground and air Operations, the right to quiet 
enjoyment of their homes,which is guaranteed by law, and 


livable communities. Those are the community goals. 


Any model is only an estimate. In addition to the above 
Problems with inputs to its model, Massport's INM noise 
modelling has fallen short of actual impacts in several 
instances. (See, e.g., failure to follow ROD Runway 27 
allocation, which undersated 65 dB DNL contours; Chelsea 
City Councillor Galarneau's Beacon St. monitor test at 

70 DN; in 1998; Vol. I, 5-24). The INM, State-of-the-art 
computer-generated noise contour map (Vol. I, 5-3,5-12, 
5-15) stands in the face of experience to the contrary, 


and the deficiencies of Massport's modelling are only aggravated 


by its inadequate and amateurish monitoring. 


In Chelsea, for example, the noise contour map asserts 

that no one currently, or for Many years, has fallen within 
the 65dB cutoff (App. 1). The city itself has protested 
this as untrue (Vol. II, Letter 16). The numbers of people 
in Chelsea who are routinely subject to 65dB airplane noise 
are well above Massport's estimates, in several spots: 

the waterfront east of the Tobin Bridge, Admiral's Hill, 
Bellingham Square and the peak streets on the hills. Mass- 
port's modelling doesn't reflect this. Its monitoring 
either doesn't monitor thsese Spots at all or else understates 
impacts by allowing monitors to do down without repairing 


them for up to 2 years (App. 2). 


When and where monitoring has been done in Chelsea, readings 
are routinely in the 90-100 aB range (see App. 3), and 

meet the 70 dNj, standard for average noise (based on readings 
at Monitor 15 at Admiral's Hill, and readings from temporary 
monitor on Beacon St. in 1998). However, actual noise 
impacts are not adequately or consistently monitored at 

some hot spots, again depressing the impact numbers. For 

2 years, Massport's noise monitor on Admiral's Hill in 
Chelsea was down, including the entire baseline year of 

1993 (see App. 2). The same Problem occurred for 2 weeks 
during the short period in 1998 when Councillor Galarneau 


had a temporary monitor on Beacon St. 
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Furthermore, noise impacts are also understated because 
monitors are not placed to capture the full impacts of 
Massport's noise and air pollution (see Vol. II, 31°45). 
Chelsea, for example, has only 1 noise monitor, on Admiral's 
Hill, and 1 air monitoring station, at the Soldier's Home 

on Powderhorn Hill. These hills are 2 of the high points 

in the city, each removed from the most severe impacts 

of Massport's operations. As planes take off or land, 

they pass over the waterfront at altitudes well below 300 
feet and drop,or rise as they approach Admiral's Hill. 

The impacts recorded on the hill are less than what the 
waterfront residents experience,for this reason. The 18- 
wheeler blitzkrieg occurs outside the gated, truck-exclusion 
Admiral's Hill area, again on the waterfront. The air 

and noise pollution from hundreds of 18-wheelers on their 
way to the airport via the Beacon Street off-ramp, travelling 
through densely-populated 50-ft. streets every day, plus 

the millions of passenger vehicles to the airport every 
year, all travel through the waterfront area. This area 

is at the other end of Chelsea from the Powderhorn Hill 
monitor. The waterfront hot spot is simply not monitored; 
and Massport is allowed to claim that no monitoring means 


no impacts. 


If you fail to maintain monitors in working condition for 

as long as 2 years, if you manipulate calculated vs. measured 
LDN values in your presentation of data (compare App. 2 

with Vol. r,5281¢), and if you do not monitor noise hot 
spots, then your statistics are all skewed so as to minimize 


the true extent of impacts. 


TO arrive at its numbers, Massport has also disregarded 
another source of information that is a reality check on 


its modelling and monitoring: public feedback. In Chelsea, 


and in other affected communities, residents have complained 
for years that impacts have been unbearable. One flight 
path tracks the street where I live in Chelsea: Beacon 
Street. Planes fly almost daily, and routinely on Saturdays 
and Sundays starting at 6 a.m., for hours (14.5 this summer 
was a record), often past midnight, and throughout the 
night. They fly at intervals of 60 seconds or less very 
often, and this is for hours. On the Chelsea waterfront, 
Planes fly right above the roofs of 3-story 45-ft brick 
rowhouses. A Massport official at the Chelsea City Council 
meeting of March 3, 1999, stated that planes coming in 

for a landing over the waterfront (on 15R/33L) are at approximately 
268 feet. They are closer than that to the roofs. The 
screaming, booming, thundering jet noises are Painful and 
profoundly disruptive to normal life. It is impossible 

to hear someone Speaking to you from 3 feet away. You 
Cannot hear conversation, TV, music or yourself think; 

this is indoors. It is difficult to fall asleep or stay 
asleep. Brick houses vibrate. Bones vibrate. All the 
health effects of extreme noise exposure, and the consequences 
of constant triggering of the "flight or fight" response 
define the quality of life in the areas around the airport. 
Chelsea's waterfront is one of the oldest parts of the 

city, settled in the 1600's. Many of the rowhouses were 
built in the 1800's; the house where I live was built in 
1865. These buildings were not designed to withstand the 
repeated impacts of jumbo jets flying overhead at less 

than 300 feet. The EPA goal of a DNL of 45 @B inside a 

home (Vol. I, 6-57) would be a welcome relief on the waterfront; 
of course, Massport chooses to use the significantly higher 
FAA standard of 65. 


Massport officials know that more people in Chelsea are 
subject to much more noise than their modelling captures 


in the noise contour, or their 1 monitor shows. Massport 


representatives, including Peter Blute and Betty Desrosiers, 
have conceded this as a matter of public record in Chelsea 
City Council meetings and at the presentation at the Chelsea 
YMCA on 1/19/99. But Massport has not let information 

get in the wa: of their analysis. 


The failures of Logan's modelling and monitoring have been 
raised for years by many communities. They are known to 
Massport and the FAA, who do not reflect them in this proposal 
and did not respond to them in the "Responses" to Comments 
(see, @.9.y Vol. IT} 10.9) 13) 14,42, 16.6, 31.47, and Vol.1, 
6.5). The agencies have in fact denied any community dis- 
ruption (Vol. I, 6-5). Massport does not include in its 
Proposal the persistent community protests, the noise complaint 
data from its hotline, or present in a coherent way its 20 4 
own track record of inaccurate noise measurement. Even 
protests from local, state and federal representatives 

are not used as a check for the numbers that Massport wants 


to use (see, e.g., Vol. II, passim). 


Massport's modelling and monitoring fail to capture reality. 
Massport knows this. The communities have presented evidence 
for years that agreed-upon flight paths are not followed, 
that noise impacts are far worse than the imaginary noise 
contour maps suggest (it's not unusual for the map to draw 
the contour line in a place like the middle of Chelsea 
Creek), and that monitoring stations do not fully capture 

the real impacts of flyovers because of their inadequate 
placement and maintenance. As community residents consistently 
testified at the April 7 and 8 public hearings, they are 
much more disturbed than Massport will admit. 


Despite the protests, none of the communities' pleas have 


persuaded Massport to revise its noise contour map, until 
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it was useful to do so as part of this proposal. In Chelsea, 
despite what Massport has conceded to be understatement 

of impacts, currently and for many years, no one in Chelsea 
fell within the 65 dB noise contour. Furthermore, the 
waterfront area, including Beacon Street, is not on the 

Map under the 14/32 proposal (Vol. I, 5-3). This is so, 

even though Massport uses numbers of several thousands 

of people in Chelsea in the 65dB, up to the 75dB range, 

in its hypothetical 1993 baseline for the city. 


Because of the way that Massport conducts its community 
relations, even complaints are low, although they 

do provide another useful check on Massport's numbers. 

The unwillingness of Massport to honestly report on impacts 
extends to the operation of the Noise Complaint Hotline. 
Community feedback has highlighted the Many problems with 
this hotline: inadequate staffing (from 9-5 weekdays, 
there is a dedicated number; nights, weekeends and holidays, 
you are transferred to Operations), the line is frequently 
busy or out of commission (especially during blitzkriegs), 
often hostile staff who argue with you or fail to take 
information correctly. My own experience is that it is 

a discouraging experience to even register a complaint, 

and that Massport makes it difficult. Often, details about 
the duration, frequency or height of flyovers is omitted 
through careless or intentional editing of complaints. 

Of course, this is important information that could be 

used as a check on impact numbers. Instead, people often 
experience the complaint hotline as "insult added to injury" 
and stop registering their complaints. With such hostility 
and frequent unavailability of the line, the extent of 
neighborhood disturbance isagain understated. It is 


worthwhile to remember that, as a rule of thumb, where 
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1 person has the gumption to complain about a disturbance, 
at least 10 others have been disturbed but have not complained. 
(See, for illustrative Purposes, App. 4). 


There are still more sources of bad statistics and understatement. 
One is the omission of significant data through failure 

to coordinate with other agencies with necessaryexpertise, 

such as the Department of Public Health, the State Transportation (|. || 
Department, including public transportation gurus and highway 
departments, or through failure to report available information. 
For example, in disregard of EPA and DEP directives (Vol. 

II, Letters 1, HA? pis 935s Massport doesn't take into 
specific account the noise and air pollution caused by 

through drivers to Logan: 18-wheeler, Logan Equipment, 

passengers, parking lots. Cargo traffic grew from a 1931 low 

of 498,000,000 1bs to a high of 974 million lbs in 1997 

(Vol. I, 1-9). This moves at night primarily, on cargo 

planes that fly between 10 p.m. and 6 a.m. They rumble 

like air cargo planes do, when they fly over at 4 a.m. 

(Vol. I, 1-10). Down at the ground, what this means is 

that the Chelsea and East Boston waterfronts, and parts 

of Charlestown, the North End,etc. have become truck routes 

for tnousands of 18-wheeler long haul drivers, that run 

all day and nightthrough densely-populated residential 
neighborhoods. These are diesel trucks. The air and noise 
pollution from this operation, which Massport actively 

encourages, is not monitored. Readings by Massport/Tobin 

Bridge of truck noise on the Beacon Street ramp registeed 

upwards of 100 dB, less than 30 feet from residences. 

The 1 air monitor in Chelsea from DPH is at Soldier's Home, 

as far away as you can get from the air and ground traffic 

to the airport. There's a concentrated impact area. It's 207.12 
not monitored. These impacts are not accounted for in 


the proposal, and they will only get worse if Logan's oper- 
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ations are allowed to increase. Of course, Stage 3 aircraft 

won't help with this. In addition to the trucks and drive- 

through flyers, towns become Parking lots. 2500+. parking 

Spaces for employees and PasSengers, 2 car rental lots, 

and an Official Airport Overlay District designation is 

a lot of presence. It should be monitored independently, 

perhaps with funding from Massport to DPH to do an epidem- 

iology Study (see Vol. II, Letter 45.85 work with DPH instead 

of passing the buck (Vol. II, 45.8 ). DPH is underresourced, 

the environmental agencies are strained financially. Residents 

have requested additional monitors (Vol. II, Letters 17.5 

and 45. 8), and an epidemiology Study. Massport, which 207.13 
has spent $3 million on PR and consultants, as well as . 
budgeting $200,000 for an ad campaign, and which has contributed 
$100 million to the Big Dig, shouldbe able to fund a DPH 


assessment of health impacts in the surrounding communities. 


As it is, Massport has failed to provide information requested 
in the scoping directives, or to inform the Public about 

the consequences of Massport's Operations. (See Vol. II, 
Letters 1, 1.12,1.15,2.3). The public has been in the 
position of informing everyone else of the real impacts. 


Another unknown but overstated factor: the effectiveness 

of Massport's mitigation efforts, and the final source 

of understated impacts in this analysis. Massport's 
numbers are also low because of its incorrect assumption 

that its mitigation is effective. The Proposal only mentions 
1 test of the adequacy of Massport's testing of mitigation 
effectivess (Vol. I, 5-10), apparently of soundproofing 


of single rooms, the most extreme soundproofing done, in 1984! 


Residents who have undergone soundproofing have complained 
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that it is ineffective against the planes, and that Massport 
has failed to honor its commitments to mitigate; one speaker 

on April 7, 1999 compared it to holding up a wet tea bag 

(Vol. II, Letters 14.12, 36). It's also unclear from 

the analysis, what percentage of the eligible population 

have even received it. (see Vol. I, 5-ll-a total of 4602 

units have been soundproofed without a breakdown of types 

of soundproofing or follow-ups on effectiveness, or # eligible.) 


Massport does not reflect these complaints in its analysis 207.14 
of mitigation. The complaints mean that even where Mass- 
port has tried to mitigate its impacts, it hasn't been 

able to. Nor does Massport identify any measures to assess 
whether the soundproofing works (Vol. II, Letter 31.13). 

In Chelsea, double-pane windows are worthless against the 
noise of low-flying jets (and trucks). Earplugs don't 
always work. The most extreme measure offered by Massport 
is soundproofing of one room. It's important to realize 
that, even if effective, this would hold you hostage in 
your home. Only one room would be livable. Home life 

in 1 room, no community life, is not mitigation. It is 

not a reasonable solution to the problem of excessive plane 
noise to make people prisoners in their own houses. This 
is not the normal life through soundproofing that Massport 
asserts (Vol. I, ES-5, 5-10). 


Because of all the elements that tend to produce understated 

impacts on the people who live around the airport, the 

agency has underestimated the number of people who live 

with 60dB, 70 4B, 80-past 100dB routinely; the air and 

noise pollution its total Operations produce; the social, 207.15 
economic, health and esthetic damage it does. By not verifying 

its models, and failing to take into account information 

from residents, Massport has Submitted an impacts analysis 


that is statistical nonsense. It is misinformation. 
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ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 


A second critical flaw in the proposal, and one affected 

by the faulty analysis of impacts, is Massport's failure 

to propose meaningful, reasonable alternatives and to conduct 
a thorough study and detailed description of them. This 

is in part a reflection of the bias in Massport's choice 

of "problem". Delay is as much a Symptom of an airport 
Operating beyond its effective Capacity, as a problem per 

se. In fact, delay is Only one of the problems at Logan. 

In 1993, the baseline year, Logan was the 6th busiest airport 
in the country. Air traffic controllers have made an issue 
of understaffing and inadequate equipment, leading to radar 
outages, a serious Safety concern. (See App. 5). Noise. 

and air pollution, traffic overload, parking lot Sprawl, 

the threats to human health and Safety, neighborhood de- 
gradation, and the failure to achieve a workable regional 
transportation policy, are all Problems at and around Logan. 


Logan has a nameplate capacity of 120 flights per peak hour. 
With 5 current runways, its current average 3-runway Capacity 
during visual flight rules (VFR), is 120 Planes per hour 
over 80% of the year (Vol. I, ES-16). Its annual average 
3-runway Capacity across all weather is 115. (Vol. 1p 8Se 
16). For the communities and Logan, even these numbers, 

so close to rated Capacity, are too much, or we wouldn't 

be here ona Proposal to increase Capacity. Logan is sub- 
ject to the constraints of wind and weather , which in turn 
are exacerbated by the volume of small planes using the 
airport, now 45% of the traffic (Vol. I, 4-5 ), By its 

Own admission, almost 5 million people who drive to Logan 
every year are closer to other regional airports (an envir- 
onmental crisis in itself) (vol. I, 2-19). 


Notwithstanding its Stated intent to the contrary, the effect 
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of Massport's efforts, including the $3 million spent on 

PR and consultants, and an ad campaign at Logan and in the 

media, will increase the airport's capacity and "improve" 

that 115 statistic. (See Vol. II, Letters 10,39). Massport 

has given short shrift to everything but its preferred al- 
ternative. What its analysis demonstrates is a "straw man" 

approach to alternatives that might reduce its operations: 

a reluctant and ultimately rejecting consideration of peak 

pricing, a l-paragraph dismissal of a second airport (Vol. 

I, 2-4), a competitive and grudging assessment of other 

regional solutions (in fact, the rail, regional airport 

and telecom "alternatives" can be considered part of the 

No Action alternative). No Action, while it is required 

as an alternative under NEPA analysis, is not a reasonable y 
option for the communities, inconsistent with the goal of 07.16 
environmental protection, and not responsive to issues such (cont.) 
as safety. To allow Massport to conduct this analysis without 
proposing a significant alternative to the growth of the 

airport is to make a mockery of NEPA. Whatever Massport 

thinks the capacity should be, community residents from 

at least 28 cities and towns have been vociferous in their 

many meetings with Massport and the FAA, in their noise 20717 
complaints, and through their local, state and federal rep- , 
resentatives, that the human carrying capacity in this area 

has been exceeded-a critical point left out of Massport's 


analysis. 


This is not an alternatives analysis, as that term is ordinarily 
understood. For the public, as Betty Desrosiers' pre- 
sentations made clear, there is no real alternative. Mass- 
port's promise is blunt: flights will come and go, more 

and more (22,000 more in Chelsea), the growth will be vig- 
orous, and the only choice is whether this growth occurs 

with or without Runway 14/32. 
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Alternatives must be evaluated in terms of theér context, 

the challenge of a reasonable transportation policy for 

Boston and the region. If the problem that Massport chooses 

to deal with is delay, at least one of its alternatives 

should focus on a solution that would solve delays while 

minimizing or avoiding environmental impacts. The environ- 

mental secretaries directed Massport to explore ways of 207.18 
accomplishing its goals without airfield improvements (Vol. 

II, ENF Cert.), and to consider operations restrictions 

as a mitigation measure (Vol. II, Letter L520, These directives 


are ignored or minimized in the alternatives analysis. 


Massport has overlooked an important alternative that deserves 
consideration from both the airport and community perspec- 

tives. A meaningful alternative that would accommodate 

travelers and communities would be to reassess the effective 
Capacity of Logan with the goal of shifting traffic now, 

and creating a well-functioning, right-size airport in the 

context of livable communities. It is not in the city's 

Or the region's interests to reduce the quality of life 207.19 
in 28 communities, to destabilize areas such as Chelsea, ; 
or to impose additional environmental burdens on a population 

that is already pleading for relief. Airport capacities 

have been modified, and there is no reason those modifica- 

tions cannot be downward, in line with public health and 

Safety; business pressure and the convenience of the traveling 
public have to be secondary concerns to safety and health. 


Using a workable Capacity cap, Logan could reduce its delays. 
and begin to remediate the environmental damage to the sur- 
rounding communities. This alternative would provide an 
incentive to reroute traffic to other airports that could 
accommodate them (the regionals have a market penetration 
rate of 51%- Vol. 1, 2-21), The cap of 120 that Massport 
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aspires to, after all, represents a choice, a model really. 
It was set notwithstanding all the "constraints" that Mass- 
port claims prevent a new cap (see Vol. II, Letters/Non- 
Responses 30.08, 31.53, regarding caps and forcing mechanisms 
to shift traffic). Logan's Capacity needs to be set at 

a workable level. 


In addition to the above concerns about the "Preferred Al- 
ternative" alternative, I take issue with the analysis of 
Reduced Minimums as a method of reducing delay. Consistent 
with its goal to increase Capacity statistics, this pro- 
posal would reduce the altitude minimums for when pilots 
could rely on instrument flight rules rather than visual 
flight rules, for landings (IFR vs. VFR). Currently, 1 

of 5 runways is used for IFR landings. The proposal would 
extend IFR to 4 other runways. The FAA asserts that this 
would ensure the greatest availability of runways during 
poor weather, consistent with current industry practice 

for major commercial airports (Vol. I, 3-36). The critical 
difference from current practice, is that the current mimimums 
would be reduced by half, so that the point at which a pilot 


rust see the runway will be closer than now. 


This proposal ignores the fact that Losun is not like most 

‘major commercial airports. It's very small, it's surrounded 

by homes and downtown Boston, and its flight paths over 

these areas pass many hazards. Densely-populated residential 
neighborhoods come up to the airfield. Along the flight 

paths, planes fly over a majOr power plant, an LNG fac- 

ility, several oil tank farms, the Tobin Bridge and 2 other 

bridges that are major thoroughfares into East Boston and 

downtown Boston, and hills. Whatever safety advantages 207.20 
there are to flying on IFR are Cancelled out by the increased 


risks of flying over this terrain without a visual check. 
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Once again, a measure has been Proposed without adequately 
considering the specific environment of this airport, rather 
than a modelled, hypothetical “major commercial airport". 
Many airports do not present the obstacle course that Logan's 
surroundings do. The extra measure of safety that VFR pw- 
vides for these densely-populated communities is the real 
Safety issue. As it is, the landings and takeoffs over 

the roofs of homes in Chelsea, East Boston, Revere and Win- 
throp are heart-stopping. There is no margin for error; 

we are already flirting with disaster. 


The proposal admits that reduced minimums will have an in- 
significant impact on delay (Vol. I, 8-2 ). The real point 
of this alternative seems to be to boost the numbers of 
runways that can be used in adverse weather. That is, of 
course, precisely when you should not be flying over power 
Plants, LNG and oil tank facilities, bridges and densely- 
populated residential ares at under 300 feet, without a 
visual check as well as every other kind of check you can 
manage. In 1995, Massport and the FAA did not respond to 
these safety concerns raised by residents (see Vol. II, 
Letters 12.1, 14.10, 30.1) The lack of awareness and respect 
for the surrounding communities that this alternative re- 
flects is symptomatic of the myopia of Logan's Planning. 

I urge the FAA to withdraw this Proposal, or the reviewing 


agencies to reject it as inadequate in its analysis. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS 


Massport's Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis is also 
flawed. Both within the specific poverty and race guide- 
lines of the Presidential Order, and a broader analysis 
based on the principle of proportionality, Massport's 
Proposal fails the test of environmental justice. 


Because this analysis is based on noise contour maps, its 
numbers are understated and unreliable. It is impossible 
to know from its analysis how many people who are minori- 
ties or below the poverty line (BPL) are disproportionately 
affected by its operations. Massport's noise contour map 
excludes significant numbers of people in Chelsea, including 
poor, minority and immigrant populations. For example, 

one of the areas in Chelsea most affected by Massportes 

air and ground operations is the waterfront, specifically 
the areas to the east of the Tobin Bridge. According 

to a study funded by EPA, these areas contain large pop- 
ulations that are BPL and minority (App. 6). These figures 
are not reflected in Massport's analysis, which has all 

the intellectual rigor of a schoolkid writing "There is 


no EJ issue here" 100 times on a blackboard. 


There is another EJ issue that Massport fails to acknowledge. 

The principle of EJ is based on the notion of proportionality 
and the reality that certain populations are disproportionate- 
ly affected by polluting activities. There is a huge issue 

of EJ having’ to do with the Current, disproportionate im- 

pact of Massport and other government and private operations 


on the communities around Boston Harbor. 


After 3 careful reviews, I cannot recognize my neighborhood 
in this proposal. Chelsea is the smallest city in the state. 
At 1.8 square miles, it suffers environmental assault out 


o€ all proportion to its ability to absorb it. Residents 
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experience: millions of passenger and commercial vehicles 
every month on the Tobin Bridge (2,000,000 vehicles a monthe 
Massport), and Routes 1 and 16 (within 50 feet of residences 
for the bridge), the downwind emissions of Sithe/Mystic 
Power Plant, one of the state's Dirty Dozen, an LNG facility 
on itS border with Everett, thousands of 18-wheelers on 
residential streets Carrying air cargo to Logan (an opera- 
tion that Massport has encouraged, and that runs within 

25 feet of residences on the densely-populated Chelsea and 
East Boston waterfronts, without any attempt by Massport 

to reroute it), the largest salt pile in the Northeast, 
which is uncovered and which Supplies Massachusetts cities 
and towns/ running 18-wheeler dump trucks through residential 
streets in Chelsea), truck traffic to the New England Pro- 
duce Center which supplies New England and eastern Canada, 
several oil tank farms, an asphalt facility, 44 c. 21E toxic 
sites, thousands of parking spaces on the waterfront for 
Logan employees and passengers, and lots of dirty businesses, 
such as recyclers of toxic materials. The public health 
Statistics for Chelsea show elevated leveis of illness and 
disease. The noise and air pollution is obvious and dis- 
tressing on any visit to the city. Massport's proposal 

does not give you a clue as to this context and the role 

it plays in the continuing assault on the Safety, health 

and quality of life for people who live in Chelsea. And 
this is the target area for Massport's improvements. Mass- 
port and the FAA are "committed" to maximizing the use of 
the runways that currently blitz Chelsea: 15R/33L,for late 
night flights in particular, between midnite and 6 a.m. 


(Vol. I, 5-12) and to run the greatest number of additional 


flights:22,000, overhead. To allow Logan to expand its operations, 


air and ground, through communities like Chelsea, is uncon- 
scionable. In environmental terms, it is to institutionalize 


a sacrifice area. No community should have to endure this. 
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Similarly, the other communities most affected by Logan's 
ground and air operations are also communities which bear 

more than their share of activities that nobody wants but 
everyone needs: the MWRA sewage plant (Winthrop), several 
major highways (Revere, E. Boston, Chelsea, Charlestown), 

the Callahan and Sumner Tunnels (E. Boston), a coal and 
oil-burning power plant (Everett and downwind communities 

such as Chelsea and Charlestown), the Tobin Bridge (Charles- 
town and Chelsea), an LNG facility (Everett), oil tank farms 
(Chelsea, E. Boston), thousands of parking spaces for Logan 
(E. Boston, Revere, Chelsea), MBTA bus depots (Roxbury), 
dozens of 21E sites and brownfields (throughout the area; 

44 21E sites in Chelsea alone), the Big Dig (downtown Boston, 
Fort Point, North End),..... -These are communities that 

have borne a disproportionate environmental burden for city 
and regional projects. As necessary as these projects are, 
the communities and the people who live in them have a limited 
Capacity to absorb this environmental assault. To go from 

bad to worse, with or without Runway 14/32, is to go in 

the wrong direction. More of the Same is not an environmentally 


sound policy or responsible community planning in this matter. 


This entire context is omitted in Massport's analysis of 
EJ. Massport gives a very different picture of what is 

at stake. "Within the box" of Massport's analysis, the 
agency continues its m.o. of understating impacts and over- 
stating benefits; it fails to give an accurate picture of 
the context in which growth is occurring. "Outside the 
box" of its analysis, there is a world of pain that Mass- 
port needs to take responsibility for: hours of screaming 
jets over residential neighborhoods, day, night, weekends, 
and holidays, at altitudes below 300 feet, excessive truck 
traffic in residential neighborhoods, millions of passenger 
vehicles overburdening an already polluted environment, 


and the destabilization and blightina of neighborhoods. 


Instead, Massport informs us that 507,000 operations isn't 
enough, and that this traffic will increase dramatically, 
but that there will not be any cumulative impacts to 
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Speak of. This is not justice, it's nonsense, it's dumping. 


To allow Massport to grow beyond a well-functioning capa- 


city makes it unworkable and makes the communities around 


it unlivable. This is just the situation that the prin- 
ciple of EJ is meant to address. It is no more acceptable 
to allow disproportionate impacts in areas with working- 
Class, poor, minority, immigrant and diverse urban pop- 
ulations than it is to allow continued dumping in areas 
that meet the bright-line criteria of 50% of population 
BPL or minority. Environmental justice is an encom- 
passing principle; a key element is the concept of propor- 
tionality and that is exactly what the areas around the 
airport represent now-disproportionate impact. We need 
Protection from the destructive growth of Logan, with or 
without 14/32. 


Massport must be given incentives to Create a workable air- 
port and to remedy neighbo rhood damage» it creates. It 
does not, for example, consider increasing the percentage 
of Stage 3 aircraft despite its claims for them (Vol. I, 

5.8 ), restricting night time flights despite the dis- 
turbance they cause (Vol. I, 5.9 ). Justice is not served 
by denial of impacts or inadequate mitigation. Justice 

is something that every community has the right to expect, 
whether it is in Winchendon, Chelsea, Bedford, E. Boston, 
Dover, Revere, Roxbury, or Winthrop. What would be justice 


for the communities around the airport? 
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CONCLUSION 


The evaluation of this Proposal cannot be solely about the 
terms that Massport and the FAA have set it in: delay. 
Delay is as much a Symptom of the problem as the. problem 
itself. The root problem is that, even Operating at an 
annual average over all conditions of 115 Operations per 
hour, Logan is Operating beyond its effective Capacity. 
For some time, it has been Operating well beyond the Carry- 
ing Capacity of the communities whose residents eat its 
impacts. Even the airport has problems accommodating 
growth of 112+% over 20 years. Human beings simply can't 
take the air and noise pollution, the disruption of home 
and community life that has come with this explosive 
growth. This proposal needs critical attention and the 
communities need your protection, because at stake here 

is much more than the hypothetical $313 million delay costs 
to airlines and passengers and Logan's standing in the 
delay statistics. At stake is the livability of the 28 
Surrounding communities whose long-standing protests 
against Logan's environmental damage have been ignored. 
The goal of accommodating 120 flights per hour is a pre- 
conceiveg notion of what a safe, environmentally sound, 
workable capacity is for this airport in this place. 
Quality of life is not just a slogan for the people + who 
live with the airport's impacts. In Chelsea, where I have 
experienced these impacts for several years, what is at 
stake is the viability of a community that is a sacrifice 
area otherwise, as far as polluters are concerned; and 


Massport is chief among those polluters. 


Something is wrong when modeling and monitoring fail to 
reflect reality and do go in Ways that systematically under- 
State impacts. Something is wrong when an analysis fails 


to account for community feedback on the reliability of 


207.26 


24 


your data. Something is wrong when an alternatives analysis 
gives us the choice of whether to accommodate growth that 
is beyond human and airport capacity, with or without a 
new runway. Something is wrong when an environmental sec- 
retary's directive to conduct a sensitive Environmental 
Justice analysis produces a 3 and 1/2 page mechanistic 
use of a flawed noise contour Map to conclude that there 
is no EJ issue in areas known to be environmental dumping 
grounds for private and public business. Something is 
wrong when Massport's proposal provides disinformation, 
fails to respond to specific scoping directives, and pro- 
duces a picture of local conditions that bears little or 


no resemblance to reality. 


The communities need reliable information, remediation, 
and your protection (see App. 7). What needs protection 
here are the physical and human environments of the comm- 
unities that suffer Logan's impacts. These communities 
have protested for years that the impacts are worse than 
Logan will admit, and that those impacts threaten the 
public health and safety. 


What does not need protection here are business interests, 
which are highly elastic, and which have a flexibility that 
neighborhoods do not; they can and will adapt, market style, 
to shifts in Operations, reduced capacities at Logan, or 


the need to go to another airport to get to Boston. 


What also does not need protection here is the desire of 
Massport and the FAA to achieve a better standing in delay 
Statistics. This is not a football game, this is a matter 
of how this airport will fit into this city, and the safety, 
health, economic, aesthetic and social impacts on people's 


lives. 


Finally, this cannot be an exercise to protect the power 
of a government agency to spend $3 million plus of public 


money on PR, consulting and advertising in order to design 


a pre-ordained "Preferred Alternative". 


What this proposal was supposed to do, but has not, was 
to accurately inform the public and the environmental a- 


gencies about actual impacts of current and Proposed op- 


erations, propose meaningful alternatives including effective 


mitigation, and conduct a sensitive environmental justice 
analysis. Unless we hold Massport to basic standards of 
accuracy and comprehensive, reasonable Planning, we allow 
a bad situation to get worse. We create a disincentive 


to create a responsive, imaginative solution to Logan's 


problems as an urban airport, And we condemnm the surrounding 


neighborhoods to further degradation, loss of community 


viability, and the disruption of health and quality of life. 


We need the informed environmental consideration that NEPA 


guarantees. Massport's record demonstrates that it is 


either unwilling or unable to account for the actual impacts 
cf its operations or to remedy them. Among the information 
and initiatives that are needed are: coordination and funding 
of agencies to provide data on air and uoise pollution and 


epidemiology, such as the Department of Public Health and 


the state transportation departments, especially the re- 


gional and highway departments; adequate and accurate mon- 


itoring of air and noise pollution in areas that reflect 


those impacts; consideration of improvements such as a 


ban on night flights and rerouting of passenger and truck - 


traffic away from residential areas; a collaborative pro- 
cess that gives the communities a real influence over 
airport operations that affect them, and that reflects 
real alternatives to Logan growth as part of a regional 


transportation policy; and ways to ensure that there is 
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an independent, competent assessment of Logan's impacts. 
Massport has "...become the prisoner of (its) tactics, 
seldom looking behind them at the Strategies." (Jane 
Jacohs, The Death and Life of Great American Cities, 

P- 322, Vintage 1992). Residents cannot afford such short-— 
Sighted planning. We need what Massport calls "sufficient 
relief", and this ain't it. 


Given the defects in its Proposal, it would be appropriate 
for Massport to withdraw it and go back to the drawing 
board for planning that will achieve a workable airport 
and livable communities. If Massport will not do that, 

I urge you to reject this Proposal as inadequate, under 
NEPA and the scoping directives of the environmental sec- 


retaries. We can do much better than this. We have to. 


"We cannot solve the problems we have created with the 
Same thinking that created them." 


Einstein 


APPENDIX 1 


Table of Noise-Exposed Population by Community, 
1994/1995 Logan GEIR Updates 


Table 6-3 
Noise-Exposed Population by Community 


Year 80+ L, 75-80 L, 70-75 L,, “65-70 L, Total (65+) | 60-65 L, 


1 
Boston 
1987 0 533 6,436 40,020 46,989 | NA 
1990 0 0 1,778 28,970 30,748 NA 
1993 0 0 264 2,820 3064 NA 
1994 0 106 265 7,698 8,069 1; 30,895 
1995 0 106 851 8,815 9,772 33,765 
1996 0 106 374 8,775 9255 1 40,992 
1999 0 48 58 3,413 3519 + — 16020 
2010" 0 48 58 1,398 1506 | 12107 
2010t 0 48 58 1,926 2002 1 (12,804 
Chelsea 
1987 0 0 2,635 4,457 7092 | NA 
1990 0 0 0 4813 4813 | NA - 
1993 0 0 0 0 0 | NA 
1994 0 0 0 0 0 + — @sto 
1995 0 0 0 95 9 | 9750 
1996 0 0 0 0 0 1 8744 
1999 0 0 0 0 0 1 4490 
2010" 0 0 0 0 0 1 2788 
2010+ 0 0 0 0 0 1 3,065 
Everett BD 5 
1987 0 0 0 287 287° | NA 
1990 0 0 0 0 of NA 
1993 0 0 0 0 oe NA 
1994 0 0 0 0 0 | 0 
1995 0 0 0 0 0 | 0 
1996 0 0 0. 0 0 | 0 
1999 0 0 0 0 o | 0 
2010" 0 0 0 0 0 | 0 
2010+ 0 0 0 0 0 ! 0 


APPENDIX 2 


3/98 Massport Measured Ldn Noise Levels Report 1991-1997 


Mar-98 


Area 
South End 
S Boston 
S Boston 
Winthrop 
Winthrop 
Winthrop 
Winthrop 
Winthrop 
E Boston 
E Boston 
E Boston 
E Boston 
E Boston 
E Boston 
Chelsea 
Revere 
Revere 
Nahant 
Swampscott 
Lynn 
Everett 
Medford 
Dorchester 
Milton 
Quincy 

Hull 
Roxbury 
Mattapan 
East Boston 


Location 
E Dedham 
Bolton St 
SB Yacht Club 
Grandview 

Faun Bar 
Somerset 

Loring Rd 

Morton St 
Annavoy 
Shawsheen 

OH Hill 

EB Yacht Club 

EB High 

JP Yacht Club 
Admiral's Hill 
Bradstreet 

Carey Circle 

CG Rec Facility 
Smith Lane 

Flax Pond 
Prescott 

Magoun 
Myrtlebank 
Cunningham Pk 
Squaw Rock Pk 
Hull HS 

Bos Latin Academy 
Lewenberg School 
Piers Park 


2 
[on as 


OONMHMAYWD alZ 


Measured Ldn Noise Levels Report 


Summary of Measured 


Day-Night Equivalent Sound Levels 


Summary to Date 


1993 
64.6 66.2 
68.1 67.5 
69.4 69.3 
79.7 79.8 
72.7 73.3 
71.1 71.1 
74.1 74.1 
67.6 68.4 
75.8 75.6 
71.2 71.3 
Not in Not in 
73.2 * Down 
66.5 64.9 
67.5 67.4 
Down Down 
71.3 71.4 
67.2 66.4 
68.3 69.1 
57.6 58.8 
59.3 * 60.6 
62.4 * 62.9 
61.3 59.6 
63.4 63.6 
60.9 61.8 
58.6 59.5 * 
65.0 65.7 
Not in Not in 
Not in Not in 
Not in Not in 


* Partial 


1994 
66.3 
68.1 
68.2 
79.1 
72.0 
71.5 
74.1 
66.6 
76.0 
70.6 
Not in 
71.7 * 
65.4 
65.7 
67.0 * 
69.9 
66.8 
66.2 
56.8 * 
59.4 
60.2 
59.6 
63.2 * 
60.7 
56.6 * 
64.1 
Not in 
Not in 
Not in 


1995 
65.9 
68.2 
68.1 
79.6 
71.7 
71.0 
73.4 
67.2 
75.8 
70.2 

Not in 
71.6 * 
66.4 
66.6 
67.2 
71.8 
66.7 
66.7 
56.8 
58.8 
60.6 
60.2 
62.8 
60.6 
57.2 
63.7 

Not in 

Not in 

Not in 


1996 
66.4 
69.0 
66.8 
78.8 
71.7 * 
71.1 
73.8 
67.8 
75.7 
70.8 
66.4 * 
72.7 
66.5 
66.9 
68.5 
72.3 
66.7 
66.7 * 
56.7 
59.9 
60.7 
60.0 
62.5 
60.6 
57.9 
63.6 
Not in 
Not in 
63.6 * 


1997 


69.4 
67.1 

80.4 
71.1 

71.4 
74.4 
68.2 
76.0 
#139 
66.8 
72.7 
67.1 
67.0 
67.6 
71.9 
66.7 
65.8 
56.9 
59.2 
61.0 
60.7 
62.7 
60.6 
60.1 

63.7 
64.7 
59.4 
63.4 


LOGAN AIRSIDE Draft EIS/EIR-Draft 
TABLE 5.2-4 1993 CALCULATED DNL, LeqN and Lmax VALUES 


Identity Location ONL (dB) Leqn (dB) Lmax (dB) 
) Andrew St., South End 57.9 49.6 91.3 


2 B & Bolton, South Boston 624° 5  §79 101.6 
3 S. Boston Yacht Club, S. Boston 64.1 29.5 63.9 94.4 
4 Bay View & Grand View, Winthrop 78.1 2. 68.4 120.5 
‘5 Harborview & Faun Bar, Winthrop 15 /5.3 622 99.7 
6 Somerset & Johnson, Winthrop 68.0 7: :! 58.8 89.7 
7 Loring Rd. near Court, Winthrop 78.0 7: 68.1 104.7 
8 Morton & Amelia, Winthrop 68.5 7.4 567 103.6 
9 Bayswater & Nancia, E. Boston 73.8 62.3 110.0 
10 Bayswater & Shawsheen, E. Boston 68.27 = 57.5 96.5 
n Don Orione, E. Boston 63.3 we<.24 0 53) 90.3 
12 E. Boston Yacht Club, E. Boston 72.7 2 fitrx1 63,7 93.0 
13 E. Boston High School, E. Boston 685 24.4 618 103.4 
A Summer near Lamson, E. Boston 63.0 55.2 81.8 
14 Jeffries Point Yacht Club, E. Boston 645 4" + 562 84.8 
15 Shurtleff & Essex. Chelsea 7 06.6 # “14, 599 102.7 
16 Bradstreet Ave. & Sales, Revere 70.6 73.4 60.3 104.1 
17 Carey Circle, Revere 60.4 +. §02 92.3 
23 Myrtlebank/Hill Top, Dorchester §3.3.2° 3 43.4 81.1 
24 Cunningham Park, Milton 524 f° ¢ 43.1 77.3 
25 Squaw Rock Park, Quincy See aha 78.7 
26 Hull High School, Hull 55.6 4°-° 477 86.0 


E Farragut @ 2nd, S. Boston 64.4 54.2 94.5 


Affected Environment 5-35 February 1999 


APPENDIX 3 


4/99 Boston Magazine:Massport Statistics on Max dB 


When the Broup of nine was founded a year anda 
half ago, one member had cancer, and js now in 
chemotherapy, Two have since been diagnosed—one with 
breast cancer and one with melanoma, both caught in the early stages, 
The cancer Prevention group's cancer ratio is itself now an alarm- 
ing one in three, 


Bator,” says Christina Ryke, a group member who survived breast 
cancer in the late’80s. A few years ago, she was diagnosed with can- 


I felt there wasa hi incidence of cancer, and Started writing down 
where People lived and what they had back in the late "80s. 1 found 


NO question there’s something happening.” 


ene (TCE) in their water supply, 
_ But Woburn is not the only area 
with a so-called cancer cluster, or 


industrial towns or low-income areas, 
Melanoma rates in Concord, Cohas- 
Set, and Orleans are even higher than 


Some to be linked in Part toa milita 
base at the start of the peninsula, " 


82 April sygy . BOSTON MAGAZINE 


A Civil Action, based on the pli tof eight W 
lost children to leukemia za 8 sa abi . : Se ae 
to have been caused by trichloroethy!- 8 0 U N D H F 


Maxircumaircraft noise, in decibels. 
(Atypical lawnmower Produces about 90 decibels; 
an airplane taking off Produces 140.) 


“There's only one plausible explanation: There’s something 
in the environment,” says David Ozonoff, a physician and chair 
of the department of environmental health at Boston Univer- 
sity. “The other two factors are genetics and lifestyle. There's no 
difference of lifestyle there—they eat the same crap there that 
everyone else does. And genetically they're not any different. It’s 
not as if it’s an isolated Population in the Galapégos Islands. 
The only explanation here is that there's some factor or factors 
in the environment.” 

Scientific .cronyms like TCE, PCB, and DDT are not just for 
scientists anymore: they're becoming household names as com- 


The state Department of Public Health fields about 3,000 
Fequests a year from concerned citizens asking for investigations 
of suspected cancer clusters, so many that the agency admits it 


Winthrop 120.8 
East Boston 110.0 
Revere 104.4 
Chelsea 102.7 
South Boston 101.6 


South End 91.3 at the expected level, but what if it 
Hull 86.0 all occurs in children born in the 
Dorchester 81.1 same year?” 
Quincy 78.7 ~ In the adjacent foldout chart, 
Mitton 77.3 Boston Magazine has juxtaposed 


Statistics on some of the most com- 
mon cancers with information about 


Ep Quinn 


ao a 


WAITING T 


the quality c 
communitie 
contaminate 
toxic spills cl 
as the numb 
Pages, we als 
Superfund s 
mercial area: 
communitie 
While ma 
inite relation 
itate to call ac 
find some in 
you that the” 
to prove thea 
pational and 
of Public He: 
ond you'd bet 
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Logan Complaint Log 1976-1996 
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APPENDIX 5 


Boston Globe 6/18/98 ATC Article: Radar Outages/ 


Understaffing 


Air ti uffie controllers tel: of CO 


EPFAA 
vontinued from Page Al 


Radar outages Worry 


air traffic controllers 


a ee, 


By Matthew Brelis ” : 
GLOBE STAFF 

_Air traffic controllers directing planes ilying at 
igh altitudes over New England und upstate New 
ork’ say that their radar screens have gone blank or 
‘ozen up almost daily since April and that there are 
at enough technicians to keep the system running. 

The cause of the malfunctions is a computer ays- 
m installed in 1972 that is failing with increasing 
equeney, 

‘While the Federal Aviation Administration ac. 
idwledged problems ‘with the computer system..in; 
2 Boston Center and at other facilities around the! 
untry, a spokesman said that the air traffic system: 
safe and that the agency has no revords of daily 
lures, 

Controllers and technicians, however, Say the sys- 
n is being stretched to the breaking puint. 

“The system ig falling apart,” said William Johan." 
’, president of the local chapter of the National Air 
affie Controllers Association, representing control- 

FAA, Page A35 
eT Con reat 

* lers at the Boston Center in Nashua. 

s* The most recent example of the 

‘-Problems came Tuesday afternoon, 

+ when a controller in Westbury, N.Y., 

ymomentarily lost track of Air F orce 

5 Two's speed and altitude as the 

~ plane carrying Vice President Al 

»Gore approached Newark Interna- 

» tional Airport. The DC-9 was 12 min- 
utes from landing when crucial data 
. the plane's call sign, altitude read- 

ng, ground © end angle of (le- | 

‘6eent ~ dlisa, from the com- 


MWefree vye 


Controllers rely on the tomput- 
and radar in their effort to main- 
a safe distance between aircraft. 
“The agency has now placed the 
tional airspace system in jeopardy 
3 ay allowing staffing in the radar unit 
Yo fall well below recognized norms,” 
Sian Ed Dressell, the Boston Cen- 
rfer’s local president of the Profes- 
.Sional Airways System Specialists, , 
ythe union representing the techni- 


Yeians. 
ni FAA spokesman Jim Peters said 


4 


2 


‘The agency has 
now placed the 

‘, National airspace 
r} System in jeopardy 
by allowing 
‘}. Staffing in the 

' radar unit to fall 
well below 

| Tecognized norms.’ 


: ED DRESSELL 
President, Professional Ainways 
ie System Specialists 


7 
| 
i 


that safety has n+ been compro- 
mised by the computer failures. 
“Like ‘any piece of equipment, you 
will experience problems on an inter- 

mittent basis,” he said, adding that a 

: back-up System has performed 

; Whenever the computer failed, 

' Peters also said a special team 
Was assigned to the Boston Center 

| to find the cause of the problems and 


I fix them. An FAA document. ob- 
) tained by the Globe, however, indi- 


| cates that any repair is at least six 
months away, 


i Peters also said the center has 
‘adequate manpower. 

' Two years ago, seven certified 
jtechnicians worked at the Boston 
Center to keep the computer system 
irunning. Today only three speciulists 
are assigned to maintain a system 
that has to run 24 hours a day, every 
day of the year. As a result, in the 
lust month alone, the three techni- 
_cians have been ordered to work 
‘more than 60 hours of overtime. One 
‘of the technicians is eligible for re- 
itirement and Dressell said “burnout 
‘is becoming an issue,” as the hours 
‘required to service the aging system 
begin to increase. 

The lack of trained technicians 
was caused partly by the retirement 
of many who were not replaced in 
the last decade because the F'AA he- 
lieved a new system would obviate 
the ‘need for so many technicians. 
That new system, however, iy still at 
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least two years away. 

On May 29, the technicians’ 
union asked the FAA to declare an 
emergency situation at the Boston 
Center. That move would have been 
embar ‘assing but would have given 
the agency greater flexibility in 
staffing, Instead, the ageney earlier 
this month called the repeated fail- 
ures of the system a “substantial 
vperational situation.” 

Meanwhile, Johannes said the 
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mputer problems 


outages have been occurring at an 
“alarming rate,” and last anywhere 
from 12 seconds to two and a half 
hours. In 12 seconds, 2 plane can 
travel more than two miles. When 
longer outages occur, controllers use 
a limited back-up system, which re- 
quires a more time-consuming pro- 
cess to “hand off’ a plane from one 
controller to another. 

Controllers also are concerned 
that the back-up system may be 


-——__. 


down for routine maintenance when 
the primary system crashes. “If that 
happens, we won't have radar con- 
tact with anyone,” Johannes suid. 

But, countered the FAA's Peters, 
even in that unlikely situation cun- 
troller ;would have. radio contact 
with the airplanes and could slow all 
air traffic down considdrably and in- 
crease the separation between 
planes to ensure there is no midair 
collision. 


Air Force One, the plane used by 
President Clinton, disappeared twice 
in recent months from radar screens 
off New Jersey because of probleins 
with the radar system. 

“Air Force One is not the only 
plane disappearing from radar 
screens,” said Scott Hayden, the lo- 
cal union vice president. “Unfortu- 
nately, these things happen every 
day to other aircraft as well.” 
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APPENDIX 6 


11/96 EPA/Massachusetts Toxics Campaign Fund Study: 


Industrial Pollution in Chelsea 


INDUSTRIAL POLLUTION IN 
CHELSEA 


AN ENVIRONMENTAL SURVEY BY 


THE MASSACHUSETTS TOXICS CAMPAIGN FUND 
November 1996 


Funded by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 


INDUSTRIAL POLLUTION IN CHELSEA 


Summary 


industrial area in the northeastern part of the city near Revere and the Chelsea River. 
* Seven companies reported emergency releases of toxic chemicals (mainly fuel) during the 
1987-1995 period. Some of these releases were very large. One was greater than 200,000 


pounds of fuel. These companies are located mainly along Eastern Avenue and the waterfront 
area. 


* 
industrial areas, but at several schools, too. High concentrations of lead and other toxins were 


low income residents - particularly in low-income communities of color - while fewer sources of 
industrial contamination are found in higher income neighborhoods. 


Scope of the Study 

This study examines the extent of industrial pollution in Chelsea and its possible relation to 
socioeconomic status of Chelsea residents. 

Lead poisoning is considered to be the main environmental health hazard in Chelsea, due 


financial means among low income residents to have lead dangers removed. 

Instead, we examine the extent of industrial toxic releases and their relation to 
socioeconomic status of Chelsea residents. Industrial and commercial pollution in Chelsea occurs 
in several ways: 

1) As a frequent release into the environment from a factory or other business 
establishment. Businesses large enough are asked (voluntarily) to report what they emit into the 
environment each year to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. This information is 
compiled annually in the federal Toxic Release Inventory. 

2) As an accidental release or spill. These are single events, not continuous or frequent 
releases over the period of one year, as is reported in the Toxic Release Inventory. Sometimes 
these releases are reported as an emergency, particularly if they are big. Other times, when they 


/ 


are small and are not thought to Pose a threat to the public, they are reported as non-emergency 
spills or releases. 


waste have accumulated. 


In addition, toxic chemicals used in production, and stored on-site at factories, are 
considered to be a potential health hazard, even if they are not actually released into the 
community. 


Reported Toxic Releases from Industrial Production 

According to the federal Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) Chelsea has experienced 
significant industrial toxic releases since reporting began in 1987. Tables 1 and 2 show toxic 
releases from the Toxic Release Inventory for each year from 1987 to 1994. Total reported 


Emtex, Inc., and Glyptal, Inc., both located in the northeastern part of the city, near Chelsea 
Creek. At its peak, the largest polluter, Emtex (181 Spencer Ave.), released 140,844 pounds of 
1,1,1-trichloroethane into the air in 1989 and 113,656 pounds into the air in 1992. Since 1992, 
however, there are no reported toxic releases from Emtex. 

Glyptal (305 Eastern Ave.) released a peak level of 20,164 pounds of 8 chemicals into the 
air in 1989. Since then its releases have gradually dropped down to around 10,000 pounds in 
1992-1994. The company’s major pollutants are xylene and toluene. 


in 1993. B.A.T. Transportation (281 Eastern Ave.) released 15,250 pounds of gasoline in 1993. 
Coastal Oil (at Chelsea Dock) released 50,040 pounds of asphalt in 1994. 

There were numerous smaller, non-emergency releases of toxic chemicals in the past 
several years alone, as documented by the Mass. Department of Environmental Protection. 


million) at the Williams School (170-180 Walnut St.) in September 1994. 


“21E” Waste Sites 

Chelsea is home to 44 “21E” waste Sites, as identified by the Department of 
Environmental Protection (see Table 5). Most of these waste sites contain petroleum 
waste, while seven sites contain non-petroleum hazardous waste alone, and 12 sites contain both 


Toxic Chemicals Used in Industrial Production 
In addition to toxic releases and waste sites, many companies use toxic chemicals in their 


strict legal requirement: Feporting 1s only voluntary. This means that numerous other businesses 
in Chelsea, especially small businesses, are probably using or releasing toxic chemicals without 
reporting it. 


Recommendations 

1) The Chelsea Fire Department should check the Toxics Use Reduction chemicals (used 
in industrial production) against their files in order to ensure emergency preparedness. 

2) Exact status of 21E waste sites should be made known to Chelsea residents by the 
Department of Environmental Protection. ‘It is not clear as to how close to completion of cleanup 
each of these sites is. 

3) There needs to be far better public access to information on industrial toxic hazards. 
The Department of Environmental Protection’s online database is not yet very user friendly. 


companies and provide that information to residents on a yearly basis, 
5) There needs to be a closer examination of the proximity of current residential 
neighborhoods and schools to industrial environmental hazards. 


For further information, contact: 


Thomas Estabrook 

Massachusetts Toxics Campaign Fund 

(617) 666-1326 (eves.), (508) 934-3397 (days) 
Or write us at: 
160 2nd Street 

Cambridge, MA 02142 


Information on waste sites and toxic releases can be obtained from: 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, (617) 292-5500. 

Ask for the waste site cleanup department, the air quality division, or the toxics 
use reduction department. 
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- We need a pause the like of which we've never had in 


Western civilization. We need to halt at watershed junc- 
tures, like this one involving the disposition of Utah’s pub- 
lic lands, and ask not only what is fair, just and reasonable, 
but what is enduringly wise. 

The durable wealth of “public lands” lies beyond pri- 
vate bounty. Our principal task should not be to create new 
wealth but to manage the wealth we already have and 
which, for a variety of reasons, we cannot perceive. 

In theory, publicly owned lands are publicly managed 
lands. In practice, the managing public comprises two op- 
posing forces that government must reconcile: those with a 
specific economic interest and those without. As Politics 
changes in the United States, one or the other of these two 
factions construes itself more (or less) influential in shap- 
ing public land policy. Neither group, of course, is ever in an 
unassailable position of authority, but public land decisions 
show a clear pattern. Land of little or no perceived eco- 
nomic utility tends to get protected; land showing any po- 
tential for economic profit—because it may support grass 


or timber or may harbor minerals or water —is contested. 
(It is also true in an economy like ours that the imperative 
to develop inevitably forces a subdivision of the public land 
under consideration, thus ensuring that at least some land 
is always released for development.) 

We need a pause in Western society because the de- 
cision to develop a stretch of public land can’t be recon- 
sidered, and at present, we're making these irrevocable 
decisions in preemptive, fearful haste. Nearly anyone who 
has attended a public land hearing, in which opposing 
sides square off over economic issues and what are quite 
accurately called spiritual issues, is appalled by the rude- 
ness and contempt that often characterize testimony. A 
disinterested observer feels saddened and embarrassed by 
the witless rhetoric, the false airs and vituperative retorts, 
the blind allegiance of some individuals in government, in 
the environmental movement, in industry. Citizens who 
speak from their hearts instead of their wallets are too 
often dismissed by hearing committees as “irrational.” 

We are not, of course, in dire need of roads, transmis- 
sion towers, dams, reservoirs, and gas pipelines. We are in 
dire need of courtesy. We are in dire need of a broadly intel- 
ligent conversation about human fate. We are in need of a 
thorough and piercing review of our plan for human eco- 
nomic development, a plan that at best is a hugely expen- 
sive speculation about human needs. 


? 


APPENDIX 7 


Barry Lopez Article from Testimony-Writers of the West 
Speak on Behalf of Utah Wilderness 1996 


We are not debating “wilderness” here in trying to de- 
cide the fate of Utah’s undeveloped public lands. The term 
is too restrictive. We're debating the future direction of 
Western civilization, and our issue could not be more seri- 
ous. A brutal, pointed lesson of human history is that un- 
healthy civilizations die. Civilizations that are physically, 
spiritually, or economically corrosive fall apart. Their 
people wither. If we do not want to pass away as a civili- 
zation, let alone as a Western nation, we need to recast our 
discussion so that it is this, not “wilderness,” that is at 
stake. We need to see what a grave decision the release of 
public land for development is. If our central concerns re- 
main who “wins” in these disagreements, or what sorts of 
“concessions” will please the most people, twenty years 
from now we'll be looked upon as fools. In a moment that 

-called for discerning intelligence, we will be seen as people 
who settled for a fight over control, a venal and pedestrian 
aspiration. 

The wisest thing now, it seems to me, is to regard 
undeveloped lands as an asset and to protect every acre 
of land possible. American culture, more than any other 
in the world, has been shaped by the image of private 
exploration of public land. The opportunity to still have 
that experience is deeply important to our sense of hope. 
And what you might call the principal, what's left in the 
account, is down to a pittance. 
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If we do not take the time now to understand where the 
diminishment of wilderness in America is taking us, the 
day will soon arrive when it will not matter. We will have 
given up a vision of heaven to bet we're not embarked ona 
trip to hell. The United States is a nation of staggering 
wealth. We can easily afford to conserve what we've been 
given and to wait patiently for a wisdom that so far has 
eluded us, a wisdom that will enable us to convey this gift, 
not simply consume it. : 
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BARRY LOPEZ 
(n. 1945) 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 207 
Elaine McGrath 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment ; Response 


207.1. Environmental |» FAA/NEPA __.../ urge either the withdrawal of the plan or its rejection as _ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
| Review | a proposal that is inconsistent with the requirements of the "EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ Process | National Environmental Policy Act, and unresponsive to _ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

_ the scoping directives of the secretaries and to the | input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the : 

| concerns of the public. _ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed : 


_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and _ 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
| Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 

| answers to key letters written by members of the public, 

_ concerned agencies and public officials responding to the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and 

_ written presentations from the Project's technical consulting 
team and other independent industry experts. 


_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 

project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


Environmental | FAA/NEPA Massport’s Draft EIS/EIR...has failed to respond to in January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
| Review ; _ specific scoping directives in the Letters and Certificate EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
| Process | issued by EPA, MEPA and DEP in 1995. _ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. Atthe 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
| SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
| background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 
| answers to key letters written by members of the public, 
_ concerned agencies and public officials responding to the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and 
i _ written presentations from the Project’s technical consulting 
_ team and other independent industry experts. 


_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

| DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


Letter 207: Elaine McGrath 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


| direction of the New England Region FAA, the Panel 

_ convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly 

_ witha final meeting in December of 2000. A total of 12 

_ Meetings were held. A total of twelve meetings were held. To 
_ provide the appropriate background, the Panel was presented 
_ with an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, the Airside Project 
| Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written by members of 
_ the public, concerned agencies and public officials 

| responding to the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series 
_ of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Airside Project’s technical consulting team and other 

_ independent industry experts. 


: proposal specifically fails to respond to directives In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 

| Review _ intended to uncover these impacts, in the scoping letters EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental DEIS 
_ Process | of Secretaries Coxe and DeVillars, as well as DEP. _ to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

i : input from an Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA’s 
direction, three Panel members were appointed by the 
Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 
were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the 
direction of the New England Region FAA, the Panel i 
convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly 

_ with a final meeting in December of 2000. Twelve meetings 

_ were held. To provide the appropriate background, the Panel 

_ was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written 

_ by members of the public, concerned agencies and public 

| Officials responding to the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and 

_ @ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Airside Project's technical consulting team and other 

_ independent industry experts. 


_ The other projects cited in this comment are not related to the 
_ Airside Improvements Project. Any impacts associated with 
_ those projects will be addressed in individual project filings, if 

_ required under NEPA and/or MEPA and also in the ESPR 

_ (formerly GEIR) process. 


Code Topic: 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
207.3 Environmental | NEPA requires agencies to take a hard look at the _ In January 2000, in response to the FA 
' Review _ environmental consequences of their proposals, andto _—_EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental DEIS 
_ Process _ conduct a detailed and thorough analysis of alternatives _to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
i © and to make this information available to the public. _ input from an Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA’s 
| Massport has not done this. There are fatal flaws with its _ direction, three Panel members were appointed by the 
_ analyses of impacts, alternatives and environmental _ Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 
| justice. | were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the : 


_ The ongoing state ESPR process provides information to the 
_ federal and state agencies and the general public on the 

_ environmental effects of existing and future operations at 

_ Logan Airport, on the cumulative effect of airport operations, 
_ and on the planning context for individual projects at 
_ Logan Airport. The GEIR/ESPR is specifically incorporated by 
_ reference in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and / 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR as a background document.” 
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Code Comment 


Topic 1 Response 


|The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that ..the 


surrounding communities: 


in airport operations, both land and air 


unreliable modeling of impacts 

inadequate and inaccurate monitoring of impacts and of 
mitigation 

e failure to report or take into account community 

| feedback 


© persistent use of data known to be flawed, and 
unwillingness to correct mistakes 


e systematic and knowing selection of data so as to 
minimize the appearance of impacts. 


| 207.5 | Analysis fe | Studies assport’s impacts analysis understates impacts in a ; 
_ Assumptions/ umber of ways that have the cumulative effect of _ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this project 
_ Methodologies ystematically minimizing Logan's impacts on the _ adequately and properly complies with the Massachusetts 


_ Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the Certificate of the Secretary 


|e failure to account for the context and intensity of growth _ of Environmental Afars on the DEIR, dated Bey ie lee 
9 | The purpose of the Airside Improvements Planning Project is to 


| reduce current and projected levels of airfield congestion anddelay 
and to enhance the safety of aircraft operations at Logan. Massport’s 


proposed landside improvements are planned to enhance the 
efficiency of passenger processing, and include terminal 
modernization, as well as roadway, parking and service area 
improvements. The landside projects will not affect the design or 
implementation of the Airside Project, which has independent utility, 
nor will the Airside Project improvements affect the design or : 
implementation of any of the landside projects. All airside and landside 
projects, where required, will continue to be the subject of separate 
comprehensive environmental analysis by project proponents in 
accordance with federal and state regulations. 

As expressed in the May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate, Massport’s 

ESPR (formerly GEIR) process ‘is expected provide a big picture 
cumulative impact analysis of Logan operations, impacts and 
mitigation. It complements the project-specific EIRs,” such as this 

one for the Airside Improvements, “helps to focus the review 

process of individual EIRs, and ensures that segmented project 
review does not occur in the context of MEPA review at Logan.” 

The emission inventory results show that the Airside Project, 

including the Centerfield Taxiway, would lead to a decrease in 
odor-causing hydrocarbon emissions, when compared to the 

No Action Altemative. This is illustrated in Table 6.4-7 and : 
Figure 6.4-5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The small changes in 
emission concentrations at Bayswater Street, East Boston, and 


_ Winthrop will meet federal standards for hydrocarbon emissions. ' 
_ Neither Massport nor the FAA has a program to increase passenger 
_ demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of both organizations 
isto accommodate demand safely and efficiently. The 
_ recommended Airside Project is intended to enable Logan Airport to 
| accommodate current and future aircraft activity with 
| minimum delay. The construction of Runway 14/32 would 

| significantly reduce delays associated with northwest wind 

_ conditions, but would not be expected to induce additional aircraft 

__ traffic or passenger activity at Logan Airport. 

_ There was an extensive public participation and review process 

_ during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. Public 
comments were received on the ENF after itwas filed duringthe 
__ summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public scoping sessions 
__ were held to provide community input to the subsequent state and 
| federal scopes for the project. To assure that the Airside analysis 

| was conducted with awareness and input from all concemed 

| parties, the Massport Board established the Airside Review 

_ Committee (ARC), which consists of the Community Advisory 

_ Committee (with representatives from 24 communities surrounding 

_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry organizations. 

| Massport also funded independent consultants for the CAC to 
_ provide them with the capacity to professionally assess the analysis 
_ and conclusions of the Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, 
_ Massport held 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings 
_ with just the CAC, and several meetings with the CAC consultants. 
| Inaddition, Massport made 29 presentations to elected officials, 

_ most of whom represent Logan Airport's neighboring communities, 

_ and Massport held 45 meetings with community and business 

_ leaders, reaching an audience of more than 3,000 people. During : 
| the public comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the 


FAA held two public hearings. 
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Comment Response 


p ly quieter during 
| Aircraft _ and take-off, the noisiest operations which are the ones _ both takeoff and landing than are old Stage 2 airplanes that 
i _ that affect the surrounding communities. Contrary to _ have been hushkitted to meet Stage 3 noise limits. Massport 


"agrees that as long as hushkitted aircraft remain in the fleet, 
| they will be perceived as the primary cause of noise. 


Massport’s disingenuous assertions, Stage 3 aircraft do 
_ not and cannot reduce the noise exposure of the 
surrounding communities..... 


..he use of outdated PRAS goals to justify impacts as : 

_ “community-approved”. ...is misleading in the extreme. | the 1980s. The goal of PRAS was to distribute noise 

i equitably, based on demographic considerations. As 

demonstrated in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, there have 

been no significant demographic changes since the time of 

the establishment of the PRAS goals. An update of the PRAS 

| goals is therefore not warranted. Furthermore, the 

Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also demonstrates the more 

_ equitable balance of noise impacts among communities 

| Surrounding Logan Airport that can be achieved with the 
Preferred Alternative as opposed to the imbalance that 

ccurs today and would occur in the future if no action is 

‘aken. 


: Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have _ 
_ impacts in several instances. een reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and 
: : : nnual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 
locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 
modification of source levels to better account for 
ver-water sound propagation and apparent use of 
higher engine power settings than are normally assumed in the 
_ noise model's database (Refer to Appendix E of the 
_ Logan Airport 1996 Annual Update). 


_ In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 

_ became even less when Massport upgraded its 

_ monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 
| aircraft -- a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 

' levels predicted by the noise model. 


| Atsites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this 
improvement to the monitoring system brought measured and 

| modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to 

| Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 1999 Environmental 
_ Planning and Status Report). Massport continues to investigate : 
_ possible causes for remaining differences (such as from hill i 
| effects) but believes the FAA’s INM noise model used in the 

| Airside Project noise analyses accurately represents expected 
noise exposure. 
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Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ Massport does not include in its proposal the persistent | Massport reports noise complaints annually in its ESPR. (formerly 
_ community protests, the noise complaint data from its hotline, or | GEIR) and each Annual Update. This is published and distributed 
| present in a coherent way its own track record of inaccurate _ widely and presented to the Massachusetts Secretary of 

_ Noise measurement. Even protests from local, state and federal Environmental Affairs who reviews the documents under MEPA 

__ representatives are not used as a check for the numbers that | requirements. Letters and comments specific to this project and the 
_ Massport wants to use.... | responses to those comments are published in Volumes 5-10 of this 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


the waterfront area, including Beacon Street, is not on the map _ Refer to the updated graphics in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 of this 
| under the 14/32 proposal... This is so, even though Massport _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


|_uses numbers of several thousands of people in Chelsea in the 7 
_ 65dB, up to the 75dB range, nits hypothetical 1993 baseline for __STaPhies have been updated, supplemented and corrected. 


the city. 


i ysi There are still more sources of bad statistics and The model and methods used to develop these data were based on 
_ Assumptions/ | understatement. One is the omission of significant data through _ EPA-and DEP-approved guidelines and show that the NAAQS will 

| Methodologies | failure to coordinate with other agencies with necessary | Not be violated. 

expertise, such as the Department of Public Health, the State 

_ Transportation Department., including public transportation 
: gurus and highway departments, or through failure to report 


AirQ Quality 


monitor in Chelsea from Department of Public Heath The DEP monitor at Soldier's Home is the closest station to 

| Isat Soldiers Home, as far away as you can get from the air _ Logan Airport that measures ozone. The closest DEP monitoring 
__and ground traffic to the airport. There's a concentrated impact __ site to Logan Airport is at Bremen Street. Several pollutants are 
area [around truck routes]. Its not monitored. These impacts are monitored at this site: CO, NO2, SO2, and PM\o. Background 

_ not accounted for in the proposal, and they will only get worse if + concentrations were obtained primarily from the Bremen Street site. 
_ Logan's operations are allowed to increase. 


ror 


_ Massport also has several NO2 monitoring stations in the Chelsea 


| area. 


ublic health issues are discussed in Section 6.8 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Massport has provided the City of Boston 
__ and public health agencies with air quality and emissions data. 


| In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health data, : 

_ including mortality and morbidity from each neighborhood in Boston 

"and cancer incidence data available from the Massachusetts 

_ Department of Public Health. These data indicated that causal 

relationships cannot be determined at this time. A review of the 

| 1999 Report to the Mayor, Health of Boston prepared by the 

_ Boston Public Health Commission leads to a similar conclusion. In 

_ addition, Massport has shared the results of the Soot Deposition 

_ Study with public health agencies and is cooperating with the 

_ Harvard School of Public Health on the South Boston Particle 
Source Apporti 


epidemiology studly...of healt! 
/ impacts i inthe surrounding communities. 


_ Public Health 


_ Massport does not reflect these complaints [regarding : comprehensive and progressive 
_ soundproofing] in its analysis of mitigation. The complaints _ sound insulation programs of any airport in the country. It was 

| mean that even where Massport has tired to mitigate its impacts, _ initiated in 1980 before any airport began receiving federal funding 

__ ithasn’t been able to. Nor does Massport identify any measures _ to soundproof homes under FAR Part 150. Itis the only program in 
_ to assess whether the soundproofing works... _ the country to offer residents extra sound insulation treatment ina 

_ “room of preference” chosen by the homeowner and it is the only 

| program in the country attempting to receive FAA approval to : 
_ expand the area of eligibility by accounting for hill effects. In addition, 
as of the 1999-2000 construction season, FAA grants covering 
_ 80 percent of the cost of sound insulation (paid for by airline ticket 

| taxes), combined with funds provided by Massport through 

_ Passenger Facility Charges and landing fees, had fully funded the 

_ sound insulation of all eligible dwelling units in Massport’s current 
sound insulation program. Despite this accomplishment, Massport 
_ Continues to seek means of expanding its sound insulation program 
exclusive of FAA's decision on this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Ifthe 
_ FAA approves the Preferred Alternative, Massport is committed to 
expanding the program to include all additionally eligible residences. 


_ Soundproofing 
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_ Massport has underestimated the number of people who 
_ live with 60dB, 70 dB, 80-past 100dB routinely; the air and 
_ noise pollution its total operations produce; the social, 
_ economic, health and esthetic damage it does. By not 
| verifying its models, and failing to take into account 

_ information from residents, Massport has submitted an 
| impacts analysis that is statistical nonsense. 


Comment 


Tables 6.2-4 and 6.2-5 show the noise 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Posed pop! 
for the 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios 
respectively. Differences between measured and modeled 
sound levels have been reported in Logan Airport's various 


0 


_ GEIRs and Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences 
_ at close-in locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 
_ modification of source levels to better account for 

_ over-water sound propagation and apparent use of 


| higher engine power settings than are normally assumed in the 
| noise model's database (Refer to Appendix E of the / 
_ Logan Airport 1996 Annual Update). 


_ In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 

_ became even less when Massport upgraded its 

| monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 
"aircraft -- a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 

_ levels predicted by the noise model. 


_ Atsites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this 

_ improvement to the monitoring system brought measured and 

| modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to 

_ Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 1999 Environmental 
_ Planning and Status Report). Massport continues to investigate 
| possible causes for remaining differences (such as from hil 
_ effects) but believes the FAA’s INM noise model used in the 

_ Airside Project noise analyses accurately represents expected 

_ noise exposure. Differences between measured and modeled 

_ sound levels have been reported in Logan Airport’s various 

» GEIRs and Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences 

_ at close-in locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 

_ modification of source levels to better account for 

_ over-water sound propagation and apparent use of : 
_ higher engine power settings than are normally assumed in the 


_ noise model's database (Refer to Appendix E of the 
_ Logan Airport 1996 Annual Update). : 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Response 
| The improvement c concepts evaluated i i 


207.16 | Environmental _ FAANEPA, ...Masspott .. .[has failed] to propose meaningful, jec 
| Review : | MEPA : reasonable alternatives and to conduct a thorough study Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan | 
| Process _ and detailed description of them...To allow Massport to Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan | 
© conduct this analysis without proposing a significant _ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study | 
/ alternative to the growth of the airport is to make a _ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 


| mockery of NEPA. _ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 
| Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 
: _ numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
i _ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 
i __ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 
_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 
_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 
_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other : 
_ studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 
| Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995.Basedon 
_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected andthe 
: _ most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
: alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 
_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 
| Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 
| that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 
provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 
ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Comment noted. 


“207, 17 Alternatives - 


Preferred Whatever Massport thinks the capacity should be, 
Alternatives | community residents from at least 28 cities and towns 
have been vociferous in their many meetings with 
_ Massport and the FAA, in their noise complaints, and 
_ through their local, state and federal representatives, that 
| the human carrying capacity in this area has been 
exceeded- ea critical point left out of Massport’s analysis. 


| 207.18 Alternatives Other Non- The environmental secretaries directed Massport to _ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

i _ Construction —_ explore ways of accomplishing its goals without airfield Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ alternatives _ improvements...and to consider operations restrictions as _ project adequately and properly complies with the 
_ a mitigation measure... These directives are ignored or _ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 


_ minimized in the alternatives analysis. _ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 


DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 


Other Non- 


207.19 — Alternatives A meaningful alternative that would accommodate 


Construction __ travelers and communities would be to reassess the _ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 

Alternatives _ effective capacity of Logan with the goal of shifting traffic addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 
_ now, and creating a well-functioning, right-size airport in ' levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
_ the context of livable communities...Airport capacities ' and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 
_ have been modified, and there is no reason those _ discussion of regional alternatives. 


_ modification cannot be downward, in line with public 

| health and safety; business pressure and the convenience 
| of the traveling public have to be secondary concerns to 

_ Safety and health. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 
__and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 
_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
| Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 
| efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
' analysis in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 
_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 
_ they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 
_ occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 
_ northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 
_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 
e rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


‘sens Nh hhh Rh iii ten emannmeNNamNNRtNe 


Code 


Topic 1 


Topic 2 


Comment 


207.20 Alternatives Reduced Along the flight paths, planes fly over a major power plant 
: _ Approach an LNG facility, several oil tank farms, the Tobin Bridge 
and 2 other bridges that are major thoroughfares into Eas! 


_ Minima 
i Boston and downtown Boston, and hills. Whatever safety 
advantages there are to flying on IFR are cancelled out by 
the increased risks of flying over this terrain without a 
visual check. 


ty 
luring VFR conditions when strong northwesterly winds 
urrent limit Logan Airport to a single arrival stream. During 
FR conditions, landings on Runway 32 would be limited by 
bstacle clearance—ship masts in the harbor and buildings in 
}oston. No approach lighting pier is planned for Runway 32 | 
ince it could not improve the landing minimums below 400 to 
00 feet. Moreover, under IFR conditions the capacity of the 
Runway 33L/32/27 configuration would be compromised by 
he need for diverging missed approach and departure paths 
nd the crossing of both Runway 32 and Runway 33L by 
Runway 27 departures. 


The lack of awareness and respect for the surrounding 
_ communities that ...[reduced minimums] reflects is 
"symptomatic of the myopia of Logan’s planning. | urge the 
_ FAA to withdraw this proposal or the reviewing agencies 

| to reject it as inadequate in its analysis. 


Approach 
Minima 


_ Massport stipulates that any modification of the existing 

_ minimums requires completion of an EIS/EIR, even though 

_ the setting of minimums is otherwise categorically excluded 

_ from the EIS/EIR process. The reduced minimums wil, in 
"fact, enhance safety by providing precision guidance to a 

_ point closer to touchdown and reducing reliance on 

_ Runway 4R under poor weather conditions, when winds may 


_ favor use of an alternate runway. 


Massport’s Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis is also 
flawed. Both within the specific poverty and race 
guidelines of the Presidential Order, and a broader 
analysis based on the principle of proportionality, 
Massponrt’s proposal fails the test of environmental justice. 


| Justice 


i 


_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 

| populations were defined in accordance with Federal 

_ Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the 

| Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 

| environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 

| populations was expanded to include households at 

_ 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 

_ no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income i 
and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

| minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour : 
| associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

| predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an : 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and 

_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 
affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 
_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 
_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 
_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

| provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

_ sound insulation. 


_ Adiscussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 
resented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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Comment 


_ Because...analysis is based on noise contour maps, its 


Code ‘Topic 1 
207.23 Environmental | 


Response 


_ Low income and minority populations were defined in 


_ Justice _ numbers are understated and unreliable. It is impossible  _ accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. : 
i _ to know from its analysis how many people who are _ DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
_ minorities or below the poverty line (BPL) are _ guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of 
_ disproportionately affected by its operations. _ low-income populations was expanded to include households 


_ at 150 percent of poverty level. The data presented are based 
_ onthe most recently available census data (1990) using 

_ Geographic Information System (GIS) technology to analyze 

_ impacts at the most detailed level possible. Refer to 

| Sections 6.8.3 and 6.8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for 

| a discussion of the analytical methodology and results, 
espectively 


he environmental justice analysis found no 
isproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income 
ind minority populations from direct project impacts. Refer to 
ection 6.2 and Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
espectively, for additional information on noise impacts and 
nvironmental justice. 


_ acknowledge. The principle of EJ is based on the notion 
| of proportionality and the reality that certain populations 
__ are disproportionately affected by polluting activities. 


Massport and the FAA are “committed” to maximizing the mplementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 
: | use of the runways that currently blitz Chelsea: 15R/33L, ubstantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
i for late night flights in particular, between midnite [sic] and nable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 


6 a.m. ...and to run the greatest number of additional RAS goals and decrease the population that is 
_ flights: 22,000, overhead. To allow Logan to expand its most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 
| Operations, air and ground, through communities like referred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 


_ Chelsea, is unconscionable. In environmental terms, itis  Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 
| to institutionalize a sacrifice area. No community should —_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
| have to endure this. _ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 
_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
| population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-8 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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Topic 1 Comment 


Response 
_ Comment noted. 


: Cumulative 


The root problem is that, even operating at an annual 
| impacts 


| average over all conditions of 115 operations per hour, : 
_ Logan is operating beyond its effective capacity. For some 
_ time, it has been operating well beyond the carrying 
| capacity of the communities whose residents eat its 
impacts. 


Environmental — Public Process | Among the information and initiatives that are needed are 
| Review i _ coordination and funding of agencies to provide data on 
| Process _ air and noise pollution and epidemiology such as the 
_ Department of Public Health and the state transportation 
_ department, especially the regional and highway 
| departments; adequate and accurate monitoring of air and 
_ Noise pollution in areas that reflect those impacts; 
_ consideration of improvements such as a ban on night 
| flights and rerouting of passenger and truck traffic away 
: _ form residential areas; a collaborative process that gives 
| the communities a real influence over airport operations 
that affect them, and that reflects real alternatives to 
Logan growth as part of a regional transportation policy; 
_ and ways to ensure that there is an independent, 
_ competent assessment of Logan's impacts. 


8 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Massport has provided the City of Boston 
ind public health agencies with air quality and emissions data. i 


In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health data, 
including mortality and morbidity from each neighborhood in Boston 
ind cancer incidence data available from the Massachusetts 
Department of Public Health. These data indicated that causal 
elationships cannot be determined at this time. A review of the 
999 Report to the Mayor, Health of Boston prepared by the 
Boston Public Health Commission leads to a similar conclusion. In 
dition, Massport has shared the results of the Soot Deposition 
Study with public health agencies and is cooperating with the 

_ Harvard School of Public Health on the South Boston Particle 

| Source Apportionment Study. 
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LETTER 208 


April 19, 1999 


Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 

Robert A. Durand 

Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs . 
100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 
Boston, MA 02202 


Mr Durand: 


I would like to take this Opportunity to point out that the Draft EIS/EIR for runway 14/32 and the 
Centerfield Taxiway is inadequate and request that it be judged so for the following reasons: 


1. Outdated studies and figures (potentially misleading) were used by Massport 20 8 { 
2. FAA modeling guidelines were not adhered to by Massport . 
3. There were a lack of alternative studies in the report, such as: 

Better use of regional airports such as Hanscom, et al 

Study for a Second Airport 

Regional Rail Transportation Planning 


As a resident of the greater Boston community, I ask that you consider social justice and fairness as related 2 08.2 
to the environmental effects in the short and long term of this proposal for the good of all residents and 
Visitors, 


Logan Airport is the only inner-city airport, that is looking to expand, without a sister regional option for 
overload & future capacity; the regional area is the only one that I know of in this country without a second 


With it’s unique and challenging location, Logan Airport should be utilized to its fullest extent with the 


current configuration; future growth and delay scenarios should be resolved through a regionalized 20 8 4 


vote on this matter. 


Massport is a public agency, as a member of the public we are all “stockholders” in this corporation. Let it 
be a matter of public record that this “stockholder” believes that Massport has not followed the rules, will 
not follow the rules and is acting in it’s own interest, not the interest in which it serves 


If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at 617-889-1400. 


Thank you for your consideration, 


Vm Ca 


Ron D. Morgese 
65 Breakwater Drive 
Chelsea, Ma 02150 
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Letter 208 
Robert D. Morgese 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

208.1 Environmental ~=FAA/NEPA, _.... Draft EIS/EIR for Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield _ The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport 
: ' Review | MEPA _ Taxiway is inadequate and request that it be judged so for are not based on analysis and modeling of delays which 
| Process | the following reasons: - occurred during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was i 

: : : : : . «aad _ included in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide 

ad. Peloa ae ait bs ee (potentially misleading) _ historical perspective tothe delay problem at 

: oN rae _ Logan Airport and for use in model calibration. The 
2. FAA modeling guidelines were not adhered to by _ analysis contained in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has 
_ Massport _ been updated to include modeled delay results for 1998 
_ 8. There were a lack of altemative studies inthe report, ‘0 provide more current context to airfield conditions at 
_ suchas: better use of regional airports such as _ Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental 
Hanscom, et. al; Study fora Second Airport; Regional --DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay analysis and 
Rail Transportation Planning discussion of current and future delays at Logan Airport. 


_ Consistent with the request made by the EOEA in its 

_ Certificate on the Draft EIR, the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR includes delay and environmental analyses 

_ for 1998 to reflect current conditions and provide context 

_ tothe delay problem at Logan Aiport. The Highand 

_ Low Fleet scenarios for 37.5 and 45 million passengers 

_ Tepresent a range of possible future activity—both levels 

_ and fleet mix—at Logan Airport. 

_ So-called New Large Aircraft (NLA) carrying up to 

» 1,000 passengers are still just in the discussion phase. 

_ No manufacturer has undertaken serious development 

_ of such aircraft yet, which would be a multi-year 

_ process. These aircraft would probably require i 

_ modifications to existing airport jetways and apron areas 

_ along with increases in taxiway width and tuming area. 

_ Their use would be limited to extremely high-density : 

_ Markets, and itis not likely that Boston would be among 

_ these. In fact, the number of ‘Jumbo jets” serving : 

- Logan Airport has declined in recent years. 

- Consequently, the NLA was not included in the Future 

_ Fleet scenarios. 

_ DELAYSIM is a unique model that simulates how Air 

_ Traffic Control uses an airport's runways over time 

_ based on actual weather patterns and expected 

_ demand conditions. The FAA does not have an 

— equivalent model, but uses a simplified (and less 

precise) procedure of weighting delays based on 

"percentage of time different weather conditions exist. 

_ Aspart of the Airside EIS/EIR process, Massport 

_ explored several regional altematives to determine the 

_ extent to which passenger diversion to other airports 

_ and travel modes or the elimination of demand through 

_ advances in telecommunications technology can solve 

"Logan Airport’s current and future delay problems. 

_ These altematives have potential to absorb a portion of 

__ the growing demand for Logan Airport air services, but 
they will not provide sufficient relief to eliminate the need 

_ forairside projects. Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR includes a complete discussion of the i 

__ regional transportation planning context. : 
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_Code Topic 1 _Topic 2 Comment Response 
ae Environmental _ _ Impacts ask that you consider social justice and Hfaimess as - The environmental justice analysis found no 
| Justice _ elated to the environmental effects in the short andlong __disproportionately high and adverse impacts to 
i _ term of this proposal for the good of all residents and » low-income and minority populations from direct 


' visitors. _ project impacts. Refer to Section 6.2 and Section 
: 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, respectively, 
for additional information on noise impacts and 
environmental justice. 


| Purpose and Airfield |.» Why should we continue to support this antiquated _ Asecond major airport is not a solution to the 
_ Need ' Capacity airport location at the expense of our overall environment, _ current delay and congestion problems at 
: i _ taxing our communities and infrastructure only to see a _ Logan Airport. The Proposed Project to reduce 
_ future with limitations at Logan Airport? _ delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport must 


_ be implemented in the near term to address 
_S current and future 2 operating conditions. 


Se ee ee Sepa 


| Regional | Regional future growth and delay. scenarios should be resolved “Logan. Airport i is part of a regional ‘system of 

| Transportation Airports _ through a regionalized planning effort. _ airports that includes T.F. Green/Providence, 

: _ Worcester Regional and Manchester. Massport 
_ has long recognized that service development and 
_ increased passenger traffic at these airports are 
_ an important part of the region’s long-term strategy 
| to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
_ Massport has actively encouraged the 
_ development of regional airports and full use of 
_ other options, including high-speed rail to 
_ Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 

_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of 

_ the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports 

_ the conclusion greater use of the regional airports 

_ will provide passengers within the service area of 

_ such airports with a viable alternative to Logan 

_ Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport's 

_ primary service area will remain strong, the 

_ improvements at other regional airports will not 

_ eliminate the need for airside projects at Logan 
_ Airport. 


208.4 
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Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


From: "moses" <moses@tiac.nets : 

Subject: runway 14/32 LETTER 209 
te: Tuesday, April 13, 1999 5:57:22 EDT 
tach: ‘ 

vertify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Record 

Has Peter Blute told three lies? 

Peter Blute has told the public and the politicians several things about 
runway 14/32. 

At least three of them seem to be lies. 

<bold>Only a new runway will be able to take care of the increasing 
delays at Logan airport: 


»1ld> 


The FAA lists the delay per 1000 Operations at Logan on its web pages 
under Airport Data. . 


By 1996 the delay rate was about two and one half percent (2.519%). Peter 
Blute is new to his job. 


A reasonable question would be 


209.1 


What did Peter Blute do that made the delay rate go back up after 1996 
2? 


Another would be ... Why has he not given the 97, and 98 rates to the FAA 209.2 
for posting on Its web site?? 

Another would be ... Why are we worried about a delay rate less than 209.3 
4%32? 


the fact that Massport did not use established FAA methods of determining 
delays is proof of a disregard for the 


v > truth and the general public. 


<boldsThe new runway will be uni-directional: 


</bolds 


s~vld>AND</bold> to extend runways 15r/331 and runway 9. 

There are three runways involved. 

And the FAA would have the final say about directions for takeoff and 
landing. 


A reasonable question would be ... How can Peter Blute promise something 208. 
that he can not lawfully deliver? 


Before construction can begin something must be done about the migratory 
birds that nest at Logan. 
An article in the Herald disclosed that Massport is prepared to spend 


a quarter of a million dollars to move the birds from Logan to Otis 209.5 
Air Force Base. 


<bold>Massport claimed it had the cooperation of the Mass Audubon 
Society for this move. 


<’ sld> 
A spokesperson at the office of Mass Audubon disclaimed any such 


agreement. 


A reasonable question would be ... How can the public trust anything that 
Massport says? 


for this, and any number of reasons as contained in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Analysis by: 


Peter Alachi, MS, Biology 


<boldsthe Draft by Massport must be rejected out of hand! !!</bolds 
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Letter 209 
R. E. Moses 


Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Comment 


Purpose and 
| Need 


What did. .[Massport] do that made the delay rate go 
| back up after 1996? 


Purpose and 
| Need 


..[Massport] not given the 97, and 98 [delay] 
rates to the FAA for posting on its website? 


_ DEIS/FEIR contains a discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT 
_ delay measures and historical data, along with comparisons 

of Logan Airport with other United States airports. The delay 

| Situation is not at equilibrium. FAA Opsnet delays at 
_ Logan Airport peaked in 1993, declined for two years and are 
_ rising again. Arrival delays, which would be directly affected 
_ by Runway 14/32, have risen steadily since 1994. In fact, 
| Logan Airport is the second most delayed airport in the nation 


Response 
Refer to Section 1.4 and Appendix C of this Supplemental 


for arrivals. 


The FAA delay statistics on the FAA web site are collected ‘by i 
the FAA and not by Massport. Refer to Section 1.4 and 
Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 

of the FAA and DOT delay measures and historical data, 
along with comparisons of Logan Airport with other 
United States airports. 


Alternatives 


/ ...[Massport] promise [to control the directions 
_ of takeoffs and landings]? 


_ Refer to response to Comment 209.1. 


The Runway 14/32 concept under review in this 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations 
_ only (i.é., all aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor 
_ to the Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate 
_ from the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 
_ approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
"allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 

_ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
_ such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
_ to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 


Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
physical limitations that reinforce the 
unidirectional requirements of that improvement concept. The 
Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 
within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the 
Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades applicable 

FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 
precluding arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another 
factor limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the 

lack of available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the 

Runway 32. 


The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 
maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 
operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 
reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 
has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 
Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. Refer to Section 8.5 


_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR regarding enforcement of 
_ unidirectionality of Runway 14/32. 


Letter 209: 


“Moses” 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 
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_Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ Before construction can begin something must be done —=—- Massport has developed a comprehensive onsite and off-site 
"about the migratory birds that nest at Logan. An article in Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close 

_ the Herald disclosed that Massport is prepared to spend a coordination with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 

_ quarter of a million dollars to move the birds from Logan Endangered Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such 


oe |~Rare Species 


_ to Otis Air Force Base. Massport claimed it had the _ habitat at Logan Airport from construction of the 
_ cooperation of the Mass Audubon Society for this move. A Centerfield Taxiway. The plan strives to enhance protection 
| spokesperson at Mass Audubon disclaimed any such __ of remaining Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport 


_ agreement. _ without increasing the aviation safety hazards typically 

| associated with birds or hazards to the birds. Additionally, it is 
expected that an area of former Upland Sandpiper habitat at 
Camp Edwards on Cape Cod will be restored to grassland 
habitat by removing woody and shrub vegetation to 
encourage enhancement of the Upland Sandpiper regional 

_ population. This restoration effort provides a unique 

_ opportunity to expand grasslands in the Commonwealth far 

_ exceeding the +40 acres to be lost at Logan Airport. In the 

_ event that such a program at Camp Edwards is not available, 
| an appropriate alternative program acceptable to the NHESP 
| will be developed and implemented. Additional details of the 

| Upland Sandpiper mitigation plan are presented in 

Section 6.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter 209: “Moses” 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


rom: "moses" <moses@tiac.net> 
abject: Runway 14/32 LETTER 210 
ite: Tuesday, April 20, 1999 11:27:39 EDT 

attach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


On 4/20/99 the Boston Herald Reported complaints of Airline passengers. 
Airport delays were not on the list. 
Passengers complain about the way they are treated by the Airline. 


Massports delay statistics are not the point for airline travelers. 


1. Massport claims that last year there were over 120,000 hours of delay at 
Logan. 

2. There are less than 9000 hours of real time in a year. 

3. It is obvious that they are counting delays more than once. 210.1 
4. This is not the accepted method of delay counting according to the , 
Federal Aviation Agency. 

5. Since Massport has lied with statistics in its EIS Draft the draft must 

be rejected out of hand. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Letter 210 
R. E. Moses 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


. Massport claims that last year there were over 120,000 presented in the Airside Project Draft 
hours of delay at Logan. _ EIS/EIR were based on preliminary data. The Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR contains updated information for 1998, including 

_ total annual runway delays of 129,500 hours. These are 

3. It is obvious that they are counting delays more than _ cumulative delays for all 513,800 flights, or an average of 15.1 


. There are less than 9,000 hours of real time in a year. 


; once. _ minutes per flight. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 
' 4. This is not the accepted method of delay counting ' discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays, 
according to the Federal Aviation Agency. _ including a description of FAA and DOT delay measures and 


_ their limitations. Estimated delay reduction is one of the 
_ primary factors used by the FAA for approving aviation 
_ investment projects. 


5. Since Massport has lied with statistics in its EIS Draft, the 
_ Draft must be rejected out of hand. 


Letter 210: “Moses” 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Cheicea, wa oviso LETTER 2f1 


April 21, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 

Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOAO No. 10458 

100 Cambridge Street ; 
Boston, MA 02202 o ~ 


Dear Mr Pugsley: 


This was a video taped by a local resident ,Elaine McGrath of 

Beacon St.,Chelsea, to demonstrate to local officials some of 

the crippling effects of truck traffic leaving the Tobin Bridge, 
exiting on to narrow Chelsea streets because they are considered 
Truck Routes by Mass Highway. This video was shown on Chelsea 
Community Cable April 1998 and also filmed that month. (April 

is a'slow' truck traffic time since few dump trucks going to the 
salt pile and fewer heating fuel trucks going to the many tanks 

in Chelsea, but the Air Cargo trucks know no slow season.) 

It waw purposely filmed when planes weren/t over head because 

they are the only noise that is capable of drowning out the Air 
Cargo truck noise, but a few Planes directly overhead do slip in 
halfway through the film. As a result of tremendous effort by our 
City Councilors and local residents, there may be a late night ban 
on truck traffic on some of these roads, but we have been told that 
trucks will always use this ramp because it is a route to the Airport. 


Vol.1,ES-27: “Truck traffic associated with the desired airside 
improvements...average about 129 round-trip truck trips daily. Trucks 
will be prohibited from using local streets and thus will not impact 
local residential streets in communities surrounding the airport. 
Construction vehicles will be required to use state highways and/or 
main airport roadways which are designated truck routes." 


a) Massport needs to let us know how 129 ("average ,about") truck trips 

was chosen. As you may know from recent hearings/readings Massport has 
difficulty using accurate numbers for what has already occured, let alone 
giving -us a number as a Projection. Massport is not good in giving an 211.4 
accurate accounting. Their truck numbers are a very important issue to 

us. In the EIS 58 to 500+/day truck trips are projected,which is it? Is 

is in addition to? 


b) Many streets in Surrounding airport communities are designated truck 
routes, done years ago by major state agencies, Iwould hazard a guess, 
working together on Occasion to speed up truck traffic to the Airport. 
I have seen how many years it takes to even limit a few trucks for a few 
hours on one of these streets. (The cost of residents hours working to 
limit Logan's impacts on their lives is also not given in the EIS,nor 
considered a problem by the writers of the EIS) 


¢) Construction vehicles will be using the roads seen in this film which 
Massport uses presently for their airport traffic, air cargo, and Big Dig 
dump trucks (Massport told us no Big Dig trucks on this route, the drivers 
drinking coffee in "Christies' told us otherwise...we just thought someone 
was digging a very bid garden out in Boston) 

Chelsea will be the city for Logan's trucks, txaffic, noise and air pollution, 
dented cars, accidents. , 


"vehicles will be required..." By Whom? Who has this authority or a desire to 
use it? Who will enforce it? Massport Police? Local police; shortstaffed, 


So here's the Popcorn, sit back and watch-this is Chelsea Waterfront not at its 
best but getting there-brick rowhouses built 1860's, formally filled with 
seafaring folk now populated with a diverse population of many color, creeds, 
age, land of origin-you name it ana we've got it-and it works! But unfortunately, 
it is not mentioned in the EIS when it faces the Environmental Justice analysis 
because Chelsea was taken off the Noise Contour Map because of inaccurate 
monitoring (noted in many reports on your desk I'm sure) by Massport. 

Chelsea should be a hotbed of Environmental Justice concerns and it is being 
addressed with the many other polluting businesses in Chelsea but we can't 

get Chelsea's minorities and low-income earners even in the EIS. Why? 


Thank you for your time and hard work on this issue-it's really life and 
death to us here in these towns-we don't want to become a ghost town ,polluted 
unliveable so that Massport can take more land for its parking lots and air 
cargo hangers. 


Respectfully, 


Mary Jane Quinn 
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Letter 211 
Mary Jane Quinn 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Topic 2 Comment 


Massport needs to let us know how 129 (“average, about”) er of round trip truck trips associated with 
ruck trips was chosen... Their truck numbers are a very _ construction of the Preferred Alternative as presented in the 
important issue to us. In the EIS, 58 to 500+/day truck trips Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR ranged froma high of 324 per 
re projected. Which is it? Is it in addition to? _ day to a low of 49 per day, with 129 representing the average 
_ Number of daily truck trips associated with construction of the 
_ Airside Preferred Alternative. The cumulative number of truck 
_ trips for all concurrent on-airport construction projects ranged 
_ from a high of 580 to a low of eight per day. The Airside truck 
_ trips were included within the cumulative number. : 
_ Construction traffic associated with the airside improvements 
_ has now been significantly reduced from the numbers 
_ presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR as a result of 
_ the reduction of soil material to be removed off-site. See 
_ Sections 6.9 and 7.5 of the Supplemental DESI/FEIR for : 
_ additional discussion of construction impacts. 


_ Access to 
ransportation — Logan 


Letter 211: Mary Jane Quinn 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


LETTER 212 


40 Beacon Street 
Chelsea, MA 02150 
April 20,1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No.10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02202 


or 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


I've enjoyed living in the Chelsea Waterfront neighborhood for the last 9 years 

nd I can only speak to the stunning inadequacies and blatant omissions of data 212.1 
versus the reality found in Chelsea. On any page of the EIS where there is a 
reference to noise, air, odor pollution; air.‘cargo truck traffic; Environmental 
Justice or 'mitigation' f know its data collection is flawed or tragically non- 
existent concerning Chelsea. Of course, then, any 'conclusions' or projections 

drawn from such poor ‘info! gathering and reporting would have to be considered 


an accurate, thoughtful , thorough accounting of present impacts of Logan and its 
Operations and a complete picture of environmental impacts of any proposal. 


A few examples: 


Vol. 1, ES-5: "...14/32 will provide an Opportunity to reduce the most severely 
moise impacted population..." — 

Chelsea is Severely impacted by jet noise (see photos). Massport will not 
admit this on paper (ex:"9 noise impacted population" GEIR)--so if they won't 212.3 
acknowledge it--they don't have to reduce it! Massport can'ttell you what the 
noise level is in Chelsea because they have chosen not to find out: 

1. Chelsea was taken out of the Noise Contour Map and yet our noise has not 
abated esp. considering that flight operations have doubled in that time. Massport 
officials told residents and Chelsea City Councillors that we probably do have 
enough jet moise to be in but they wouldn't file this info with FAA till their 212.4 


2. The Noise Monitor on Admiral's Hill was broken for 2 YEARS, without 
mention, without repair, without apology, without correction to the data..."0" 
noise recorded, documented and tabulated as such. Reported only when residents 
asked specifically and repeatedly for this data. 

3. In 1998, Chelsea City Councillor Preston Galarneau fought to get a noise 
monitor on his Beacon st home-1 monitor delivered=broken...2cd monitor delivered= 
broken...BUT even with "non-functioning monitor’ days tabulated in for those few 
weeks-the numbers reportedly averaged > 70dB with peaks of 100dB or greater! So if 
Massport's data is so completely untrustworthy ,how can they decide how much more 
noise to give us(to be "equitable") if they don't know what we have now? THEIR y) 25 
COLLECTION OF DATA IS INADEQUATE, THEIR MONITORING APPEARS MANIPULATED and they 
have the nerve to send it to the EPA with conclusions drawn from it and proposals 
based on it. 

4. Now we are discovering that Massport benefits from the use of this 
flawed, manipulated data. Chelsea has one of the highest immigrant, minority 212.6 
and low income population in the state-7 languages ‘officially' used in the public 
schools, many more spoken--BUT Chelsea was taken off the Conour Map, Massport 


statistically by Massport in their Environmental Justice analysis which was 
required for this EIS. Again, how convenient. 


Vol.1, ES-20: "Noise modeling analysis was conducted for all alternatives... 

noise contours and noise exposed Populations were determined using the Integrated 
Model version 5.0" (Sounds good...but see above .4.r don't care who's ‘modeling' 

+..the machines are broken.) How can the public, the EPA, the courts have faith 212 i 
in Massport's modeling if they can't or won't gather basic info properly. : 


Vol.1, ES-28; "Therefore there are no cumulative air quality or odor impacts 
associated with the Airside Project." 

The one air quality monitor is on the highest hill in Chelsea and not under 
a flight Path, nor near a jet at take-off or landing! On March 3,1998 a Massport 
official stated jets were "about 260 ft off the ground" in my neighborhood. 


level we see emissions spewing from the jets. Massport told us that what we see 212 8 


We would like to see a study included in an EIS reporting what is raining down on us 
and at such close quarters. We would like it examined thoroghly, but Perhaps not 


Their conclusion... Chelsea waterfront neighborhood can handle an additional 
23,000 large jets (1 every 10 min,10 hrs/day , 7days/wk-additional) at less than 300' 
---why?...Because we have no noise or air pollution that THEY can find. 


The EIS has a ‘dollar value' for the flight delays. I would like to see several 212.9 
mature statistical analysis showing how such a figure was derived. I would also , 
like to see an unbiased, detailed reporting of what exactly was the cause of each 
delay. With the knowledge perhaps a new, varied, less harmful, truly helpful or 

even cost effective alternatives may be readily apparent. 


Why isn't there an economic breakdown for the citizens of the dozens of communities 
affected by Logan and its operations and traffic, What is the 'dollar value' lost 
for OUR DELAYS in Airport traffic-every day (no matter what the wind direction!) 


Our sleep loss resulting in decreased lifespan,decreased work and school 
performance...jets Stop about midnite ,then cargo planes throghout 212.10 
the nite,then jets at 6:15AM) 


Damage to Our roads (causing Our flat tires ,ruining Our car's suspension system) 
Our own "soundproofing! which we've paid 
Our cracked walls and shattered windows etc etc etc 
Why does Massport just get to put THEIR 'dollar value! on THEIR'troubles' ,but 
not ours? 
MASSPORT APPEARS TO PLAY WITH THE NUMBERS , BUT ON THESE EXAMPLES, THEY DIDN'T EVEN 
BOTHER TO COLLECT THE NUMBERS! 


There may be other ways to improve Logan's efficiency, other ways to improve 212.11 
regional transportation without greatly damaging lives and the environment. 

But we do not know from the material Massport has chosen to collect or not collect, 
chose to give you or not give you. 


=2= 


Please help us. Logan is filled to its natural capacity now-it's stuffed but 
can't seem to admit it. The residents know what Squeezed-in Logan and its 
far-flung operations do to our lives, our Sanity ,our towns, our children, 

our days and nights ,our air, land and water. 


We've told Logan...but they did not tell you. 4 
Thank you very much for your time, efforts and attention. 
Respectfully, 


Mary Jane Quinn 
40 Beacon Street 
Chelsea, MA 02150 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 212 
Mary Jane Quinn 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
212.1 = Environmental — Impacts __...On any page of the EIS where this is a reference to noise, as the only off-airport impact associated 
/ Review "air, odor pollution; air cargo truck traffic; Environmental _ with the Preferred Alternative (refer to Section 6.2 of the 
' Process _ Justice or ‘mitigation,’ | know its data collection is flawed or Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion on noise impacts). 
: tragically non-existent concerning Chelsea. Of course, then, — Environmental and health studies relating to the City of 
» any ‘conclusions’ or projections drawn from such poor ‘info’ | Chelsea were reviewed to assess the potential for other 
! gathering and reporting would have to be considered flawed _ cumulative or multiple adverse exposures, since the increase 
| or inadequate because what you had been given to work —_ in population within the 65 dB DNL contour associated with 
_ with was such. _ the Preferred Alternative is primarily within this community. A 
_ review of issues within Chelsea indicated a concern regarding 
toxic discharges associated with industrial facilities, truck : 
_ emissions, and contamination of Chelsea Creek. There was 
_ nothing to suggest that these issues increased the noise 
_ impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative. Mitigation 
_ of the increased noise within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
_ will be provided to affected communities in the form of 
_ residential sound insulation. Refer to Section 6.8 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional information. 
The dispersion model portion of the LDMS is an EPA- 
_ approved model. The methodology is consistent with FAA 
: d EPA guidelines. 
© 212.2. Environmental MEPA _ ..you have not been given what MEPA had requested of The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
: ' Review _ Massport—an accurate, thoughtful, thorough accounting of — DEIS/FEIR respond to federal and state scoping directives 
: Process _ present impacts of Logan and its operations and a complete — and applicable FAA environmental orders and all other NEPA | 
picture of environmental impacts of any proposal. _ and MEPA requirements, and provide appropriate analytical 
_ content for assessing alternatives. 
_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 
_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 
212.3 Impacts _ Chelsea is severely impacted by jet noise (see photos). Tables 6. 24 and 6. 2. 5 show ther noise exposed population for 
: _ Massport will not admit this on paper (ex: ‘0 noise impacted _ Chelsea for the 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios, 
_ population” GEIR)—so if they won't acknowledge it—they don’t _ respectively. Although both show no noise exposed population in 
_ have to reduce it! Massport can't tell you what the noise levelis + DNL 70 dB and above, both show noise exposed population in the 
: / in Chelsea because they | have chosen not to find out: : DNL 65 dB and DNL 60 dB and above categories. 
Impacts Chelsea was taken out of the Noise Contour Map and yet ou our Chelsea appears on the basemaps showing the noise ‘contours for 
: _ Noise has not abated, esp. considering that flight operations _ each of the fleets and altematives studied. The community is 
_ have doubled in that time. Massport officials told residents and exposed to noise either from 60 to 65 dB or from 65 to 70 dB, 
_ Chelsea City Councillors that we probably do have enough jet © depending on the fleet and altemative being evaluated. Chelsea is 
_ noise to be in but they wouldn't file this info with FAA till their _ also listed as a separate community in the tables of population 
_ normal filing time 5 years later. (This conveniently brings it to _ counts by increment of exposure (Tables 6.2-4 through 6.2-7 and 
i after this EIS filing process. ) — 62-20 and 6. 2 21), 
” Impacts ‘how can they decide how much m more noise to give t us (to be Comment noted. The EPA will draw its own conclusions regarding 


_ “equitable’ if they don't know what we have now? THEIR 

_ COLLECTION OF DATA IS INADEQUATE, THEIR 

_ MONITORING APPEARS MANIPULATED and they have the 
_ Nerve to send it to the EPA with conclusions drawn from it and 
_ proposals based on it. 


_ the efficacy of the data and findings presented here. 


Letter 212: Mary Quinn 


Private Citizens: Chelsea 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Comment Response 


212.6 — Environmental | _ Now we are discovering that Massport benefits from the use The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 
: _ Justice : _ Of this flawed, manipulated data. Chelsea has one of the _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 
i highest immigrant, minority and low income population in populations were defined in accordance with Federal 
| the state—7 languages ‘officially’ used in the public schools, | Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the 
_ Many more spoken—BUT Chelsea was taken off the — Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 


» Contour Map... _ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 

: | populations was expanded to include households at 
_ 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 
» no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income __ 
_ and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

| minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a : 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an : 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and : 
_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 
"affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 

_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 

_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

_ sound insulation. A discussion of the Environmental Justice 
_ analysis is presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR. 


~— Impacts «Vol. 1, ES-20: ‘Noise modeling analysis was conducted for Comment noted. The EPA will draw its own conclusions 
: all altematives... noise contours and noise-exposed _ regarding the efficacy of the data and findings presented 
_ populations were determined using the Integrated Model —_—ihere. 


_ version 5.0.” (Sounds good...but see above...| don’t care 
who's ‘modeling’...the machines are broken.) How can the 

| public, the EPA, the courts have faith in Massport’s : 
modeling if they can’t or won't gather basic info properly. : 


212.8 


__...Massport has been told by residents for years that on _ In 1997, Massport conducted a Soot Deposition Study at 
takeoff and landings at this level [260 ft.] we see emissions Logan Airport and the surrounding communities. The results 
_ spewing from the jets. Massport told us that what we see is _of this study did not identify any discernable differences in 

_ “harmless, it's been tested” or “you don’t see anything, samples collected on, or in the vicinity of, the airport 

_ nothing comes out.” We would like to see a study included compared to samples collected away from the airport. DEP 

_ inn EIS reporting what is raining down on us and at such _ also maintains a permanent air monitoring station (the 
close quarters. We would like it examined thoroughly, but “Bremen Street” station) in close proximity to Logan Airport. 
_ perhaps not by Massport (can you blame us’). _ Data collected at this station has continually shown that the 
: air quality meets the NAAQS. : 


- Impacts 


Letter 212: Mary Quinn 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_Code Topic 1 _Topic 2 Comment Response 
‘ he EIS has a ‘dollar value’ for the flight delays. | would like — The cost of delay analysis presented i in the Airside Project 
to see several mature statistical analyses showing how _ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is based on 
_ such a figure was derived. | would also like to see an _ amethodology recommended by the FAA. The cost of delay 
_ unbiased, detailed reporting of what exactly was the cause _ toa passenger ($27 per hour) is a weighted average cost for 
_ of each delay. ... _ business and leisure passengers. Refer to FAA APO Bulletin 
i | APO-97-1. 


| Chapters 1 and 4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provide 

_ analysis of delays at Logan. Delays primarily occur when 

_ wind or weather conditions require the use of configurations 

_ with fewer than three active runways or when poor weather 

_ requires increased separation distances between aircraft. : 
_ Proposed Runway 14/32 would be designed to reduce delays 
_ at Logan Airport from adverse winds Refer to Section 1.4 and 
_ Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 
_ description of the delay factors at Logan Airport, and a 

_ discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and 

_ historical data, along with comparisons of Logan Airport with 

: other United States airports. 


~ 212.10 Environmental F impens 


: Why is isn 'ttherea ane economic breakdown for the citizens of The Airside Project +t Draft E EIS/EIR and the > Supplemental . 


_ Justice the dozens of communities affected by Logan and its _ DEIS/FEIR documents comply with all applicable NEPA and 
: : | operations and traffic? What is the ‘dollar value’ lost for OUR | MEPA requirements. A cost benefit analysis is not required 
» DELAYS on airport traffic—every day (no matter what the  _by federal or state law and would not provide appropriate 
_ wind direction!) _ context. Cost information mentioned in the Airside Project 
* health cost/missed work or school days, Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is intended 
: » to provide analytic context. 


* sleep loss resulting in decreased lifespan, decreased 
_ work and school performance, 


* cost of buying (and running 24 hrs/day) an air conditioner 
* damage to our roads 

* our own ‘soundproofing’ which we've paid 

* our cracked walls and shattered windows, etc. 


Why does Massport just get to put THEIR ‘dollar value’ on 
_ THEIR ‘troubles,’ but not ours? 


212.44 


er Non- here may be other ways to improve Logan’s efficiency, _ The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
| Construction | other ways to improve regional transportation without greatly — Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan . 
_ Alternatives damaging lives and the environment. But we do not know _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 
: _ from the material Massport has chosen to collect or not _ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 
_ collect, chose to give you or not give you. _ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 


_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 

_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

_ numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 

_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

_ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 

_ Studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan _ 
_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995. Based on 

_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected and the 

_ most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 

_ alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 

_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 

_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 

_ that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 

_ provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 

_ ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Letter 212: Mary Quinn 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 _ Topic 2 Comment Response 
212.12 | Noise _ Model _ Table 6-3, Noise-Exposed Population by Community [in _ Table 6-3 in the Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR is similar to 
: : Logan GEIR]...averaged [noise] over 24 hrs and _ that in Tables 6.2.4 and 6.2.5 in the Supplemental 
| 7 day/week. Not per exposure. [There are still]... many | DEIS/FEIR. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also gives values 
| planes with >65 Ldn over Chelsea...[These are] creative _ of the maximum sound levels at 23 sites in Table 6.2.8 of the 


: statistics. Must have independent study [by an] independent Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and the time-above threshold at 

| group giving ...[Massport] data so that ...[Massport] may _ those sites in Table 6.2.13 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

: make an informed decision. _ Additional data can be found in the Appendix E of the 

: ' Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ uses the DNL as the primary descriptor of aircraft noise 
_ exposure in the community. This metric was developed by the 
_ United States EPA for this purpose and was found by the 
_ EPA to correlate better with the effects of noise on humans 
_ than any other descriptor. The methodology used is in the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is in accordance with all applicable 
_ federal guidelines and is the same methodology that would 
_ be required for a noise study performed by any other 
_ independent firm. 


Letter 212: Mary Quinn 


Private Citizens: Chelsea 
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Letter 213 
Mary Quinn 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Masspor'’s conclusion that there are] “Zero noise impacts 
_ on Chelsea’ [is based on] faulty data from [a] broken noise 
monitor [or] Admiral’s Hill. 


_ analyzing noise from future alternatives with Future Fleet 
_ scenarios. 


Letter 213: Mary Quinn ; . 
Private Citizens: Chelsea 
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Letter 214 
Martha Gjestby 
Private Citizens: Cohasset 


Code Topic1 Topic 2 Comment 


214, _ The EIS/EIR has been fairly w pp 
| of new runway described in the report. ‘It will eliminate 
| delays and ease some airways’ problems. 


| General 
_ Support 


If you develop Hanscom or Worcester Airport as the Commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 


Regional Regional 


: Transportation — Airports _ second airport, how does one deal with transfers from _ a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 
: Major airlines to small planes that travel to Nantucket, _ Hanscom Field or Worcester Regional Airport, since 
_ Bangor, etc.? ... _ approximately 50 percent of passengers on 


_ Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to other 
Logan Airport flights. 


Alternatives Operational ..More flights, if possible, should ascend or descend over _ The operations of Proposed Runway 14/32 would be over the 
i _ Restrictions _ the ocean before turing at higher altitudes west, south  _ water. The departures on Runway 14 would tum over the 
: - and north. _ inner harbor and proceed out the harbor mouth, as do the 
_ departures on Runway 15R, the nighttime preferential 

_ runway. Similarly, the last several miles of the approach path 
_ to Runway 32 would be over water and largely uninhabited 

_ islands. When Runway 14/32 is in operation, it would reduce 

he noise exposure over populated communities. 


“2144 


- Air Quality _ Not mentioned in the report is the problem of fuel Fuel dumping (dropping) typically occurs only i in aircraft 

i _ dropping in detail. Fuel does drop over Cohasset when _ emergencies. Air traffic control makes every effort to direct 
_ descending to Logan. My house is under the path, thus _ the pilot away from residential and other populated areas 
_ we join the other communities of the negative effects and during this procedure. Notwithstanding the above, the Federal 
' aspects of an urban airport. _ Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements allow fuel 


_ dumping at or above an altitude of 2,000 feet. This distance 
' above ground allows much of the fuel to evaporate and 
_ disperse. Thus, emergency fuel dumping should have little or 

no impact. on human health and welfare. 


Regional Regional The best solution in time is moving the airporttoanew _—__ Section 2. 8 of the ‘Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses 

_ Transportation — Airports _ area such as Hanscom and/or South Weymouth. ... ' passenger and activity growth at the regional airports and 

; : : _ their effect on Logan Airport's projected passenger and 

_ activity levels. With regard to ridership projections on 

_ Amtrak's high-speed rail, the Airside Project Dratt EIS/EIR 
_ described in detail the best current information. No updated 
_ projections are available. Refer to Appendix Bfor Amtrak’s 
_ letter stating that no revised ridership estimates are available. 


_ Massport has no jurisdiction over the development, operation 
_ oruse of infrastructure at airports other than Logan Airport, 

_ Hanscom Field, and Worcester Regional Airport (as of 

_ January 15, 2000). Massport plays no role, however, in the 

_ decisions of private airlines regarding air service routes or 

_ Service levels. As proprietor of Logan Airport, Massport’s 

_ primary responsibility is to supply, operate, and maintain 

_ Logan Airpor'’s infrastructure that includes the runways, 

_ taxiways, terminal buildings, parking facilities and access 

_ roads. As a recipient of federal airport grants, Massport must 
_ adhere to grant covenants that require it to operate 

_ Logan Airport in such a way so as to ensure access and 

_ availability for public use on fair and reasonable terms and 


Letter 214: Martha Gjestby 
Private Citizens: Cohasset 


123 Stoughton Street 
Dorchester, MA 02125 


Arthur Pugsley 

MEPA Unit 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Sirs, 


and the development of a regional transportation plan before considering new runways. 
_Massport has not done their job. My family and I urge you to let them know in no uncertain 


Regards, 
a DP, 
a ff eer = 


a 


Michael P. County 


LETTER 215 


215.1 


215.2 
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Letter 215 
_ Michael P. County 
Private Citizens: Dorchester 


..As the proposal is coming up for review at your offic 


J 


_ few short days, | wish to register my strong opposition to the 
plan. The cons are well known; increased air and noise pollution 
| are just two of them. There is also a reason to consider the 
_ environmental justice of the proposal... 

5 2152 Regional == Regional ===. Massport must go back and look at ll options, including, but 


not limited to, increased reliance on rail travel and the 
_ development of a regional transportation plan before 
_ considering new runways. 


Transportation Airports 


lustice analysis in Section 6.8 was expanded for 


_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority populations 
"were defined in accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, 
_ the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental : 
_ Quality’s guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the analysis 
of low-income populations was expanded to include households at 
_ 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is no 

_ high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income and 

_ Minority populations caused by the Preferred Altemative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately bome by low-income or 

_ minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population within the 

_ 65dB DNL contour for the Preferred Altemative is minority, 

_ compared to the Suffolk County minority population of 38 percent. 
_ Less than two percent of the population within the 65 dB DNL 

_ contour for the Preferred Altemative has a household income less 


than 150 percent of poverty level. The additional area within the 


_ 65dB DNL noise contour associated with the Preferred Altemative 
includes a predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which 


is predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an : 
increase of 0.6 dB orless. Under FAA standards, this change is not 
a significant adverse impact. The minority and low-income : 


_ populations in South Boston and East Boston affected by the 
_ Preferred Altemative 65 dB DNL contour are almost identical to the 


No Action Altemative. The 65 dB DNL contour for the 


_ Preferred Altemative does not extend into Jamaica Plain, Roxbury 
_ and the South End. Mitigation of the increased noise within the 
_ 65dB DNL contour will be provided to affected communities in the 


form of residential sound insulation. 


_ The altemative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 

- directives. The impact of the regional altematives has been 

_ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity levels, 
_ Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 
"regional altematives. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports and 
_ high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of Runway 14/32 
__and the other airside improvement projects at Logan Airport, asa 
_ comprehensive plan for ensuring an efficient and balanced regional 
transportation system. As the analysis in Chapter 2 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR indicates, these off-airport altematives are 
expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, 
but they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that occur 
» because ofa third operating runway during periods of northwest 

_ winds. The Preferred Altemative, which specifically addresses this 

_ deficiency, is necessary and provides clear benefits at current 
"aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will only increase inthe future, 
_ evenas developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail to 
_ New York act to reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


Letter 215: Michael P. County 
Private Citizens: Dorchester 


Bcc: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


From: "Barbara McDonough" <McDonough@rascal.med. harvard. edu> 
ject: runway 14/32 
2: Wednesday, April 21, 1999 16:53:29 EDT 
se cache ia id LETTER 216 
Certify: N 
Priority: Normal 
Defer until: 
Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 216.1 


I am writing to voice jy concern over plans to expand Logan Airport’s runways. 
Massport’s Environmental Impact study is inadequate because it uses 1993 

data instead of 1998 data, AND because it doesn’t look at the health and 
environmental problems or the economic losses (real estate devaluation) 

that will be caused by Runway 14/32. 216.2 


I hope that you will consider these concerns and the negative impact they 
will have on our neighborhood. Thank you. 


Sincerely, 
Barbara McDonough 


‘illtop Street 
. thester, Ma 02124 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
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Letter 216 


Barbara McDonough 
Private Citizens: Dorchester 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
216. 1 Analysis | Base Year _ lam writing to voice my concern over plans to expand 
Assumptions/ _ Logan Airport's runways. Massport’s Environmental Impact 
_ Study is inadequate because it uses 1993 data instead of 


Methodologies 


| 1998 data. 


Massport’s Environmental Impact Study i is inadequate 
_ because it doesn’t look at the health and environmental 
| problems or the economic losses (real estate devaluation) 
ie will be caused by Runway 14/32. 


Response 


| The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 
_ not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
_ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the | 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective / 
_ to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in 

| model calibration. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes 

| delay and environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect current 
"conditions and to provide context to the delay problem at 

_ Logan Airport. The appropriate comparison for assessing 

_ future year conditions and the effectiveness of the 
_ Airside Project is a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to 
_ the No Action Alternative, not a comparison of the i 
| Preferred Alternative to the base year. 


The available public health studies for communities adjacent 


_ to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 

_ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 

_ status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
_ comparable public health reports were not available from the 
_ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 
indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 

| airport. 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 


DEIS/FEIR respond to federal and state scoping directives 
nd applicable FAA environmental orders and all other NEPA 
nd MEPA requirements, and provide appropriate analytical 
content for assessing alternatives. 


cording to 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact 
tatements Regarding Cost-Benefit analysis “for purposes of 
omplying with the act, the weighing of the merit and : 
rawbacks of the various alternatives need not be displayed 
in a monetary cost-benefit analysis...” The Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR respond to 
ederal and state scoping directives and applicable FAA 
nvironmental orders and all other NEPA and MEPA 
equirements, and provide appropriate analytical content for 
ssessing alternatives. 


Letter 216: Barbara McDonough 
Private Citizens: Dorchester 


LETTER 217 


April 21, 1999 
John C. Silva Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Manager, Environmental Programs Attention MEPA Office 
Airports Division, FAA-600 Arthur Pugsley - EOBA # 10458 
New England Region 100 Cambridge Street 
12 New England Executive Park 20th Floor 
Burlington, MA 01803 Boston, MA 02202 


Mr. John Silva and Arthur Pugsley: 


3 indicate a 2 mile inland impact of Day/Night Sound Levels — 65 dB contours for 
ever, more traffic has Consistently traveled over Roxbury and parts of Dorchester (a 


I. If not, how can the model used by Massport be accurate in its assessment of the sound level 
impact to communities south of Roxbury and Dorchester? ?| 7.2 

Il. If so, what were the noise levels recorded and how many occurrences of noise exceedances 
were detected by the monitor? 

c) Was the noise monitor in Proper working order every day from the original placement to the final 
removal day of the noise monitor? 

I. If not, how many days and number of hours did the noise monitor fail to operate in proper 
working order? 

Il. Was the failure of the noise monitor detected and replaced? At what period did this occur 
and what workarounds or testing was implemented? 


3. As a result of increased traffic over Roxbury and Dorchester from delays at Logan, why did the FAA not ?1 1.3 
review these two low income minority communities to determine whether they qualify for impacted 


changed to fly over Roxbury and Dorchester which prompted excessive noise level complaints by community ; 
residents? : 


EOEA # 10458 
John Silva, FAA - Arthur Pugsley, MEPA. 


' 
/ 


4. 


In assessing noise levels and determining the classification of an impacted community, what is FAA’s role in 217.5 
controlling or preventing planes from flying below legal and/or acceptable levels over communities such as 
Roxbury or Dorchester that do not directly abut the airport? 


. Page 6-105, Table 6.6-3 compares existing Logan soil quality data with Logan modernization unregulated 


soil criteria. 
a) Where is the soil quality data from test samples for the runway to be built into the water? 217.6 
b) What is MEPA’s role in halting or delaying construction of a runway if it is determined that the cost of 
Frameiny oF Femediating contaminated soil greatly exceeds Massport’s budget and greatly outweighs any 217.7 
financial or environmental benefits of building the new runway? 
c) Toes MEPA think it is prudent to proceed with construction of a runway into water that flows into 2 
larger body of water without collecting soil samples from the proposed construction site to determine ?1 18 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 217 
Karen L. Rucker 


Private Citizens: Dorchester 


Comment 


| Day/Night Sound Levels--65 dB contours for Alt. 1A and 


_ Alt. 4. However, more traffic has consistently traveled over 
_ further from Logan Airport than required for the 65dBDNL 
_ contours and for the 60 dB DNL contours which may be found — 
_ in the Appendix E of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The 
" analysis in Roxbury and Dorchester included representative 

© flight tracks over each community, with annual average 
aircraft operations on each flight track, so that aircraft noise 

» was accounted for in each community. 


' Roxbury and parts of Dorchester (a radius in excess of 2 
» miles from Logan Airport) during the period of sampling. 
: How can the model produce accurate results when the 
"radius of land covered is grossly understated for data 

_ sampling and how can anyone (including Massport) 

_ conclude that one alternative provides less noise over 

: another alternative when the data sampled is deficient 

- and excludes critical noise level exceedances? 


How was the noise level sampling collected in Roxbury? 
a) Specifically, what time of day and/or night and in what 

| frequency and over how many days or months were the 
data collected to assess sound levels? 


b) Did the sampling days and times coincide with the 
__ increased operations flying over Roxbury and Dorchester? 


in its assessment of the sound level impact to 
communities south of Roxbury and Dorchester? 


Il. Ifo, what were the noise levels recorded and how 


by the monitor? 


c) Was the noise monitor in proper working order every day 
' from the original placement to the final removal day of the 
noise monitor? 


|. Ifnot, how many days and number of hours did the 
noise monitor fail to operate in proper working order? 


Il. Was the failure of the noise monitor detected and 
replaced? At what period did this occur and what 


_ Pages ES-22 and ES-23 indicate a 2-mile inland impact of gl 
_ ES-23 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR are for Day/Night 


I, Ifnot, how can the model used by Massport be accurate 
_ the 1998 Annual Update in Table 5-6. The 1998 data show 


: both the total noise and the total noise from aircraft, as well 
_ as the INM-calculated values of DNL. The agreement is 


: — excellent. 
many occurrences of noise exceedances were detected 


on pages 


Sound Levels (DNL) of 65 dB. The analysis extended much 


Noise data were acquired in Roxbury forthe tests of the 


_ Runway 27 departure procedure in the winter of 1991 to : 
_ 1992. These data indicated a reasonable correlation between 
» measurement and modeling based on the radar tracks. In i 
_ 1997, a permanent noise monitor was installed in the Boston 

_ Latin Academy in Roxbury under the new flight path. The 

_ data for part of 1997 were reported in the 1997 Annual 


Update in Table 5-5, and the data for 1998 were reported in 


a? 


Letter 217: Karen L. Rucker 
Private Citizens: Dorchester 
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Code _Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment _ Response 


2173 


_ Environmental Impacts _ Asa result of increased traffic over Roxbury and Dorchester : ~The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 
_ Justice / _ from delays at Logan, why did the FAA not review these two Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 
i i _ lowincome minority communities to determine whether they — populations were defined in accordance with Federal 
_ qualify for impacted community status? - Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the 
: » Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 
_ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 
| populations was expanded to include households at 
_ 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 
_ no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 
_ and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

: minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ Of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a : 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an i 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change _ 
is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and : 
_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 
"affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 

_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 

_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

- sound insulation. 


A discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 
: presented i in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FE 


_ Why did the FAA not request an increase in noise _ The delays at Logan Airport did not increase air tra 
_ monitoring and payment by Massport for soundproofing of Roxbury and Dorchester and may have reduced such 

public and private property affected by excessive noise _ overflights. Because of the concern for the noise under the 

_ levels when the flight path was changed to fly over Roxbury new departure heading (235 degrees magnetic), Massport 

_ and Dorchester which prompted excessive noise level _ has added two new noise monitors, Monitor No. 27 in 

_ complaints by community residents? _ Roxbury and Monitor No. 29 in Mattapan. However, the noise _ 
_ levels in these two communities are less thanthe minimum 
: criteria for FAA approval ofa sound insulation program. — 


~ Soundproofing 


In assessing noise levels and determining the classification ‘The FAA establishes standard arrival and departure 
_ ofan impacted community, what is FAA’s role in controlling procedures, which provide for the safe and expeditious flow 


Pi7. 


or preventing planes from flying below legal and/or _ Of air traffic. It is FAA noise policy to select flight tracks and 
» acceptable levels over communities such as Roxbury or ' altitudes to minimize noise exposure. The departure 
_ Dorchester that do not directly abut the airport? _ procedure for Runway 27, for example, was established 


_ through a lengthy public Environmental Impact Review 
: involving | the FAA, Massport and all interested communities 


2176 


Soil/Sediment Testing Where is the soil quality data from test samples for the _ The runway will not be built into Boston Harbor. All construction ; 
_ runway to be built into the water? _ is confined to upland areas of the existing airfield. Airfield soil 
_ sample data are presented in Section 6.7 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter 217: Karen L. Rucker 
Private Citizens: Dorchester 
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Comment Response 


217.7 Environmental EPA _ What is MEPA’s role in halting or delaying construction of a The requirements for removing or remediating soil for the 
Review | runway if itis determined that the cost of removing or _ Airside Improvements have decreased from the estimates in 
Process : _ remediating contaminated soil greatly exceeds Massport's _ the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR because both the volume of 
_ budget and greatly outweighs any financial or environmental oil to be removed and the level of contamination in the soil is 


| benefits of building the new runway? _ much lower than anticipated at the time of the Airside Project 

i _ Draft EIS/EIR analysis. The volume of excavate has been 

_ feduced as a result of the on-going removal of stockpiled 

_ Central Artery/Tunnel soil material from Governors Island, 

_ and the findings of a subsurface investigation program show 

_ that much of the existing soil material on the airport is suitable 

_ for construction and therefore does not have to be removed. 
Refer to Section 6.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Does MEPA think it is prudent to proceed with : 
onstruction of a runway into water that flows into a larger 
ody of water without collecting soil samples from the 
roposed construction site to determine progressive 
nvironmental impact to marine life and the quality of soil 
nd cost of disposal or remediation? 


Letter 217: Karen L. Rucker 
Private Citizens: Dorchester 


19 April 1999 


Bob Durand, Secretary LETTER 21 8 


Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 

100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Secietary Durand, 


was affordable, its community spirit was heartening. These reasons still stand today. 
East Boston is a neighborhood determined to survive and thrive despite the failure of government in the past to 


By denying Massport’s proposal, you will be protecting the residents of Greater Boston from environmental harm, 
you will be encouraging a more thoughtful, long-range solution to our transportation needs, and you will prevent further 


Sincerely, 
Coe bp FEEL, Ons Bo’ 
Carolyn Banulis Brent Banulis 


33 Mornis Street 
East Boston. MA 02128 
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Letter 218 
Carolyn and Brent Banulis 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Comment Response 


» General Comment noted. 


Opposition 


.. The current Massport proposal...will choke the city with 
_ traffic, it will increase the noise that residents experience, 
| itwill negate the progress made in creating more parks 

: and outdoor recreation areas for Boston’s families and 

» residents. These harmful results, which cannot be 

| mitigated, were not given serious consideration in 


ss @ investment in regional ground Section 2.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the 

_ transportation, getting to work will be even worse, if that specific role played by the regional altematives and steps 

_ can be imagined, than it is now. Massport’s decision does Massport has taken to foster increased use of these 

| not take these factors into consideration either. _ alternatives. Massport has long recognized and been a 

i _ proponent of options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR, Massport identified up to 7.3 million 
passengers that could be accommodated by regional 
alternatives that include use of T.F. Green/Providence, 
Manchester, and Worcester Regional airports, as well as the 

_ introduction of high-speed rail to New York in 

_ December 2000. In the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport 
undertook analysis of the passenger traffic development 

_ patterns at Logan Airport and the regional airports. Based on 

_ this analysis, Massport estimates that Logan Airport may only . 

_ achieve approximately 34 million passengers by 2010 instead 

_ of the previously forecasted 37.5 million passengers. The 

_ updated forecast reflects the attractiveness of the regional 

airports and the availability of high-speed rail to New York, 

' Boston’s largest air travel market. 


“218.2 


_ General 
| Opposition 


Letter 218: Carolyn and Brent Banulis 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


April 8, 1999 
Robert Durand 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Agency 


100 Cambridge Street, Suite 2000 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Durand, 
Re: EOA 10458 


LETTER 219 


The existing court-ordered injunction against the runway serves to protect the environmental 
interests of East Boston residents and should not be overturned. The reasoning behind the injunction 


Logan International Airport for the tourist industry or for business travelers coming to Boston. By I y) | 


East Boston. Our children’s overall well being is compromised daily by the negative effects of the 21 q y) 


planes and being necessary because of the wind patterns here in Boston. Well, a Tunway a mere 280 feet 21 q 3 


that taxiway. Similarly, I am against zero-visibility landings using Runway 22L—also very near to my 21 94 


Wh hoard eee ga Persons in East Boston, wo are trying to live a somewhat reasonable quality 219.5 


justice implications and your decision must be based on that consideration. 
Thank you for taking the time to consider my Concerns, and those of other residents, as you begin 
to make your decision about this proposal. g 


Sincerely, , 
Hitig es Mernenges 


156 Saint Andrew Road 
East Boston. Massachusetts 02128 
617-569-3643 
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Letter 219 
Mary C. Berninger 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


_Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
Please do not be swayed by the argument that this _ Massport considers Logan Airport to be part of a regional 
| Transportation = Airports _ runway is needed to help alleviate delays at Logan _ system of airports that includes the Providence, Manchester 
i International Airport for the tourist industry or for business | and Worcester Regional airports. Service developments and 
_ travelers coming to Boston. By Massport’s own figures,  _ increased traffic at these airports are an important COMPONENT. 
_ fully 57% of all passengers arriving at Logan or departing _of the region’s long-term Strategy to accommodate 
_ Logan are residents of communities located west of _ passengers and activity growth. By its agreement to assume 


_ Routes I-95 and I-495. Clearly the logic of siting another —_ operational responsibility and the eventual ownership of the 
_ airport nearer to those residences cannot be denied. Such — Worcester facility, Massport is working to increase air 


| anew airport would serve to enhance the justice of not _ services at Worcester Regional Airport and its role in 

__ allowing more negative burdens here in Boston and would | accommodating air travel demand generated in communities 

_ bring those passengers closer to their homes. : west of I-95 and I-495. Greater use of the regional airports 

i _ will provide passengers within the service area of such 

_ airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 

_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 

_ remain strong, improvements at other regional airports will 
not eliminate the need for airside projects at Logan Airport. 


219.2 


Public Health Effects ==‘ would also ask that you consider the impact the aitport The proposed Airside Project will not stimulate 
: i _ currently has on the health of residents of East Boston. Our _ additional growth in passenger activity levels at Logan Airport. 
_ children’s overall well being is compromised daily by the _ Off-site motor vehicle emissions estimates are shown in 


| negative effects of the pollution created by the airplanes and Table 6.4-9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Increases in the 

| the attendant traffic going to and from Logan. That includes — number of vehicles accessing Logan Airport are not analogous 
__ cars, taxis, limousines, and cargo trucks. The infrastructure _to increases in emissions. As indicated in the table, these 

| of our community cannot withstand additional burdens, _ emissions generally decrease in the future, as a result of 

_ which would be evident if Runway 14/32 is built. _ improved motor vehicle emission standards, the increased use 
: _ of altemative fuels, and other factors. 


_ The emissions inventory and dispersion modeling indicate 
_ better air quality conditions with Runway 14/32 and the 
_ Centerfield Taxiway than with the No Action Alternative. 


_ Massport is separately studying measures for reducing 

_ Logan Airport's contribution to air emissions in the region, in 

_ the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). 

- Consideration is given to all emissions sources, and analysis 

_ is conducted for the airport, East Boston and regional study 
areas. 


_ Massport is actively involved in many air quality initiatives and 
~ explored other options to reduce emissions from activities at 

_ Logan Airport in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously 

- GEIR). 


a hos <a pose 


_ ...a runway a mere 280 feet short of a mile, accommodating Because the development of a second major airport would 
| Transportation —_ Airports _ 100-passenger jets, creates an unfair environmental burden require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
: : _ on East Boston. With careful planning, another airport could review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 
_ be designed with a runway configuration that would take _ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
_ into account all possible wind pattems and the problem _ demand over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field’s potential 
' would not be duplicated. _ service area overlaps with the service areas for 


_ several airports that already have the necessary 

_ infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 

_ Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 

_ Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 

_ improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside 


Letter 219: Mary C. Berninger 
Private Citizens: East Boston 
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Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
219.4 Alternatives Reduced am against zero-visibility landings using Runway 22L--also Zero visibility landings (i.e. Category III Approach minimums) 
/ i _ Approach ery near to my home--because if a pilot decides to aborta _are not proposed for Runway 22L. The minimums on Runway | 
| Minima landing, he/she will accelerate the planes’ engines over the 22L will be reduced to Category | standards consistent with 


ater near to Bayswater Street, causing further | the equipment already installed. Aircraft will stil follow the 
oncussions to the homes in the adjacent area. | same arrival paths, at the same altitudes as today, but the 
_ location at which a missed approach procedure will be 
_ initiated will be moved closer to the airport. Since missed 
_ approaches rarely occur, they have no discernible effect on 
_ the cumulative noise such as the Day-Night Sound Level 
_ (DNL), but are rather single aircraft events. The noise froma 
_ missed approach is at maximum value just after engine thrust 
_ has been increased for the climb-out. For example, reducing 
_ the Runway 221 decision height to 200 feet moves this 
_ maximum noise point to approximately 3,000 feet from 
_ touchdown and further from populated areas in East Boston 
_ than is currently the case. Although normally categorically 
_ excluded from the NEPA review, the Airside Project study 
_ included modeling of changes in runway availability due to 
_ reductions in the approach minimums and an analysis of the 
' potential impacts on community noise exposure that may 
» result. 


_ General : p ast Boston, who are trying efer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
: Opposition to live a somewhat reasonable quality life, and who should _ discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. Noise was 
i _ not be considered expendable to satisfy the needs of the found to be the only adverse impact from the 
traveling public, | ask that your agency deny Massport’s _ Preferred Alternative with the potential for 
' request to sanction Runway 14/32. This issue has clear _ Environmental Justice impacts. Additional demographic 
: environmental justice implications and your decision must —_ analysis of the noise-affected areas was conducted to 
_ be based on that consideration. _ determine if minority and/or low-income populations would be 


_ disproportionately affected by the Preferred Alternative. This 
_ analysis found that there is no high and 

_ adverse disproportionate impact caused by the 

_ Preferred Alternative. 


Letter 219: Mary C. Berninger 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifying numbers, but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. LETT 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number may not be considered. 


All comments must be received April 22, 1999 
All mail concerning the environmental impact review process including filings, comments. and all associated materials 
must be addressed to: 7 

Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 


Za e are oxen 2772-2. jr ZzAL 
ay, and ZL am breamAsng frnto my 990 4 
Ea - ZL do e -/21./72e!) 4_ope. OU 3 
Lake Some severe disciplinar 
Aacz/on agains2 Phe pecpje whe warw 


o eCxpa Zre ruareccan YT ae Blu 

Tew*~we Aub e_ le — On? 
Pecause Fhe Arnke 7 vey ertpansiron. 
4S ae good dea - Please 2aoke ac2zvon 
frm , ) o a jor. and 


Address 2 WebSsZer Bre. 
£. 80sZop 02725—- 
Phone $67 = Z276 
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Letter 220 
Christopher Blackler 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


There are toxic fumes in the air and | am breathing [them] — Dispersion modeling indicates no violation of the NAAQS, / 
_ into my lungs. _ which were designed to protect human health and welfare. 


‘Letter 220: Christopher Blackler 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


LETTER 221 


Bec: 

From: Catherine Brayden@fld_op Boston@OFC 
ject: Logan Airport 
e: Wednesday, April 21, 1999 14:39:37 EDT 

+.-cach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


It is difficult to express my tremendous concern about Massport 
Authority’s plan to exparid airport transportation through the 
building of runway 14/32 a second taxiway, and lower ceiling 
height for landing aircr: ft at Logan. 


As a lifelong resident of East Boston, it does not seem possible 
that a community with li-tited resources can successfully win an 
argument against this expansion. The Massport Authority can send 
representatives to the Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce and 
other businesses to argue their mutual need. Massport has the 
Capital to invest in subliminal TV ads on the CNBC and local 
broadcast networks. Therefore, it becomes incumbent upon your 
agency to represent the citizen of Boston in its review of 
Massport’s plans for Logan Airport. 


Commonwealth of Massachusetts participates in the air 
ansportation provided at Logan - not just East Boston and its 
surrounding communities. It is a compliment to believe that all 
travels through Logan are coming to Boston; but common sense says 
that is not true. The 128 and 495 beltways present evidence of 221.1 
the expansion of business outside the Boston area. These 
businesses and communities are best served by a second airport. 


As Massport presented to this community, the airport is good for 
economic development. A second airport has the potential to 
employ up to 15,000 people, to hook up to high speed rail, and 
improved infrastructure of the host community. Travelers would 
be 30 to 45 minutes closer to home or their business 
destinations. 


A second airport would not deny the Boston businesses and tourist 
the availability of air transportation. A second airport would 
offer choices to travelers, offer better air and ground 
transportation while in Boston, and reduce travel time for those 
traveling outside the Boston area. 


Logan Airport has reached its Capacity; a sixth runway is not the 
solution. 


An afternoon at Constitution beach in East Boston will provide 
‘1 with clear visual and audible reasons why a second taxiway is 
mful to our environment. The jet noise, rumbling and exhaust 221 2 
umes have a negative impact on the residents of Orient Heights ‘ 
and beach goers alike. To adda second taxiway, center field or 


not, will not increase the benefits to this community. 


It is almost impossible to believe that your organization would 

approve of lowering the ceiling on landing heights. It is 

already possible to see the Passengers on the planes as the fly 
‘x East Boston and Winthrop to land at Logan. 


Massport has not met its obligation to develop an air and ground 
transportation system that meet the needs of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts. It has placed all the responsibility on a-small 
island called East Boston and the impact has affected the quality 
of life of all Bostonians and neighboring communities near and 


With all due respect, I request that you deny the request for 
addition environmental damages; deny Massport Authority’s request 
to lift the injunction; and deny the development of runway 14/32, 
a center field taxiway and lower landing heights. 


Thank you for your time and consideration of this important 
issue. 


Catherine Brayden 
351 Sunmer Street 
East Boston 02128 
617-567-0419 


221.3 
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Letter 221 
Catherine Brayden 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Topic 2 


_ Regional _ .. The 128 and 495 beltways presen cause the development of a second major airport would 
ransportation Airports _ expansion of business outside the Boston area. These _ require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 

i _ businesses and communities are best served by a second __review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 
_ airport...A second airport has the potential to employ up option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 


nse 


_ to 15,000 people, to hook up to high speed rail, and _ demand over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field’s potential 

_ improved infrastructure of the host community. Travelers _ service area overlaps with the service areas for 

' would be 30 to 45 minutes closer to home or their _ several airports that already have the necessary 

' business destinations. _ infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 


_ Assecond airport would not deny the Boston businesses 'Yanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 
i _ Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 


' and tourists the availability of air transportation. Asecond = : ; es : 
| airport would offer choices to travelers, offer better air and _ !MProvements to their terminal buildings, other landside 


_ ground transportation while in Boston, and reduce travel ‘ilies and airfields. 
_ time for those traveling outside the Boston area. 


... The jet noise, rumbling and exhaust does have a _ Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 
| negative impact on the residents of Orient Heights and _ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
: beachgoers alike. To add a second taxiway, center field or enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
not, will not increase the benefits to this community. _ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 
: _ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 
_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 
_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 
_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 
_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these : 
_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 
_ Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-8 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
_ The Airside Project leads to a decrease in odor-causing 
_ hydrocarbon emissions, when compared to the 
_ No Action Alternative. This is illustrated in Table 6.4-7 and 
_ Figure 6.4-5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. However, 
_ decreases in odorous emission concentrations will be 

_ imperceptible. 
Regional _ Regional Massport has not met its obligation to develop an air and Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 
_ Transportation Airports _ ground transportation system that meet the needs of the and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 
i i _ Commonwealth of Massachusetts. _ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 

: _ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
_ analysis in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 
_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 
_ they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 
_ occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 
_ northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 
_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 
__reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


' Taxiway 
_ Improvements 
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Private Citizens: East Boston 
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Letter 222 
Charles I. Cann, Ill 


Private Citizens: East Boston 


_ Code 
| 222. 1 


Topic 1 _Topic 2 Comment 


| Moritoring _ Massport has even admitted that their monitoring of noise 


is flawed. 


| Noise 


| They tell us that the center taxiway will mean planes will 

_ be able to move to and from the terminals faster, so there 
_ will be less air pollution. But it seems that more planes 

_ means more jet engines running, which seems to me to 
translate to more jet fuel and more noise. 


| Alternatives 


Taxiway 
_ Improvements 


_ Reduced 
_ Approach 
| Minima 


gnt, 
flying even lower over my home and my neighborhood. 


Alternatives All we ever hear from the business people and airline 
| _ spokespeople is how good this plan will be for our economy. 
_ What about those of us that bear the brunt of Massport 
_ operations? Is economics more important than people 

: [are]? 


Response 


in 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 
became even less when Massport upgraded its 

monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 
aircraft -- a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 


| levels predicted by the noise model. 
_ Atsites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this 


improvement to the monitoring system brought measured and 
modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to 
Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 1999 Environmental 
Planning and Status Report). Massport continues to investigate 
possible causes for remaining differences (such as from hill 
ffects) but believes the FAA’s INM noise model used in the 
irside Project noise analyses accurately represents expected 
ise exposure. Differences between measured and modeled 
sound levels have been reported in Logan Airport's various 
GEIRs and Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences 

t close-in locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 
modification of source levels to better account for 

ver-water sound propagation and apparent use of : 
igher engine power settings than are normally assumed in the 
joise model’s database (Refer to Appendix E of the 
jan Airport 1996 Annual Update). 


_ The emissions inventory and dispersion modeling indicate 
_ better air quality conditions with Runway 14/32 and the 
| Centerfield Taxiway than with the No Action Alternative. 


| The Centerfield Taxiway is designed to increase operational 

_ efficiency and reduce taxiway delays, but construction of the 
_ taxiway will not lead to an increase in operations. None of the 
proposed airfield improvements will induce demand by new 
_ passengers or operations that would otherwise not come to 

_ Logan Airport. 


Reduced landing minimums provide for a safer approach by 


_ providing precision guidance at lower altitudes, and thus a 

_ safer approach The reduced landing minimums do not / 
_ change the approach path nor reduce the clearance between 
_ aircraft and the surface. Rather, they shift the location at 
_ which a missed approach decision is initiated closer to the 

| airport. For Runways 27 and 22L, the reduced minimums will 

| make the approach procedures flown by pilots more 
_ consistent with FAA standards in effect at most other airports. 
_ Reduced landing minimums will increase airfield safety by 

__ allowing operations more directly into the prevailing wind and 


will help improve PRAS goal achievement. 


_ Comment noted. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
‘emerson nnn nse 


_ Regional 
_ Transportation —_ Airports 


_ Regional 


_ No amount of mitigation or stop-gap measures changes 
_ the fact that we need a second airport. Logan has 
_ teached its capacity, and long since passed it. 


Comment 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


uld 
require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 
option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
demand over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field’s potential 
service area overlaps with the service areas for 

several airports that already have the necessary 


_ infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 
_ Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 

_ Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 

_ improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside 
"facilities and airfields. 


| equipment such as ILS, and operational procedures such as 
| approach minimums and aircraft separations. 


Airport capacity varies according to weather conditions and 
traffic volume as well as the airfield layout, facilities and 
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Letter 223 
Mrs. Carmela D’Amore 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


honestly do not think [the construction of Runway 14/32] comment noted. 
will help the environment of our air and noise. 


ope you will consider a second airport. 


_ and congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed 

_ Project to reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport 
_ must be implemented in the near term to address current and 
future operating conditions. : 


_ Transportation 
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Letter 224 


Miss Edith G. DeAngelis 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code 
2244 


_ Environmental 
_ Justice 


- Cumulative 


‘om the planning 
_ Impacts 


| process including health and safety of the local population 
| and threats to community structure. The decision makers 
: need to consider the environmental justice of expanding 

' Logan and find ways of improving quality of life and 
protecting the local neighborhoods.} 


Open Space! Impacts. 


_ Parklands | incredibly invaluable historic sites and harbor islands. The 
| proposed construction and expansion will further 
| jeopardize the harbor that is being cleaned up at cost of 


“billions of dollars.”] 


_ {Logan construction has already caused the loss of 


Response 
he available public health studies for communities adjacent 


_ to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 

_ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 

_ Status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
_ comparable public health reports were not available from the 
_ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

| Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 

_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 

_ airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 

_ concern. 


_ Massport is separately studying measures for reducing 

_ Logan Airport's contribution to air emissions in the region, in 
_ the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). 

_ Consideration is given to all emissions sources, and analysis 
is conducted for the airport, East Boston and regional study 

_ areas. 


- Low income and minority populations were defined in 

_ accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. : 
_ DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
| guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of 
_ low-income populations was expanded to include households 
_ at 150 percent of poverty level. The data presented are based — 
_ on the most recently available census data (1990) using : 
_ Geographic Information System (GIS) technology to analyze 
_ impacts at the most detailed level possible. Refer to 

_ Sections 6.8.3 and 6.8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for 
_ adiscussion of the analytical methodology and results, 

_ respectively. 


_ Massport is committed to a number of mitigation measures in 
_ addition to project-specific mitigation. Refer to Chapter 8 of 


the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of mitigation 
measures. 

The Preferred Alternative will neither incorporate land from 

nor affect the normal activity or aesthetic value of a public 
park, recreation area, wildlife refuge, or historic site. In : 
addition, Massport prepares the Logan Airport Annual Update 
and the EDRs as part of the review process for the l 
Logan Airport GEIR/ESPR, which presents a series of status 
updates on conditions and environmental mitigation initiatives — 


_ at Logan Airport. 
_ Massport has carefully planned the airside improvements to 


reduce delays and improve efficiency without the need for 


_ harbor intrusion. Stormwater management will employ Best 
_ Management Practices to minimize potential adverse impacts 
_ to harbor water quality. No adverse impacts to the Harbor, the 
_ Harbor Islands or the surrounding areas are anticipated from 
this project. 


Letter 224: Miss Edith G. DeAngelis 
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Topic 1 


“Water Quality 


Remenenrearnoe 9 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


_ What happens to our clean harbor if a contractor 
: accidentally or deliberately breaches the capsule 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/Finat EIR 


Response 


_ No work is proposed in or adjacent to the lined landfill area or 
_ other airfield areas where hazardous materials are stored. 


Water Quality 


ous | oe Sul 


— 
Operations 
rc Pe ee a : Td : 


_ Operations 


| containing the toxic waste? 


_ As the percentage of flights increase over homes, and 

_ communities, we need to have some questions answered! 
_ We also must prevent catastrophic conflagrations, the 

| potential of which increases with each new plane and 

' flight pattern added to a sky already supersaturated with 

: all types and sizes of aircraft...[Within the last five years] 


m how many flights leaving Logan have been aborted due 


mw How many planes approaching or leaving Logan have 


i [What measures are being proposed to avoid . 
_ catastrophes such as air collisions over East Boston or 
_ damage to fuel storage facilities near the airport? 


..What will the construction of the proposed runway do to 


_ this so-called concealed/protective hazardous waste? 


to: 
i faulty equipment? 
m smoke in the cockpit or cabin? 


m How many near misses of planes flying over New 


England? 


m How many flights, not from Logan, have had to make 


emergency landings? 


mw How many incidents of unruly passengers in flight over 


New England? 


m How many disabled planes unscheduled on Logan’s 


roster have had to land at Logan? 


| m How many planes have gone off the runways? 


crashed? 


The increase flights proposed increases the potential for 
_ accidents, spills, and further degradation to the local 
_ environment.] 


_ Massport recently completed a soil boring and chemical 

| analytical program along the centerlines of Runway 14/32 and 

_ the Centerfield Taxiway. The preliminary soil chemical data 

_ indicate that the large majority of soil to be excavated is not 

_ regulated soil in that it did not exceed the S-2 Reportable 

_ Concentration. Therefore, this excavate may be recycled at 

_ in-state or out-of-state lined landfills or used at industrial sites 

for fill. In accordance with Massport’s Soil Management Plan, 

_ the excavate will not be used for fill or any other use at 

_ environmentally sensitive sites such as near wetlands, 

_ playgrounds, water supplies, etc. 
_ Monitoring of airbome soot levels in the vicinity of Logan Airport 
_ have shown that the airport is a very small (less than 

_ one percent) contributor to ambient levels. In addition, 

_ Nitrogen Oxides emissions associated with the Airside Project 

_ are lower, when compared to the No Action Altemative. 


_ Construction and operational controls will be implemented to 

» ensure that any potential impacts to natural resources are 

| minimized. In general, these will include a construction soil 

_ erosion and sediment control plan, a stormwater management 
plan and the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) for 


aily airfield operations. 


_ The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
_ airport efficiency, and reduce negative environmental 
_ impacts. 


_ The Preferred Altemative, and specifically unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 

_ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 

_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
_ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 

_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating : 
| capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. 


_ Although safety is the first consideration of any proposed : 
_ alternative at Logan Airport, this data were not relevant to the 
_ Airside Study. However, such questions can be answered by | 
_ contacting the public affairs offices of the FAA or Massport. 


The first goal of the FAA and Massport is always to p 


_ safe air transportation. Logan Airport has a tightly controlled 
_ system of flight tracks and procedures to prevent aircraft 
_ accidents. Runway 14/32 and the other proposed Airside 


mprovements are designed to enhance safety and efficiency 


_ Of traffic operations in the air and on the ground. The runway 
_ will segregate smaller aircraft and reduce congestion during 

_ northwest wind conditions, reducing the possibility of 

_ mistakes and potential for accidents. 

_ The Airside Project will not increase flights at Logan Airport. 

_ They do not increase the capacity of the airport, but allow the 
_ handle the future traffic with enhanced safety and efficiency. 
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seems HAHA ANNES RN REN RR RONAN 


_ Code 
| 224, 8 


_ Topic 1 Comment 


| Ecosystems | Wetlands __...How can we protect the wildlife? How can we provide 
| opportunities for outdoor education? What would a new 


| runway do to our natural environment and rich resources? 


_ Ground 
_ Transportation 


_ [There is already insufficient infrastructure to support the 
_ existing volume of traffic going to and from the airports. 
The proposed expansion will increase these problems.] 


| Access to 
_ Logan 


Access to 
_ Logan 


_ [Route 1A must be depressed to reconnect East Boston 
_ with Bell Circle, and something must be done to avoid the 
_ constant gridlock that will result from more vehicles 

_ approaching Logan] 


Access to 
Logan 


Safety 


A special truck route should be constructed to keep 
[traffic] off our neighborhood streets! 


Transportation 


[Emergency drills should be conducted and include 
_ neighboring towns such as Chelsea, East Boston and 


_ Operations 
: Revere.] 


‘Ground 
Transportation 


Access to 
Logan 


[Stronger enforcement is needed to keep large trucks off 
those city streets with weight restrictions. ] 


Access to 
Logan 


Ground 
Transportation 


[Stronger measures are needed to keep airport traffic off 
city Streets during busy periods. ] 


Access to 
Logan 


Ground 


_ [Massport must encourage public transportation.] 
_ Transportation 


Ground 
| Transportation 


|[Massport needs to discourage use of local streets as 
_ temporary storage for limousines and trucks associated 
with airport-related businesses. ] 


© Mitigation 


Open Space! 
— Parkland 


[Massport must return or replace the loss of Amerina Park 
_ and Amerina Field lost during uncontrolled airport 


_ The first goal of the FAA and Massport is always to provide 
safe air transportation. Runway 14/32 and the other proposed | 

' Airside improvements are designed to enhance safety and 
_ efficiency of traffic operations in the air and on the ground. 
_ Massport does conduct periodic emergency drills that involve 


Response 


| The Airfield Improvements that comprise the Preferred 

_ Alternative will be constructed within the confines of the 

_ existing airfield. Most of the wildlife that occurs on the airfield 
_ will continue to do so. For the only state-listed endangered : 
| species that occurs on the airfield, Massport has developed a 
| comprehensive on-site and off-site Upland Sandpiper habitat 
_ mitigation plan in close coordination with the Massachusetts 
| Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP) | 

- for loss of such habitat at Logan Airport from construction of 
_ the Centerfield Taxiway. The Airfield Improvements will not 

| affect existing opportunities for outdoor education. Section 

_ 6.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR documents that with the 
_ exception of the Sandpiper, the Preferred Alternative will not 


impact natural resources. 


Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 
increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 


_ deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 
_ Massport’s plans to handle the ground access requirements 
_ of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
: 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent 


rts (Annual Updates). 
lernative is not expected to lead to an 


_ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 
_ No effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 


The Airside Project does not result in additional demand for 
ground access services. 


appropriate personnel of neighboring towns. 


Comment noted. 


The Airside Project does not result in additional demand for 
ground access services. 


The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) reports on 


_ Massport's progress on meeting its air passenger goal of 
_ 35.2 percent by the time air passenger volumes reach : 
_ 37.5 million annual passengers. Consideration will be given to 
_ ways to enhance transit ridership and use of the i 
_ Logan Express bus service. In addition, Massport is 

_ considering consolidation of car rental facilities, which will : 
| facilitate the consolidation of the courtesy vehicles serving the | 
_ rental car companies. 


Comment noted. 


Comment noted. 
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Code Topic1 Topic 2 Comment 
Noise Impacts [Massport and the FAA need to enforce noise standards 
/ _ better and force the airlines to make their planes quieter.] 


[Massport should provide open space and parkland in 
_ East Boston to replace lost parkland from previous Logan 
expansions.] 


_ community caused by Logan-related traffic and operations] 


/ Public Health 
i __and foremost” consideration in discussing plans to expand 
_ Logan] 


_ oncommunities. The noise, odor, vibration and pollution 
_ impacts on the community are unbearable and will only get 
| worse.] 


Itis time for relief and the returVreplacement of open green 
| space and developed parkland not a further exacerbation of 
_ 1,300-plus rent-a-cars and other negative impacts in our 
backyards. 


| [What are the health effects of all the pollution dumped on 
_ East Boston as a result of airport operations?] 


_ Parkland 


- Public Health 


| [Why does East Boston have such high incidence of high 

_ blood pressure, cancer, chronic lung disease and asthma?] 
_ [What are the increased health impacts associated with the 
| proposed 21,000 flights?] 

i 


[As far back as 20 years ago a second airport was 

_ recommended in Dover, Massachusetts. This site was 

| tejected immediately because Dover is a wealthy community, 
yet East Boston continues to suffer greater pollution and 
__airport expansion] 


_ the normal activity or aesthetic value of a public park, recreation area, 


[Anew runway can only exacerbate existing problems in the : 


Response 


_ The noise impact per operation is expected to diminish in the future for : 
several reasons. The two largest airlines at Logan Airport, i 
_ Detta Air Lines and US Airways are replacing their hushkitted shuttle 

| fleets with full Stage 3 aircraft. US Airways took delivery of Airbus 320 

__ aircraft in the fall of 1999 and Delta Air Lines has ordered Stage 3 
_ Boeing 737-800s for its Boston to New York shuttle operations. By the 

_ end of 2000, approximately 24,000 annual operations were replaced 


by full Stage 3 technology aircraft. 


The Preferred Alternative will neither incorporate land from nor affect 


wildlife refuge, or historic site. 


implementation of the Preferred Altemative would not increase 


+ Capacity, but rather it would correct a series of deficiencies in the 
: airfield geometry and operation. Massport’s plans to handle the 


| ground access requirements of future passenger levels are discussed 


[The health and safety of the community needs to be the “first 
_ with air quality and emissions data. 

_ In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health data, 

| including mortality and morbicity from each neighborhood in Boston 

| and cancer incidence data available from the Massachusetts 

_ Department of Public Health. These data indicated that causal 
relationships cannot be determined at this time. A review of the 1999 

' Report to the Mayor, Health of Boston prepared by the 

_ Boston Public Health Commission leads to a similar conclusion. In 

_ addition, Massport has shared the results of the Soot Deposition 

_ Study with public health agencies and is cooperating with the : 
_ Harvard School of Public Health on the South Boston Particle Source 
_ Apportionment Study. Information on public health issues is provided 


[Existing flight pattems need to be changed to reduce impacts 


_ Comment noted. 


: Massport has provided the City of Boston and public health 
| with air quality and emissions data. In January 1996, Massport 
"reviewed available public health data, including mortality and morbidity 

_ from each neighborhood in Boston and cancer incidence data : 
_ available from the Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These 
_ data indicated that causal relationships cannot be determined at this 
__ time. A review of the 1999 Report to the Mayor, Health of Boston 

| prepared by the Boston Public Health Commission leads to a 

similar conclusion. In addition, Massport has shared the results of the 

| Soot Deposition Study with public health agencies and is cooperating 
_ with the Harvard School of Public Health on the South Boston Patcle 

_ Source Apportionment Study. : 
| The available public health studies for communities adjacent to 

_ Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in Section 6.8 of the 


in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its 


in Chapter 6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. i 
The existing flight tracks at Logan Airport have been developed over a 


_ long period of time with community consultation and provide the best 

_ combination meeting both airport requirements and community : 
_ needs. The redesign of existing flight tracks was not included as a part 

: of the Airside Project. The only new tracks proposed in the Airside 


Project Draft EIS/EIR are for Runway 14/32 and are over water. 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Asecond major airport is not a solution to the current delay and 


_ congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed Project to 
_ reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport must be 
_ implemented in the near term to address current and future operating 
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LETTER 225 


April 22, 1999 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


As introduction, be advised that I am a East Boston resident and home owner. My 
experiences of living with the impact of a local airfield, which has grown to major 
international air transportation facility, so close to the city, have spanned a generation. 
With resources and knowledge typically available to one person, this letter will document 
the past, present, and future empirical environmental impacts exerted by airport 
operations, as well as the immeasurable impacts of those operations. 


While reading the Draft Logan Airside Improvement Plan Environmental Impact 
Report, EOEA #10458 (“EIS/EIR”), it becomes obvious that a resident, citizen, a local 
business group or a small activist organization each to their own devices or as a cohesive 
group, can not begin to participate in a fair process, with the intentions of changing the 
sponsor’s desired result and attain that goal. The resources necessary to adequately 
address, comment on, disprove or rebut the report details and conclusions, even within the 
extended time allotted, are far beyond an individual’s reach. When the opponent has the 
process “wired”, as appears to be the case in this instance, even a technically based cogent 
document comment is discounted by reference to a study which may be based on flawed 
data. The sponsor makes abundant use of consultant reports, the results of which may be 
forgone conclusions. 


Problem 
Logan, as configured, is beyond demand capacity both airside and landside. The 


proponent seeks to address the long range, eastern Massachusetts, all mode transportation 
demand and capacity problem through the proposals contained within this EIS/EIR. 
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The problem scope is wider than that which is addressed within the EIS/EIR, 
however, the proponent seeks to frame the problem as limited in scope, under the banner 
“Reducing Delays at Logan”. 

The alternatives are limited in scope to just the Logan airport airside aspects of a 
region wide transportation issue. Logan airport is overextended, and if the delay figures 
are to be believed, it can not meet the demand of the next century under any modification 
proposals. 


Root Causes 
Within the EIS/EIR limited scope context, the problem root causes are: 


. #1 As a coastal airport wind and weather are the most significant factors 
contributing to delays at Logan. 


#2 Peak Period demand due to fleet mix and a high level of regional 
carrier flights operated with smaller aircraft. 


#3 Demand imposed by airline flight schedules. 


In summary, the proponent’s Preferred Alternative 1A package does not eliminate 
the problem root cause but merely addresses the effects of root cause #1 and #3, both 
of which are outside the proponents sphere of control. In not seeking a root cause 
solution, at a different, larger and appropriate geographical setting, thereby 
ELIMINATING root cause #1 and #3, the proposals will result in a short term reduction 
of effects. In addition, the Preferred Alternative 1A ignores the only short term remedy, 
reducing demand administratively through Peak Period Pricing, which would not impose 
further environmental and safety impacts on and beyond the airside island. 


The Preferred Alternative 1A, if the source data is accurate, predicts reduced 
delays as the -esult. Just as the high/low load data may overstate delays in may understate 
them as well. The Preferred Alternative 1A, short term remedy goal to reduce delays, will 
not solve the problem root cause and eliminate delays. The Preferred Alternative 1A 
assumptions also predict minimum or no induced passenger loads resulting from increased 
operations. 


For these reasons Alternative | and the Preferred Alternative 1A should be found 


to be inadequate and only Alternative 3 should be considered a remedy, to effect the stop 
gap demand reductions the sponsor is seeking. 
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229.1 


Data 


The data and modeling throughout the EIS/EIR is questionable. The data baseline 
years used for data classes such as noise contours, delayism, passenger volume and 
growth, operation volume and growth among others, establishing the base for comparison 
and projections differ. The sponsor uses 1993 as a base line for aircraft load factors. 1993 
was the year during which the loads were very high due mainly higher demand and airline 
over-scheduling, it is not representative of the modeling succeeding years. Decisions 
should be delayed until results of the upcoming 1998 GEIR are reviewed to confirm the 
modeling technique is accurate. Use the most recent data for forward projection and 
establish 1998 as the base line. 


The sponsor uses an extrapolated trend line through the 1993 baseline year to 
forecast 1999 & 2010 fleet operation projections. The trend was flat during 1994 - 1997 
rather than increasing at the average rate. The load forecasts were developed in 1994 and 
1995 and ignore the actual data during the subsequent years. 


One example of inaccurate data is the modeling projections use scheduled 
operations (515,822) rather than actual operations during 1993 (493,093) or 3.4% fewer 
actual operations. 


Delayism Modeling 


The sponsor relies heavily on the DELAYISM model and algorithms to 
substantiate the problem. As reported in the 1994/1995 GEIR, the modeling, constants 
and algorithms used to compose the NEM contours were flawed, but it is that very data 
which was used at that time to make noise contour projections into 1999, and eliminate 
homes for mitigation eligibility. ( The subsequent annual updates supposedly adjusts the 
error to compensate for the 3 to 7 db Ldn underestimate of ground roll effects). 

The DELAYISM model must be proven over a considerably longer time period 
and the model compared to empirical data, before the sponsor is allowed to rely on it to 
define the problem and be accepted as proof. As likely as the model may overstate delays 
in may understate delays and the sponsor has overestimated the proposed Alternative 
effect to solve the delay problem through the next century. 


Seat Departure Metric 
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The proponent makes abundant use of OAG data to frame the delay problem. The 
problem is measured in terms of operations and operation delays. It further models those 
operation delays in the context of passenger delays, using a seat departure metric as a 
passenger delay measurement. The passenger delay is then equated to a cost of delay. 

The seat departure metric is only an accurate measurement, when supported by 
data indicating the number of seat departures with passengers in them. Without that data, 
an accurate measurement of passenger delays and cost can not be made. To assume each 
seat departure delay is a passenger delay, using carrier reported load factors for every 
operation, severely overstates the cost of delay. The GEIR annual updates revises the 
reported seat departures, but those adjustments are not used in the EIS/EIR conclusions. 

Therefore, the EIS/EIR delay cost foundation, its conclusions, remedies and 
impacts are not supported by current data and is inadequate. 


Runway Length 


There is insufficient land area west to east along the 14/32 heading to construct a 
5000’ runway. The 5000’ active runway length plus the FAA standard 1000’ runway 
safety area (“RSA”) on each end exceeds the undeveloped land area length. To build, it 
would impose more impacts than addressed i in the EIS/EIR. 
The additional impacts are: 
e Option A - Acquiring more land area in addition to the #60-61 cargo buildings, such as 
the parking area for the Hyatt hotel, to gain length to the west. 
e Option B - Filling in the harbor on the east end or building a ramp structure into the 
harbor to gain length to the east. 
e¢ Option C - Compromising FAA safety standards by reducing the RSA to less than 
1000’ on one or both ends. 


In choosing Option C, the EIS/EIR is inadequate in addressing this issue. The 
examples sited for aircraft incidents and how they relate to runway centerline and reduced 
RSA are ludicrous. The citing can not be accepted as a tacit FAA approval or likely 
approval of Option C. 


The proponent brought forward the 5000’ active runway length in favor of 4500’, 
to accommodate a larger jet fleet using the 32 end for landings. There is insufficient land 
area to build any more than a 4000’ to 4500’ runway. 


I ask that you find the EIS/EIR inadequate regarding this critical issue with the 
following remedies: 
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e At minimum, the proponent must have a final acceptance document, with impact 
analysis, from the FAA regarding a below minimum RSA waiver, under Option C. 

e Absent the FAA approval, the proponent revise the EIS/EIR to demonstrate how the 
5000’ runway would be accommodated . That modified EIS/EIR, with impacts 
analysis due to harbor intrusion to the east or land acquisition to the west, be 
evaluated on its merits. 

e The proponent modify the EIS/EIR proposal Alternatives 1 and Preferred Alternative 
1A and substitute the build with a 4000’ to 4500’ runway. That modified EIS/EIR, 
then must be evaluated as to whether it meets the stated goal of reduced delays. 


Regional Agreements 


The sponsor has stated; No agreements are in place which would bind either the 
airport operators or the carriers to induce or encourage operations to and from Worcester, 
Providence, Manchester or Hanscom. Any shift in passenger demand would occur over a 
long time period, and would be largely dependent upon air carrier decisions relative to 
service levels, destinations and fares. In the Preferred Alternative 1A and Alternative 1, 
the sponsor is highly dependent upon operations moving from Logan to these other 
airports. The sponsor argues, reduced delays at Logan will encourage travel from the 
regional airports is specious. Only the No-Action Alternative and Alternative 3 (no-build), 
as a result of the forecast increased delays, will induce an operation shift to the regional 
airports. 


The regional passenger load reduction conclusions in Preferred Alternative 1A and 
Alternative 1, should not be considered a factor in meeting the short term or long term 
problem root cause solution. With no agreements in place and a vuild scenario, passenger 
volume will be induced at Logan. Carriers are not motivated to create regional markets. 
The predictor of this is 1993, when operation capacity overload was experienced due to 
over-scheduling. Carriers will maximize operations in the active market up to the 
operation volume capacity and beyond. 


The sponsor indicates demand imposed by airline flight schedules as a potential 
problem tertiary root cause, and infers it is a situation beyond its control. “ If operating 
conditions change and the environment at Logan becomes more like 1993, then over 


” 


scheduling may once again become a significant cause of delay at Logan....”. 


EIS/EIR Scope 
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Consistently, through the ENF and the EIS/EIR, the sponsor has ignored the 
mandate for a broad scope EIS/EIR. The sponsor prefers to interpret the Federal and 
State scoping documents to limit the EIS/EIR scope to only air side improvements. 
Further improvements to Logan will induce more land side traffic volume and overload the 
capacity of and already fragile land transportation system. 


Even supporters of the Preferred Alternative point to the land side delays as a 
detractor to using Logan. 


The sponsor’s Preferred Alternative 1A expansion to reduce delays and provide 
for more operations, encourages and induces more passenger visits and thereby more land 
side impacts. 

The demand for air travel to, from and through Logan is a function of economic 
trade forces beyond the sponsor’s control. 


The sponsor has very limited control over aircraft operations. No restrictions may 
arbitrarily be put in place to limit who uses the airport and when. Those limitations are 
beyond the control of the sponsor. The desired effect of reduced delays, if it is 
accomplished, will be manifested in more induced operations and thereby more land side 
impact. 


There has been an increased number of public parking spaces on site and the 
relocation of employee parking to Chelsea. This effort is not a mitigation of air quality 
issues, it merely relocates the emissions to a location outside the scope of the EIR. No 
EIS/EIR has been done to measure the effects at the off-airport locations. 


The EIS/EIR should be judged inadequate until the scope is expanded to consider 
all concurrent land side projects, and the impacts on the surrounding community. 


Second Airport 


This point is not a direct argument to a specific impact within the EIS/EIR, but it 
addresses the overall limited scope theme the sponsor has chosen. The argument 
demonstrates the EIS/EIR inadequacy, in not addressing the problem root cause and 
limiting the EIS/EIR scope. 


The long range solution to the delay problem root cause (coastal airfield with 


insufficient land space) is a second major airport. The proponent, in response to numerous 
comments to the ENF, contends: 
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“A second major airport is not a solution to the current delay and congestion at 
Logan....” 


While that response may be accurate, the key word to consider is “current”. The 


proponent implies the Preferred Alternative solution is a short term, stop gap measure, and 


irresponsibly ignores the regional transportation problem, both airside and land side, that 
in fact would be solved by a second major airport. 

The statewide evaluation of appropriate airport sites conducted in the early 1990’s 
evaluated approximately 188 potential sites, from which all but one site were found to be 
inadequate for a second major airport. The one site evaluated as having all the attributes, 
was Fort Devens in Ayer MA. The proponent has stalled and delayed the long overdue 
decision to support a second major airport and in the process have lost at least 7 years of 
development and construction time. The proponent has been irresponsible by allowing the 
Logan problem to grow to crisis stage, and use its inaction and the crisis as a backdrop to 
argue for a poorly planned, hastily conceived, short sighted, inadequate, short term 
solution to an immense problem. 


Just as the proponent contends doing an analysis is not a guarantee that action will 
be taken on a proposal, an analysis of Fort Devens as a site for a second tnajor airport 
should be done. It is understood that legislative action is required to acquire that or any 
site but it should not be a barrier to the analysis. The proponent may already have 
conducted such an analysis, but chose to take the path of least resistance, rather than solve 
the problem, in pursuing the second airport. 


It is incumbent upon the sponsor, under its charter, not encourage operations 
outside of eastern Massachusetts, along with the growth and revenue, but actively pursue 
the second Massachusetts airport long term solution. The paradigm, 15 years of planning 
is too long to wait therefore do not begin the process, is easily overcome by focusing all 
the Authority’s resources to such a plan. There are many knowledigble activists in Boston 
to aid that effort. 


Hanscom Field is classified by the FAA as a reliever airport, but provides merely 
general aviation relief. In 1997 Hanscom handled 188,000 operations, 85% of which 
(160,000) were single engine piston aircraft. 


Massport has not demonstrated vision and planning in its utilization of Hanscom to 
relieve Logan’s delay problems. It is beyond its control, ability or desire to develop 
passenger service at Hanscom. Currently, there are no carriers providing scheduled 
passenger service to or from Hanscom, regardless of this fact, the sponsor uses Hanscom 
as a regional capacity reliever in both Preferred Alternative 1A and Alternative 1. 
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Hanscom AFB even at 1000 acres is sizable. As a property owned by Massport, 
the eminent domain process is available to expand that land area and truly share airport 
impacts at a different socio-economic level. However it chooses the more expedient 
course through Logan expansion, rather than confront the NIMBY opposition at Hanscom 
or Ft. Devens. 


Ceiling Reductions 


The proponent again demonstrates irresponsibility bringing forward reduced y) 25 g 
minima within this EIS/EIR. The DH and DA reductions are in direct conflict with ‘ 
agreements in place with the FAA and the reduction proposal seeks to disregard the 

process to change them. 


Runways 22L and 27 both use a Category I instrument landing system (“ILS”), 
with specific ceiling minimums, DH and DA for approach and landing. Due to the unique 
characteristics of Logan and its proximity to residential areas, the FAA chose, 
demonstrating good judgment, to retain the existing approach minimums. 


Centerfield Taxiway 


The taxiway stated intention is to alleviate congestion by moving aircraft to and 
from the gates more efficiently. It would clearly accomplish that goal by allowing multiple 
simultaneous runway 4/22 crossings. However due to the close proximity of residents to 
the northeast runway ends, the prevailing winds when these runways are in use will carry 
the increased V.O.C., Co, NOx emissions into residential areas, when aircraft are queued 
on the taxiway. This taxiway, if allowed to queue the maximum aircraft as space permits, 
would result in more aircraft using the taxiway under power, rather than being at a gate, 
not under power, waiting to queue.. Clearly, the end result will be cumulatively more 
noise, NOx and Co emmisions, from those queued aircraft operating under low pressure 
low power conditions. 
What is the limit of planes allowed to queue on this tax!-.ay? The center taxiway y) y 5 { 0 
without limitations, impacts the environmental air quality in the surrounding residential ' 
areas. 


Public Health Assessment 


The costs related to early deaths and adverse physical conditions to people living in 09 5 1 
close proximity to the high noise contours has not been effectively measured. Logan’s : | 
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noise effects have been present without mitigation from the time the facility transitioned 
from propeller and prop-jet aircraft through to stage I & I aircraft. 

There is a long range, approximately 10 year, clinical study which began in the 
1970’s conducted by Dr. Taylor of the East Boston Health Center. The study focused on 
hyper-tension within the community and causative factors. 

The scope of the EIR should be expanded to correlate the results of that study 2? 5 { ? 
within the context of the earliest noise contours. Additionally, the INM should be used to : 
chronologically reverse model NEM contours using data from specific stage I and stage II 
aircraft, operational data, the most current ground roll adjustments and other INM inputs 
which were valid during the period of the hyper-tension study. The data from the 
hypertension study should be correlated geographically and then overlaid with the 
modeled contours from that period. It is assumed, and an actual study will reveal, that the 
incidence of hyper-tension, hearing loss, interrupted sleep patterns, stress, and the inherent 
ill effects, will geographically coincide with the highest level modeled NEM contours. The 
evaluation should, at minimum document the incidence of hyper-tension within the 75, 70, 

65 and 60 Ldn contours. 


The results will provide data to evaluate the cost of premature death, ill-health, 
medical treatment, psychological and social dysfunction. 


Noise 


The noise level from both over flights and especially ground noise from takeoffs is 
insidious, continuos and far exceeds noise levels applicable under RSIP. The noise levels 
are so severe they are manifested in both measurable audible levels far exceeding both the 
RSIP time weighted average threshold and especially the short term excursion limit, and as 
physical resonant frequency modes matching the structural modes of my home as well as 
other homes built under the same codes. The noise level and resulting resonant vibration 99 5 { 3 
during takeoffs from runway 22 are so high that they fall into the unsafe category for very , 
short time periods under federal OSHA standards for safe working environments, and by 
inference are unsafe for residential environments. 


In classifying jet operations, Massport classifies Stage 2 aircraft fitted with hush 
kits.as Stage 3 aircraft. Stage 3 aircraft exhibit similar noise and pressure in the <100 hz 
and “C” weighted ranges as Stage 2 aircraft. Any measurements and modeling, for low 
frequency noise, should assume operations as being Stage 2 aircraft. The 1994/1995 2051 4 
GEIR noise analysis uses only Stage 3 noise data for these fitted aircraft. 
Mitigation is nearly impossible for these low frequencies, and results in resonance 
effects inducing vibration in the majority of residences, located in the 65 to 75 Ldn 
contours, built with light weight wall structures. 
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The noise levels from aircraft is but one intrusion affecting the quality of life in the 
surrounding communities. There are additional major inconveniences resulting from 
ground traffic on local streets and highways due to airport related loads, during peak 
travel periods. Not readily recognized but more intrusive, is commercial vehicular traffic 
inherently more noise producing than passenger traffic, serving airport support businesses, 
which occurs during distinctly off peak hours during both the early morning and late 
evening. 


Support 


The Preferred Alternative 1A supporters are on record as having a special 
interest related to their business or their personal wealth. Indeed, they do have a 
voice in the process which should be heard, but their disregard for environmental 
impacts and the evaluation bias based strictly on money, must be weighed against 
the human impacts. As Secretary, I ask that you give greater weight to factors 
unrelated to business costs. Answer, how much is a life worth? Then answer, how 
much is a life worth if it were yours or your family? There should not be a 
distinction. The direct, indirect and cumulative environmental impacts imparted 
through Logan operations, cost lives which must not be sacrificed for business 
growth. 


The injunction 


The sponsor has expended money performing an ENF and an EIS/EIR for 
approval of a plan which is precluded by a court injunction in place since 1974, prohibiting 
further airport expansion through added runways. The EIS/EIR adequacy is a pre- 
requisite to arguing for its removal. 

The injunction was fought for an won during period in which, political will was the 
primary vehicle for change. The abutters and the community did not have the current 
Federal and State Code of Regulations nor the teeth of the present Federal and State 
Environmental Protection Agencies to provide opposition support. The fact that the 
injunction has stood the test of time and has been respected by political administrations for 
nearly a generation, is a testament in itself to the conviction and the wisdom of both 
political party state leaders. They realized that.expansion at Logan was not, is not and will 
not, solve the root cause of the eastern Massachusetts transportation problems. 

The sponsor and its administration demonstrates lack of responsibility and poor 
judgment, putting forth a stop gap solution to a major problem. It also demonstrates a lack 
of respect for the community. Yet the sponsor has dragged its feet in its application of 
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mitigation through sound proofing and other means while it is hurtling headlong into a 
short sighted, ill-conceived expansion plan. 


Some of these are emotional type issues, but you must consider what is the correct 
decision in terms of human factors as well. To the decision makers, it is just a job or a 
political appointment from which they will succeed to other noble causes. Left in the wake 
of poor decisions are thousands of people, whose quality of life are irreparably damaged. 
Step into the shoes of a member of the largely immigrant population, who have inherent 
socio-economic problems. Walk the walk of the dis-enfranchised, to whom life style 
choices are limited and are in direct proportion to their near minimum wage, and deciding 
where to live is a distant option never considered. 


These are among the many reasons the EIS/EIR should be found to be in adequate 
as it is presently composed. A finding of inadequacy will force the debate to consider a 
eastern Massachusetts transportation long range solution. 


Sincerely, 


Mit (NL. 


Robert A. DeMayo 
125 Ashley St. 
Boston, MA 02128 
(617) 504-3492 
(781) 433- 2438 


CC: JohnC. Silva 
Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE - 600 
New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Page 11 04/22/99 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 225 
Robert A. DeMayo 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Comment 


_ Within the EIS/EIR limited scope context, the problem root 
| Causes are: _ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
| #1 Asacoastal airport, wind and weather are the most airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 


lee sas _ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
significant factors contributing to delays at Logan. | 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 


_ #2. Peak period demand due to fleet mix and a high level of ~— Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of : 
___ Fegional carrier flights operated with smaller aircraft. strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ #3. Demand imposed by airline flight schedules. _ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 

: | three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating 
_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. : 


Response 


__...the proponent's Preferred Alternative 1A package does 

i "not eliminate the problem root cause but merely addresses 
| the effects of root cause #1 and #3, both of which are 
_ outside the proponent's sphere of control. In not seekinga = - = / 
_ root cause solution, at a different, larger and appropriate Federal constitutional provisions, federal aviation statutes and 
| geographical setting, thereby ELIMINATING root cause #1 regulations, and contractual provisions related to : 


__ and #3, the proposals will result in a short-term reduction of _ Federal Airport Improvement Program grants prevent 
| effects. _ Massport from any control over airline rates, routes, and 


schedules. Congress has specifically forbidden 

airport operators from exercising any discriminatory action 
against any class of airport users. Major factors in 

airline competition are frequency of service and number of 
markets served, and Massport has no ability to force airlines 
to consolidate or eliminate flights to influence load factor or 
aircraft size. 


Because the development of a second major airport would 
require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 

_ review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 

_ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 

_ demand over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field’s potential 

_ service area overlaps with the service areas for 
several airports that already have the necessary infrastructure 
_ for commercial service. These airports are the Hanscom Field, 
__T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester Regional, all which 
_ have had or are undergoing major improvements to their 

_ terminal buildings, other landside facilities and airfields. 


_ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 

: | are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 

_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

: _ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 

| efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 

_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 

_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 

_ levels increase. 


... The Preferred Alternative 1A, short-term remedy goal to 
_ reduce delays, will not solve the problem root cause and 
eliminate delays. ... 
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Comment Response 


| Analysis __... The data baseline years used for data classes ... _ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides up ation 
| Assumptions/ _ establishing the base for comparison and projections _ for 1998—the latest year for which actual Logan Airport data : 
_ Methodologies | differ. ... __ are available. 1993 was adopted as the base year when the 
Airside Improvement studies commenced in 1994. The 

primary function of the Base Year analysis is to calibrate the 
airfield operation models and environmental impact models. 
The benefits and impacts of the action alternatives 

| (Alternatives 1, 1A, 2 and 3) are assessed by comparing 
_ these not with the base year, but with Alternative 4, the No- 
Action Alternative. 


| Model jee _ Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supp 
_ constants and algorithms used to compose the NEM _ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
_ contours were flawed, but it is that very data which was _ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
used at that time to make noise contour projections into and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 
: : _ 1999, and eliminate homes for mitigation eligibility. ... _ estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 
_ The DELAYSIM model must be proven over a _ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 

: : considerably longer time period and the model compared methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
| to empirical data, before the sponsor is allowed to rely on °F Constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 
| it to define the problem and be accepted as proof. ... esas wed pee modeling: The Kish an povedal the 
' models, which have been validated in previously published 
_ The seat departure metric is only an accurate _ studies of Logan Airport. 
_ measurement, when supported by data indicating the : 
number of seat departures with passengers in them. 
Without that data, an accurate measurement of 
passenger delays and cost cannot be made. ... 


_ Base Year 


_ The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and 
_ delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report for _ 
_ Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32,, : 
_ reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 

_ Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the 

_ RDSIM model and estimated that when activity reached 

_ 504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 

_ 260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 

_ forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 

_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet 

_ scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 
Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the 

Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that 

the Airside delays represent “a plausible and conservative 
estimate...” 


The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 
delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport’s 
estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA’s 
20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. 


All models are recognized by the FAA and have been used in 
prior studies funded by the FAA. 


_ The forecasts developed for the future scenarios included 

_ estimates of passengers, seats, load factors, and operations, 
_ so estimates of the delays to passengers and their associated i 
"costs consider the number of seat departures with passengers | 
(the load factor). 


H 
ff 
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Cote” ole | Topi? comment ic a a cr 
225.4 | Alternatives. _ Runway 14/32 There is insufficient land area west to east along the _ Runway 14/32 would not impact land areas off: of the existing 
i _ 14/32 heading to construct a 5,000-foot runway. The ' airfield. A Determination of Acceptance of the Level of Safety 

_ 5,000-foot active runway length plus the FAA standard —_will be sought from the FAA for the two small, triangular 
_ 1,000-foot runway safety area (“RSA”) on each end _ corners of the Runway 32 end RSA and the portion of the 


_ exceeds the undeveloped land area length. To build, it _ RSA south of the runway, which lie over water. 
/ would impose more impacts than addressed in the i 


Regional 
_ Transportation 


e sponsor argues, reduced delays at Logan will 


see ogan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
encourage travel from the regional airports is specious. 


_ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 


g 
_ Airports 


| Only the No-Action Alternative and Alternative 3 _ Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 
_ (no-build), as a result of the forecast increased delays, _ development and increased passenger traffic at these airports 
_ will induce an operation shift to the regional airports. _ are an important part of the region’s long-term strategy to 
__...With no agreement in place and a build scenario, _ accommodate passenger and activity growth. Massport has 

| passenger volume will be induced at Logan. Carriers are actively encouraged the development of regional airports and 

_ not motivated to create regional markets. | full use of other options, including high-speed rail to 


_ Logan Airport's largest market, New York. Regional service 
_ was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside Project 
_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This analysis 
_ supports the conclusion greater use of the regional airports 
_ will provide passengers within the service area of such 

_ airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 
_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 
| remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports will 
ot eliminate the need for airside projects at Logan Airport. 


| Environmental 


The EIS/EIR should be judged inadequate until the scope | The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 


| Review _ is expanded to consider all concurrent land side projects, Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ Process _ and the impacts on the surrounding community [including | project adequately and properly complies with the 
| the potential for increased traffic and air quality impacts in | Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ areas currently outside the sponsor's self-determined _ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 


_ study areal. _ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


| The Airside Project has independent utility from existing and 

| proposed landside projects at Logan Airport. The proposed 

_ Airside Projects at Logan Airport are designed to improve 
"airport efficiency and better accommodate current and future 

_ levels of demand. Long-term growth in air travel demand is a 

_ Tecognized worldwide phenomenon that results from 

— economic and demographic growth. Massport has no control 

_ over the underlying determinants of aviation growth. The 
' construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32 would prevent the - 
| significant drop in airfield capacity that now occurs during ; 
_ northwest wind conditions. The runway will not increase 

_ Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of approximately 

_ 120 operations per hour which is available nearly 80 percent 

_ of the year. The runway does not induce or stimulate new 

_ traffic that would otherwise not occur at Logan Airport. 


| Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 

| increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 

_ deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. Massport’s 
_ plans to handle the ground access requirements of future 

_ passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 1999 

| EGSPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent and its 
subsequent Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 


No alternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Alternative 
shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 
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_ Airports 


_ Regional 
_ Transportation | 


The proponent implies the Preferred Alternative 

_ solution is a short-term, stop gap measure, and 

_ irresponsibly ignores the regional transportation problem, 
_ both airside and land side, that in fact would be solved by 
_ a second major airport. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experience 
120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998: If no actions 
are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 


| the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 

_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 

| over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 


_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
_ levels increase. 


Because the development of a second major airport would 
_ fequire ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
_ review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 


Regional 
| Airports 


Itis incumbent upon the sponsor, under its charter, not 
_ encourage operations outside of eastern Massachusetts, 
_ along with the growth and revenue, but actively pursue 
_ the second Massachusetts airport long term solution. .... 


_ Transportation 


_ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 


demand over the next 20 years. 


Because the development of a second major airport would 


"require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 

_ review in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 

_ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
_ demand over the next 20 years. Service developments at 


other surrounding airports, including Manchester, 


ra 
| Approach 
_ Minima 


he proponent again demonstrates irresponsibility 
_ bringing forward reduced minima within this EIS/EIR. The 
_ DH and DA reductions are in direct conflict with 
_ agreements in place with the FAA and the reduction 
| proposal seeks to disregard the process to change them. 


_ T.F. Green/Providence and Worcester Regional airports, 
| preclude the need for a second major airport. 


The agreement between the City of Boston, the FAA and 


_ Massport stipulates that any modification of the existing 

_ minimums requires completion of an EIS/EIR, even though 

_ the setting of minimums is otherwise categorically excluded 

_ from the EIS/EIR process. The reduced minimums will, in fact, 
_ enhance safety by providing precision guidance to a point 


_ closer to touchdown and reducing reliance on Runway 4R 


225.10 Alternatives 


Taxiway 
_ Improvements 


[The proposed taxiway would increase pollutants being 
_ blown into residential areas.] What is the limit of planes 
| allowed to queue on this taxiway? The center taxiway, 
without limitations, impacts the environmental air quality 
_ in the surrounding residential areas. 


_ under poor weather conditions, when winds may favor use of 
_ analternate runway. 


No alternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Alternative. 


| shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. No 
' alternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Alternative 
shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 


Letter 225: Robert A. DeMayo 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code Comment 


The costs related to early deaths and adverse physical 
conditions to people living in close proximity to the high 
noise contours has not been effectively measured. ... 


Topic 1 


_pubke Health 


' a = 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Noise was identified as the only off-airport imp le 
with the Preferred Alternative (refer to Section 6.2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion on noise impacts). 
Environmental and health studies relating to the City of 
Chelsea were reviewed to assess the potential for other : 
cumulative or multiple adverse exposures, since the increase 


_ in population within the 65 dB DNL contour associated with 
_ the Preferred Alternative is primarily within this community. A 
_ review of issues within Chelsea indicated a concern regarding 


_ toxic discharges associated with industrial facilities, truck 

_ emissions, and contamination of Chelsea Creek. There was 

_ nothing to suggest that these issues increased the noise 

_ impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative. Mitigation 
| of the increased noise within the 65 dB DNL noise contour will 
_ be provided to affected communities in the form of residential 


| Environmental 
_ Review 
_ Process 


The scope of the EIR should be expanded to correlate 
_ the results of [the “Taylor study of the East Boston Health 
_ Center’] study within the context of the earliest noise 

_ contours. ... 


_ sound insulation. Refer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental 


DEIS/FEIR for additional information. 


_ The Scope of Work for the Supplemental DEIS/ FEIR was 
_ defined by the FAA and MEPA following an initial scoping 
process. A subsequent set of tasks was developed after a 
_ follow-up review of the Draft document by the 
_ Supplemental DEIS Panel empowered by the FAA to add 
_ supplemental information to the Supplemental DEIS. Neither 


cope included mention of the ‘Taylor St ) 


a 13 | _ Noise | ...The noise level and resulting resonant vibration during 
_ takeoffs from runway 22 are so high that they fall into the 
_ unsafe category for very short time periods under federal 
_ OSHA standards for safe working environments, and by 


_ inference are unsafe for residential environments. 


_ Mitigation is nearly impossible for th q 
" [<100 Hz), and results in resonance effects inducing 
vibration in the majority of residences, located in the 65 to 
_ 75 Ldn contours, built with lightweight wall structures. 


225.14 Noise 


_ Support the contention that structural damage has ever 


OSHA standards are not applicable to c ty ‘noise. 
Nevertheless, the baseline standard for workers is a 
maximum exposure of 90 dBA continuously for 8 hours per 


_ day, with higher levels up to 120 dBA permitted over shorter 

_ durations. As indicated in the tables of data listing Times- 

_ Above-Threshold sound levels (e.g. Table E-4 of the 

» Supplemental DEIS/FEIR showing results for the High 

_ Regional Jet scenarios), the highest duration exposure to 

_ levels of 85 dBA (5 dB more conservative than OSHA) occur 
__ at Site 4 in Winthrop where the total duration of the exposure 
_ over a full 24-hour period is only 14.4 minutes. Exposure 

_ above 90 dBA OSHA standard is obviously less than that and 
_ is well below the allowable 8 continuous hours. The noise 
levels occurring in even the closest community do not come 


seeding OSHA standards. 


either Massport nor the FAA i is aware of any evidence to 


occurred due to overflights. Noise-induced vibration levels 


from aircraft, though they may cause rattling, are normally 
"less than footfalls produced by people walking through their 
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oe LETTER 226 


408 Sumner Street 
East Boston, MA 02128 


March 3, 1999 
Secretary Robert Durand 
c/o MEPA 


100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


_ As one that lives Close to the airport, not on a flight path, I can tel] you that there is still 226.1 
constant noise. If “Massport windows” were installed in every home in Boston that may provide 
some relief on cold winter days. What of the beautiful spring, summer, and fall days. Are we to 
Sit in a tightly closed home with no fresh air? Is that what life in Boston is to become? 


doors of sleeping gusts to tell them they must add a cot or two in th -ir room. Capacity is 
capacity! If the airport is full, if the “NO VACANCY” sign is on the plans will go elsewhere. 


consider what has been said here. Iam only one of the million people that live in and love 


Boston. Protect the environment of Boston, 
Sincerely, cp 8 


Ms. Mary dein © 
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Letter 226 
Mary Dreitlein 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code Topic i 


_ 226.1. Regional ' Regional | [Logan is already beyond its operational capacity. j 
_ Transportation —_ Airports _ Massport should explore Hanscom as an alternative to _ DEIS/FEIR specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
: : _ further expansion at Logan.] _ inthe analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
; _ serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
_ already accommodates a significant number of 
_ aircraft operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The 
_ Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, charter, 
_ and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 
_ Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was 
_ filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began 
- commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 
_ limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets — 
' Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, : 
_ Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle Americais | 
_ also conducting operations between Hanscom and : 
_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established policy (60-seat regulation), it believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a 
' major general aviation reliever, and that its 
" geographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional and 
_ Manchester airports will prevent its development as a / 
_ significant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 
_ serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a : 
_ significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 
_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 
" passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 
_ other Logan Airport flights. However, any new commercial 
_ service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field shall be 
_ feviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), 
_ its Annual Updates, and applicable regulatory limitations, and 
_ shall be considered by the : 
_ Hanscom Field Advisory Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of 
_ Hanscom Field. The environmental impacts of 
' commercial services at Hanscom Field are summarized from 
_ the HGEIR and appear in Appendix B of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. 


Topic 2 Comment 


Letter 226: Mary Dreitlein 


Private Citizens: East Boston 


eee LETTER 297 


408 Summer Street 
East Boston, MA 02128 


Mr. Robert Durand 
Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 


100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 
Boston, MA 02202 


T have attended almost all of the public meetings regarding runway 14/32, and although it has been 
packaged with the title of “Delay Reduction” even Massport officials admit that it is an expansion of Logan. 


accepted Logan. We have had to keep a constant watch on them in order to maintain an acceptable quality 2 o7 


Enough has already been pointed out regarding Logan’s Environmental Impact Study to be able to 
say for sure that it is a flawed document. It is a fact that Outdated figures were used. It is a fact that the 227 2 


When Massport officials speak of the rapid rail System to T. F. Green Airport in Rhode Island, they 
do not mention the Proposed fair for this rail service is twenty-four dollars one way. Nor do the discuss the 
proposed schedule. 


Logan, Logan om can not take the small jets, and prop plains, freight should not be going woe 221 3 


like to share some wisdom I learned from the true natives of our country. “When we make a decision we are 
responsible for seven generations.” The effects of your decision will be either the pains or Pleasures of the 
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Letter 227 
Mary Dreitlein 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code = Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


| 207.1 Purpose an 


| The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 

This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 


_ downsized) 


_ Environmental = FAA/NEPA, _ [The EIS/EIR used outdated figures to describe existing request made by the EPA, as well as by EO! 

| Review Process + MEPA _ conditions and project future use.] in its MEPA Certificate on the Draft EIR, the Supplemental 

: DEIS/FEIR includes delay and environmental analyses for 1998 
to reflect current conditions and to provide context to the delay 
problem at Logan Airport. However, it should be noted that the 
appropriate comparison for assessing future year conditions and 
_ the effectiveness of the Airside Project, is a comparison of the 
_ Preferred Alternative to the No Action Alternative, not a 

_ comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the base year. 


_ Adiscussion of current and historic conditions can be found in 

_ Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. In response to the 

_ request made by the EPA, as well as by EOEA in its 
/ _ MEPA Certificate on the Draft EIR, the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ includes delay and environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect 
: "Current conditions and to provide context to the delay problem at 

_ Logan Airport. However, it should be noted that the appropriate 

_ comparison for assessing future year conditions and the 

__ effectiveness of the Airside Project, is a comparison of the 
_ Preferred Alternative to the No Action Alternative, not a 
comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the base year. 


Letter 227: Mary Dreitlein 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ Restrictions 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 
227.3 Allernatives Operational 


Comment 


_ [Logan should have a curfew as other airports do. Freight and 
_ small planes should use Hanscom.] 


' A curfew is considered an airport access restriction. According to 
the “Noise Act’, airport access restrictions are subject to FAA 
review and require completion of a FAR Part 161 Study. Since the 
Noise Act was enacted, the FAA has not approved any Part 161 
access restrictions proposed by airport operators. 


Response 


Regarding caps on airport operations, federal constitutional 
provisions (preemption, commerce clauses, equal protection), 
federal aviation statutes and regulations, and contractual 
provisions related to covenants in connection with the Federal 
Airport Improvement Program grants which Massport receives, 
restrict Massport's ability to control the number of aircraft 
operations at Logan Airport. 


In fact, 50 percent of passengers on Logan Airport commuter 

| flights connect to other Logan Airport flights. 

_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs’ Certificate on the ENF 

| directed Massport to “discuss [these] off-airport altematives and 

| analyze the potential each has to divert passengers and/or cargo 


| from ... Logan Airport.” Cargo operations were not specifically 
| analyzed because they account for only two percent of aircraft 
_ activity at Logan Airport and since most all cargo aircraft operate 


luring off-peak hours, cargo operations do not contribute to 
delays at Logan Airport. 


Letter 227: Mary Dreitlein 
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Letter 228 
Charles and Ann Dulcetta 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
_ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan 

Altematives ! _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan Runway 

i _ Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 
| (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 
ogan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 Report, 
ublished in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a numerous physical, 
_ operational, and administrative concepts for reducing 
_ Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan Intemational Airport 
_ Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA recommended several 
_ improvement concepts, including unidirectional Runway 14/32, fo 
_ further study. These improvement concepts, as well as concepts 
_ from other studies, were individually examined by Massport in the 
_ Logan Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995. Based on 
_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected and the most 
_ promising concepts were combined into the Altematives 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The altematives 
_ analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is consistent with 
_ State and federal scoping directives for the Airside Project. The 
__ results of the Airside analysis indicate that alternatives that include _ 
_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 provide the most benefit in terms of 
_ delay reduction and ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Letter 228: Charles and Ann Dulcetta 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA | LETTER 229 


From: <RFLEMING@WESLEY.IT.EMERSON.EDU> 
‘bject: Runway 14/32 environment impact report 
ce: Tuesday, April 20, 1999 13:55:44 EDT 
cach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


I am writing as part of the public comment on the issue of the environmental imp 
act 

report filed by Massport. I believe that this report is inadequate and should 
be rejected. The report does not sufficiently address the impact of the new 
runway on the resident of the surrounding communities. Specifically, it does 
not address the health effects that increased flights will have on the ree eB AG 
of Eagle Hill neighborhood in East Boston. It also does not address the effect’ 
of these increased flights on the real estate value of property in this neighbor 
hood. Finally, I believe that the rationale for building a new runway is mislea 
ding 

at worst, of flawed at best. Massport is using skewed figures....the chose 1993 


a base year becuase it had the largest number of delays, and they down platp?4? 

. fact that delays have decreased since. Also, they have devised their own 
rurmula for calculating the number of delays, instead of using the formula estab 
lished and used by the FAA. Finally, the new runway is only a stop gap measure 
iimpact on reducing delays will disappear in less than 10 years. 299 3 


Again, I urge you to reject this report as inadequate and send Massport back to 
the drawing board to produce a plan for delay reduction based on a true regional 


airport system, landings slots and peak hour pricing. 
Sincerely, 

Robert Fleming 

23 Princeton St 


E. Boston MA 02128 
rfleming@emerson.edu 
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Letter 229 
Robert Fleming 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code Topic 1 


Topic 2 Comment 


Effects 


... The [EIS/EIR] does not sufficiently pac 
_ of the new runway on the resident of the surrounding 

_ communities. Specifically, it does not address the health 
__ effects that increased flights will have on the residents 

_ [and] the effect of these increased flights on the real 
tate value of property in this nei 


[Massport invented their own m 
pacts rather than using th 


_ Public Health 


ll models are recognized by the FAA and have been used in 
prior studies funded by the FAA. 


| [The new runway is a stop gap _ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced : 
_ only reduce delays for 10 years.] - 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
: _ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
__ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the _ 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impactof 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not : 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 

- levels i 
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LETTER 230 


Mr. Authur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act. 
Office of Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 
Boston, MA 02202 


John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE - 600 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Massachusetts Port Authority (MPA) 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (“Project”) 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
Boston/Winthrop 


Gentlemen: 


I strongly request that the Massachusetts Secretary of Environmental Affairs, Secretary Durand, (the 
Secretary) and the FAA determine that significant planning deficiencies exist in the DEIS/DEIR of 

the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (“Project”) that must be addressed, that the 

document be found “INADEQUATE” and that a new Draft document be required. Each of the major 

three parts; the proposed runway 14/32, the centerfield taxiway between the 4/22 runways and, 23) { 
lowering of the minimum have major environmental impacts for the greater Boston metropolitan , 
area which have not been adequately addressed. In addition, the data and studies used are outdated 

and a 1998 base year should be required with the planning period extended from 2010 to 2020. 


The proposed project is clearly major and complicated, having involving both air side and ground 
side implications. It is but a segment of a long term airport expansion plan. 


I also want to go on record concerning the conflict of interest that exists for the FAA to be a 230 2 
proponent for the Project and then also one of the decision makers in determining the Project’s : 
adequacy. I request that the EPA take the lead role for this decision because of the conflict. 


A comprehensive northeast regional transportation plan, including all forms of transportation, should 230) 3 
be developed and put in place before any airport expansion is allowed. This should be accomplished ; 
with the cooperation of all interested parties, including, but not limited to, residents, businesses, and 
organizations. lt should also analyze all impacts, including airside and landside at airports, track 


ng ee SAyereun pLlUPCLUGS 1UL raul, any Rew planned or proposed marine ferry 

, development or road development. It should explore all environmental impacts on wetlands, 
waterways, flora, fauna, and human, including health studies as well as air and noise impacts. All 
impacts in the Northeast must be addressed and a plan developed to determined the least invasive. 
environmental impacts for developments needed to meet not just Massachusetts requirements but the 
entire North East the region’s requirements for future long term growth. This Airside Improvement 
Study is only one element of the Project and should not be permitted until the landside and regional 
impacts are included. Segmental planning cannot and should not be tolerated. 


The MPA makes the claim in their transmission letter of February 19, 1999 that, “...the lapse of time 
between the publication of the ENF and the publication of notice availability of this Draft EIR has 
no adverse environmental consequences...” This is blatantly untrue. Weather conditions alone 
have dramatically changed over the last five years because of the El Nino and La Nina effects. FAA 
delay data (DELAYSIM) shows that Logan’s delay situation has improved since 1993 and is 
essentially in equilibrium. The entire analysis in the document needs to be updated. 


I urge the Secretary and FAA to require the MPA to change the base year for planning for the project 
to calendar year 1998, to revise all presentations in the DEIS/DEIR, including the appendices thereto 
to reflect the changes and to extend the planning period to 2020 from 2010 with concomitant 
revisions in projected levels of activity and impact and to require that the DEIS/DEIR be 
republished. 


Massport has not met the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR Part 1502 
Environmental Impact Statements) that requires: 

1. the DEIS/DEIR to “Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, 
briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated.” ' 

I would expect the DEIS/DEIR alternatives to include, but not 
be limited to, the following: 
a: Development of a new airport, 
b: Consideration of Implementing a High-Density Rule (Slots) 
c: Consider Implementation of FAR Part 161 regulations to 
provide aircraft noise and access restrictions for Stage 2 and 
Stage 3 operations at Logan to provide noise relief to affected 
communities, and. 
d: A thorough regional transportation plan, including rail, and 
all environmental impacts. 


2. regarding methodology and scientific accuracy, that, “... They shall identify any 
methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote to the scientific 
and the sources relied upon for the conclusions in the statement.”” 

The DEIS/DEIR does not indicate the detailed methodology used to 
develop the levels of passenger forecasts presented 


' Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.14(a) 
? Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.24 


230.4 


230.5 


5. the environmental consequences regarding the following, “The discussion will include. 
the environmental impacts of the alternatives including the proposed action, any adverse 
environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented, the 
relationship of long-term productivity, and any irreversible or irretrievable commitments 
of resources which would be involved in the proposal should it be implemented. It shall 
include discussions of: ...(g) Urban quality, historic and cultural resources, and the 
design of the built environment...”? 
The DEIS/DEIR discusses the preferred alternatives effect on 
historic districts but does not comment on the urban quality, or 
the design of the built environment. Although Peak Hour 
Pricing in Alternate 1 clearly shows to be the most beneficial 
for delays and thus, noise reduction, the MPA continues not 
to consider this alternative except as a future option. 


4. “An agency shall commence preparation of an environmental impact statement as close . 
as possible to the time the agency is developing or is presented with a proposal 
(PP 1508.23) so that preparation can be completed in time for the final statement to be 
included in any recommendation or report on the proposal. The statement shall be 
prepared early enough so that it can serve practically as an important contribution to the 
decisionmaking process and will not be used to rationalize or justify decisions already 
made.” PP 1508.23 describes a proposal as the following: “ ‘Proposal’ exists at the stage in 
the development of an action when an agency subject to the Act has a goal, is actively 
preparing to make a decision on one or more alternative means of docormplishine that goal, 
and the effect can be meaningfully evaluated.” 
The ENF Certificate was issued November 22, 1995. The MPA 
and the FAA have not complied with the required timing of the 
DEIS/DEIR document. Furthermore, the analysis uses baseline 
data of 1993 for a document submitted in 1999. Weather, as well 
as, aircraft and major regional infrastructure and developments 
have occurred to the point where a 1998 base year should be required. 


A lack of “reasonable alternatives” exists because of the lack of assessment of either Hanscom (no 
mention of this Massachusetts Port Authority owned and operated airport in the document) or a 
second major airport or other, the possible diversion of cargo to another airport, and the 
documentation of history of PRAS and the problems of implementation. Further, I do not believe 
that the metropolitan Boston communities cannot continue to absorb the landside growth that would 
accompany the proposed airside growth at the airport. 


I believe there should be a detailed analysis of the causes of the delays in the document which show 
aircraft mechanical problems, crew caused delay, and weather causes both at Logan and those caused 
by weather at other airports. The documented analysis is outdated and inadequate. 


Lowering of the minimum on runway 22L is an additional concern, particularly, for the near in 
neighborhood of the Saratoga Street area of East Boston. Not only does this allow for an increased 


> Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.16 
‘Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.5 


230.9 


(cont.) 


230.6 


number of flights to land at Logan Airport, it also will spread the noise from the missed approach 

aircraft more horizontally thus impacting the neighborhood at the end of runway 22L with increased 

noise. Nor does it take into account the fact that the noise created by “spooling up” adversely affects 
neighborhoods far behind the aircraft. Further computer modeling does not present the real life 2 30 | 
occurrence in the surrounding communities and a more accurate analysis needs to be done. ‘ 
Communities constantly challenge the 65 db contour lines with regards to soundproofing and which 

does not include air conditioning, but does require that a residence meet current code specifications. 

This can cause financial stress on the already noise impacted residents. 


The proposed Centerfield taxiway between runways 4L/22R and 4R/22L leads to further increased 
operations at Logan Airport and increased noise for the close in residents of Winthrop, Revere, and 

East Boston. This Taxiway will allow for additional queuing of aircraft very close to the 2 30.8 
surrounding neighborhoods and Constitution Beach, increased operations which will increase noise - 

and further degrade of the quality of life for these residents. 


Boston as an historic city will suffer the brunt of negative impacts from the proposed Project and 

will lose a quality of life that will never be recaptured! The additional number of flights, as well as 
increased traffic, that the Project would allow and encourage will do irreparable harm to the historic 

city of Boston and the greater metropolitan area. Development of high speed rail connections to 

other airports and the connection of Boston’s two rail stations with the North/South Rail Link could 230.9 
help reduce these impacts. Convention locations and tourist destinations are not determined by the 
accessibility of an airport, rather they are determined by the quality of the experience of the location. 

No other major city around the world has had loss of tourists or conventions because of the 

convenience or inconvenience of the locality’s airport. For the MPA to claim that the additional 

runway and centerfield taxiway are needed for the proposed new convention center is nothing more 

than an exaggeration. Time and again the MPA has claimed the need for the Project for the good of 

the city of Boston. With the proposed growth for Logan Airport needless adverse impacts will 

continue to grow over one of the most historic cities in the country Mayor Menio does not agree 

with the MPA hypothesis and neither do I. 


Massport and the FAA state “when dealing with an existing airport (such as Logan Airport) within 
an urban setting (such as metropolitan Boston), any change in operating conditions aimed at more 
equitably distributing noise impacts (here, in accordance with the PRAS goals) may result in some 
increase in noise at specific historic areas while at the same time decreasing noise at other historic 
areas.”* I believe that changes to Logan’s operating conditions are not any more important than the 
cultural, historical and urban quality of life in the metropolitan Boston area. 


The state listed endangered upland sandpiper habitat which would be disrupted by Centerfield 

Taxiway is not adequately addressed and there is no agreement with the Massachusetts Natural 2 30 | ) 
Heritage and Endangered Species Program although this has been a known area of concern since ; 
1993. 


A primary concern of mine is for the newly created Boston Harbor Islands National Recreation Area 


is the proposed construction of runway 14/32 and the resultant 75,000 proposed flights over the 
newly created Boston Harbor Recreational Area. This impact, one of environmental injustice, would 


‘ DEIS/DEIR Section 8.6.1.2 “Assessment of Impact” 


uccur to Mosuy inner city residents who frequent the islands to get away from the noise and-hubbub 
of city life. This is, and should continue to be, a time for them to experience nature, to hear and 
smell the harbor and study the skies. These sensory experiences would be severely impacted by the 
exorbitant number of flights over the harbor. I spend a great deal of time in on the harbor and on the 
islands. Aiplane noise is already an interruption, 75,000 planes a year will be intolerable. 


Children from school groups, Boy and Girl Scout troops, Inner City Outings groups, and many other 

groups camp and explore the islands and enjoy learning experiences from the skies to the flora and 230. | 
fauna of the islands to the marine life and water quality. All of this will be degredated by the subject 

project. 


The roar of the overhead planes will make a camping experience a horror rather than the wonderful 
~ enjoyment of sleeping under the stars. The fuel emissions and dumping from the airplane engines 
will contaminate the islands and the wildlife, not to mention the humans who will be much more 
exposed by being out of doors rather than at home or work. 


In conclusion, I see this proposed Project as the first step in further major development at Logan 
airport There is also no guarantee of the unidirectional use of the proposed 14/32 runway, and I 
request that due to the the lack of future plans and analysis for the airport over the next 20 years that 
the current document be declared inadequate. In addition, the public has not been given fair 
consideration of the proposed Project. It is merely an interim solution to a much bigger and more 
complex problem which must be addressed before allowing the project to go forward. Further the 
projected growth of jet operations is horrifying. Other alternatives must be assessed. The possibility 
of the “New Large Aircraft” (NLAs)° has not been mentioned or addressed and is frightening for 
those of us who live in such close proximity to the airport. 


Because none of the above mentioned impacts has been adequately addressed or, in some cases, even 
mentioned in the DEIS/DEIR, I am requesting that the Massachusestts Secretary of Environmental 
Affairs and the FAA determine that significant planning deficiencies exist in the DEIS/DEIR of the 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (“Project”) that must be addressed, that the document 
be found “INADEQUATE” and that a new Draft document be required 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 


Very truly yours, 


Ethan D. Hoag 


ec: John Devillars, Director, Regional EPA 
Robert Bartonowicy. Regional Director, FAA 


*FAA Report DOT/FAA/AR-97/26, “Impact of New Large Aircraft on 
Airport Design, “March 1998. 


' Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.14(a) 

' Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.24 

' Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.16 

' Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.5 

' DEIS/DEIS Section 8.6.1.2 “Assessment of Impact” 

' FAA Report DOT/FAA/AR-97/26, “Impact of New Large Aircraft on Airport Design, 
“March 1998. 
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Comment Response 


| The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 


Environmental 


Each of the major three parts; the proposed runway 


| | Review _ 14/32, the centerfield taxiway between the 4/22 runways, DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 
_ Process _and lowering of the minimum have major environmental _ Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
/ _ impacts for the greater Boston metropolitan area which | scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 


| have not been adequately addressed. In addition, the data _ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 
__ and studies used are outdated and a 1998 base year should | programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 
_ be required with the planning period extended from 2010 to _ associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
— 2020. | are described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 
i _ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
| DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 
| Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
| Scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 
_ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 
| programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 
_ associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
_ are described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 


_ Reducing the current landing minimums for Runways 15R, 

| 22L, and 27 at Logan Airport will not increase noise levels. 

_ Aircraft will follow the same arrival paths, at the same 
"altitudes as today, but the location at which a missed 

| approach decision must be made will be moved closer to the 
_ airport. 


_ Current traffic trends at Logan Airport and the 

regional airports indicate that Logan Airport may not reach 

_ 29 million passengers, presented in the Airside Project 
_ Draft EIS/EIR as a “1999” projection, until 2003. Continued air 
_ service expansion at the regional airports and the introduction i 
_ of high-speed rail to New York in December 2000 is expected 
_ to further slow Logan Airport's passenger traffic growth. With 
_ these developments, Logan Airport is expected to reach 


_ 37.5 million passengers in 2015 rather than 2010, and the 

i _ 45 million passenger forecasts will not be achieved until 

| 2024. Thus, the planning forecasts that underlie the delays 
_ and environmental analyses cover a planning period of 

' atleast 20 years. Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of the planning 


| Environmental © FAANEPA, 
| Review | MEPA 
_ Process 


| [There is a] conflict of interest that exists for the FAA to be a 
_ proponent for the Project and then also one of the decision 
_ makers in determining the Project's adequacy. .. 


Letter 230: Ethan D. Hoag 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code  ‘Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ 230.3 Regional | Acomprehensive northeast regional transportation plan, _ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
i | Transportation Airports _ including all forms of transportation, should be developed _includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and | 
__ and put in place before any airport expansion is _ Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service : 
__allowed...[This plan would determine] the least invasive | development and increased passenger traffic at these : 
_ environmental impacts and developments needed to meet _ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 
not just Massachusetts requirements but the entire _ Strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
| North East the region's requirements for future long-term  — Massport has actively encouraged the development of 


| growth. regional airports and full use of other options, including 
| high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 
Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the / 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental / 
DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the conclusion greater use | 
f the regional airports will provide passengers within the 
ervice area of such airports with a viable alternative to 
ogan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport's primary 
ervice area will remain strong, the improvements at other 
egional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 
jects at Logan Airport. 


he projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 
ot based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred — 
uring 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
irside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
(0 the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 

_ Calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

_ results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 

_ conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 

_ analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 

_ Logan Airport. 


The DELAYSIM model represents the most precise model 
_ developed to date for measuring delay at Logan Airport. 


_ FLAPS and DELAYSIM have been discussed in Section 4.4 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These models were originally 

_ developed for Logan Airport under Massport and FAA funding, 
"and have been used in airport planning studies in the 

United States and internati 


_ and needs to be redone, including using 1998 as the base 
_ year and project volume to the year 2020. 
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Comment 


Code  ‘Topic1 Topic 2 


- Environmental = FAA/NEPA _ Massport has not met the requirements of the National n January 2000, ins response to the FAA’ 
| Review » Environmental Policy Act [by failing to]: EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
Process |... “Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all EIS ; sae calle sips dnt by the FAA following 
reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were put trom a STEP EOT DINOS OLS PESO: 


__ eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons 
__ for their having been eliminated.” 


“_..identify any methodologies used and shall make explici 
! : | reference by footnote to the scientific and the sources 
__ telied upon for the conclusions in the statement.” ... 


“...include the environmental impacts of the alternatives 
including the proposed action, any adverse environmental 
effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be 
implemented, ...” 


[Prepare an environmental impact report in a timely 
manner.] 


...[T]here should be a detailed analysis of the causes of Delays occur when wind or weather conditions require the 
the delays in the document which show aircraft | use of configurations with fewer than three active runways, 


| mechanical problems, crew caused delay, and weather | when poor weather requires increased separation distances 
| causes both at Logan and those caused by weather at _ between aircraft, or when airlines schedule more flights than 
_ other airports. The documented analysis is outdated and Logan Airport can handle. The Airside Project addresses 
_ inadequate. _ delays from constraints at Logan Airport. Section 1.4 and 


| Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also containsa 
_ detailed discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
_ and historical data, along with comparisons of Logan Airport 
_ delays within the context of delays at other United States 
airports. 


[Lowering the minimum on Runway 22L will adversely The noise model does account for the noise at the start of | 

_ effect the adjacent neighborhood. The report fails to _ takeoff roll as pilots advance their throttles and begin to 

_ consider noise created by aircraft “spooling up”.] | accelerate down the runway for takeoff. It also includes a 

: Correction for higher than normal thrust observed during the 
_ final approach to land as well as a short application of thrust 
__reversers after landing. All three factors effectively account 
for “spooling up”. 


| Justice 


[The proposed taxiway will increase noise in Winthrop, In 1998, 77 percent of Logan Airport’s jet traffic affected 
_ Revere and East Boston.] communities to the north and south of the airport— 
i : _ East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, 
_ Dorchester, Quincy, Milton, and Braintree. Without 
| Runway 14/32, as much as 88 percent of 
_ Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overly these 
: communities when Logan Airport reaches 
| 37.5 million passengers. Construction of Runway 14/32 will 
_ allow a more balanced geographic distribution of 
_ aircraft operations over populated areas, will increase the 
i : : _ number of over-water operations, and will reduce 
: | noise exposure for close-in communities. Furthermore, the 
i _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also demonstrates the more 
_ equitable balance of noise impacts among communities 
_ surrounding Logan Airport that can be achieved with the 
_ Preferred Alternative as opposed to the imbalance that 
_ occurs today no would occur in the future if no action is taken. 


_ PRAS noise goals are based on the fact that DNL levels 
_ above 75 dB are considered unacceptable for residential land 
"use and that DNL levels above 70 dB are also excessively 
_ high and should be reduced if feasible. PRAS 

_ recommendations are thus designed to shift operations off of 

_ runways where these high levels still exist — primarily in : 
_ Winthrop and to the north of Logan Airport in East Boston and | 
- Revere. i 


Letter 230: Ethan D. Hoag 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRaFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
- 230. 9 Regional : Passenger Rail | | [Boston will suffer the majority of impacts associated with | Massport advocates increased use of the regiona p 
| Transportation | this project. The increased number of flights will do _ and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 
i | irreparable harm to the city and the whole metropolitan Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
| area. High speed rail connections from Boston to regional _ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 
| airports is a better solution.] _ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 


_ analysis in Chapter 2 indicates, these off-airport alternatives 
_ are expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at 
_ Logan Airport, but they will not eliminate airside delays at 
_ Logan Airport that occur because of a third operating runway 
_ during periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, 
_ which specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and 
| provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 
_ benefits will only increase in the future, even as 
i developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail to 
New York act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 


[Impacts to the endangered upland sandpiper habitat Massport has developed a comprehensive on-site and Off-site | 
_ have not been adequately addressed.] | Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close i 
i _ coordination with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 

_ Endangered Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such 

_ habitat at Logan Airport associated with construction of the 

_ Centerfield Taxiway. The plan strives to enhance protection 

_ of remaining Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport 

_ without increasing the aviation safety hazards typically | 

| associated with birds or hazards to the birds. Additionally, it is 
_ expected that an area of former Upland Sandpiper habitat 
otaling approximately 150 acres at Camp Edwards on 
Cape Cod will be restored to grassland habitat by removing 
woody and shrub vegetation to encourage enhancement of 
he Upland Sandpiper regional population. This restoration 
ffort provides a unique opportunity to expand grasslands in 
he Commonwealth far in excess of the 40+ acres to be lost 
it Logan Airport. A Memorandum of Agreement has been 
igned between Massport and the Massachusetts Army Air 
National Guard for implementation of the program and 
long-term maintenance of the area as Upland Sandpiper 
abitat. Additional details of the Upland Sandpiper mitigation 
lan are presented in Section 8.5 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


The Boston Harbor Islands, while within the 
lo Action Alternative (Alternative 4) : 
5 dB Day-Night Sound Level (dB DNL) contour, will have no 
ise increase with the Preferred Alternative. Refer to : 
ection 6.3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional 
iscussion of parklands relative to the Preferred Alternative. 


‘efer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

| discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. Noise was 
| found to be the only adverse impact from the 

"Preferred Alternative with the potential for 

_ Environmental Justice impacts. Additional demographic 
"analysis of the noise-affected areas was conducted to 
_ determine if minority and/or low-income populations would be 
_ disproportionately affected by the Preferred Alternative. This 
_ analysis found that there is no high and 

_ adverse disproportionate impact caused by the 

Preferred Alternative. 


Environmental _ [The increased flights over the Boston Harbor National 
_ Justice | Recreation Area would mostly affect inner city residents.] 


- 230.11 
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LETTER 231 


22 April 1999 


Mr. Authur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act. 
Office of Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 
Boston, MA 02202 .|-- - 


John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs — - 
Airports Division, ANE - 600 
New England Region _ . 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: —_ Massachusetts Port Authority (MPA) 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (“Project”) 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
Boston/Winthrop 


Gentlemen: . 
I strongly request that the Massachusetts Secretary of Environmental Affairs, Secretary Durand, (the 
Secretary) and the FAA determine that significant planning deficiencies exist in the DEIS/DEIR of the 


the proposed Tunway 14/32, the centerfield taxiway between the 4/22 Tunways and, lowering of the 2 31 al 


been adequately addressed. In addition, the data and studies used are outdated and a 1998 base year 
should be required with the planning period extended from 2010 to 2020. 


I also want to go on record concerning the conflict of interest that exists for the FAA to be a proponent 
for the Project and then also one of the decision makers in determining the Project’s adequacy. I 231 2 
request that the EPA take the lead role for this decision because of the conflict. 


areas.”° I believe that changes to Logan’s operating conditions are not any more important than the — 
cultural, historical and urban quality of life in the metropolitan Boston area. , ; 


The state listed endangered upland sandpiper habitat which would be disrupted by Centerfield Taxiway 
is not adequately addressed and there is no agreement with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 
Endangered Species Program although this has been a known area of concem since 1993. 


A primary concem of mine is for the newly created Boston Harbor Islands National Recreation Area is 
the proposed construction of runway 14/32 and the resultant 75,000 proposed flights over the newly 


Children from school groups, Boy and Girl Scout troops, Inner City Outings groups, and many other 
groups camp and explore the islands and enjoy learning experiences from the skies to the flora and 
fauna of the islands to the marine life and water quality. All of this will be degredated by the subject 
project. 


The roar of the overhead planes will make a camping experience a horror rather than the wonderful 
enjoyment of sleeping under the stars. The fuel emissions and dumping from the airplane engines will 
contaminate the islands and the wildlife, not to mention the humans who will be much more exposed 
by being out of doors rather than at home or work. 


In conclusion, I see this proposed Project as the first step in further major development at Logan 
airport There is also no guarantee of the unidirectional use of the Proposed 14/32 runway, and I 


Because none of the above mentioned impacts has been adequately addressed or, in some cases, even 
mentioned in the DEIS/DEIR, I am requesting that the Massachv-estts Secretary of Environmental 
Affairs and the FAA determine that significant planning deficiencies exist in the DEIS/DEIR of the 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (“Project”) that must be addressed, that the document 
be found “INADEQUATE” and that a new Draft document be required 


Thank you for this Opportunity to comment. 
Very truly yours, 


YU. Deoso— 


M. Blossom Hoag 


cc: John Devillars, Director, Regional EPA 
Robert Bartonowicy, Regional Director, FAA 


* DEIS/DEIS Section 8.6.1.2 “Assessment of Impact” 
‘FAA Report DOT/FAA/AR-97/26, “Impact of New Large Aircraft on 
Airport Design, “March 1998. 
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Letter 231 
M. Blossom Hoag 


Private Citizens: East Boston 


Comment 


: __... Each of the major three parts; the propose 
| Review : | 14/32, the centerfield taxiway between the 4/22 runways, 
_ Process "and lowering of the minimum have major environmental 


impacts for the greater Boston metropolitan area which 

: have not been adequately addressed. In addition, the data 

: and studies used are outdated and a 1998 base year should 
: be required with the planning period extended from 2010 to 
» 2020. 


FAAINEPA 
| proponent for the Project and then also one of the decision 


l Regional comprehensive northeast regional transportation plan, 
| Transportation Airports _ including all forms of transportation, should be developed 
i _ and put in place before any airport expansion is allowed. 
..[This plan would determine] the least invasive 
_ environmental impacts for developments needed to meet 
| the region's requirements for future long term growth. 


[There is a] conflict of interest that exists for the FAA to be a 


EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 


_ DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 

_ Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 

_ scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 

_ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 
programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 

_ associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives are 
_ described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 

_ In response to the request made by the EPA, as well as by 

_ EOEA in its MEPA Certificate on the Draft EIR, the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes delay and environmental 

_ analyses for 1998 to reflect current conditions and to provide 

» context to the delay problem at Logan Airport. However, it 

_ should be noted that the appropriate comparison for assessing 
_ future year conditions and the effectiveness of the 

_ Airside Project, is a comparison of the Preferred Altemative to 
_ the No Action Alternative, not a comparison of the 

_ Preferred Altemative to the base year. 

_ Adiscussion of current and historic conditions can be found in 
_ Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ Current traffic trends at Logan Airport, as described in the 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, indicate that the 37.5 million annual 


__ air passenger level may not be reached until 2015, and the 
_ 45 million passenger level may not occur until 2020 or beyond. 


The planning horizon considered in the airside analysis 
therefore extends well beyond 10 years. Chapter 2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR addresses the integration of the 


_ Airside Project and regional transportation, 


Comment noted. 
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_ The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 

_ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 

_ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 

_ levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 

_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 

_ discussion of regional alternatives. 

_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports and 
_ high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 

_ Runway 14/82 and the other airside improvement projects at 

_ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

__ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 

_ analysis in Chapter 2 indicates, these off-airport altematives are 
_ expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at 

_ Logan Airport, but they will not eliminate airside delays at 

_ Logan Airport that occur because of a third operating runway 

_ during periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, 

_ which specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and 
provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 

_ benefits will only increase in the future, even as developments 
at the regional airports and high-speed rail to New York actto 
_Teduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport, 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


Topic 2 


he state listed endangered upland sandpiper habitat which | 
ould be disrupted by Centerfield Taxiway is not adequately 
dressed and there is no agreement with the 
Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species 
rogram although this has been a known area of concern 
ince 1993. 


Rare Species 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close 


_ coordination with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 

_ Endangered Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such 

_ habitat at Logan Airport associated with construction of the 
_ Centerfield Taxiway. The plan strives to enhance protection 
_ of remaining Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport 

_ without increasing the aviation safety hazards typically 
_ associated with birds or hazards to the birds. Additionally, itis 
' expected that an area of former Upland Sandpiper habitat 
totaling approximately 150 acres at Camp Edwards on 

_ Cape Cod will be restored to grassland habitat by removing 
_ woody and shrub vegetation to encourage enhancement of 

| the Upland Sandpiper regional population. This restoration 

_ effort provides a unique opportunity to expand grasslands in 
_ the Commonwealth far in excess of the 40+ acres to be lost 
_ at Logan Airport. A Memorandum of Agreement has been 

_ signed between Massport and the Massachusetts Army Air 


_ National Guard for implementation of the program and 
_ long-term maintenance of the area as Upland Sandpiper 
_ habitat. Additional details of the Upland Sandpiper mitigation 


_ plan are presented in Section 8.5 of the Supplemental 


DEIS/FEIR. 
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LETTER 232 


Mr. Robert Durand 

c/o Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

MEPA Unit 

Executive office of Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street, 20° Floor 

Boston, Massachusetts 02202 

EOA - 10458 x 


East Boston and surrounding communities deserve environmental justice. Mr. Durand, as head of the 
Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency, you must support our efforts to stop the expansion of 
Logan International Airport. Logan is already too crowded with ground and air transportation. This 
congested area can not be expected to accept the entire burden for Massachusetts air traffic. 


Runway expansion as a solution to Logan’s over crowding demonstrates the Massachusetts Port 
Authority’s lack of a progressive agenda. Other major cities have built airports away from the city center 
and the cities have not suffered. Dulles, Newark, and LaGuardia have not diminished the people entering 
the New York or Washington area. The continued growth of Logan can not be the answer. A new 
solution is needed. 


Massport’s planned growth of Logan is short sighted and based on misrepresentations. Their studies 

show expansion as a solution. Their studies also show the following: 

e As part of the Massport soot study, I was informed that I had brake dust from the cars at the Sumner 
Tunnel in my backyard. My home is more than 2 miles from the Sumner Tunnel but the rear of my 
house faces the 4L runway. 

¢ Involume 1 page 2-9, Hanscom is not listed in the map of commercial airports. Massport does not 
consider this airport commercial, but it should be listed and included in the planning as 57.2% of 
flight demand is based outside the 128 and 495 area. Before any expansion of Logan is activated, 
Worcester airport should be brought up to it’s full potential. 

¢ The change in height decision, volume 3 page 4, was based on a graph that shows Saratoga Street as 
the last street before the water. There are two additional residential streets between Sarato ga Street 
and the water. Bayswater Street and St. Andrew Road were not even considered. 

e Inthe change in height decision graphs the water between Bayswater Street and the Airport is referred 
to as Boston Harbor. However, in Massport’s Buffer Graph for the Bayswater Street area the above 

_ Mentioned body of water is referred to as Boston Inner Harbor Tidal basin. Massport changes the 
name of the area to whatever will suit their objectives best. 

¢ Charts and graphs used by the Massport never show surrounding homes or schools. Accurate 
information would demonstrate the closeness to thickly settled residential areas. It would also show 
the fact that if planes abort, the engine thrust would be aiming directly at homes. 

¢ Massport claims pollution will be less with the centerfield taxiway, when all of the exhausts from 
planes using this taxiway will be aimed at the Bayswater Street homes. The main objective of the 
centerfield taxiway is to get the planes away from the gates. 

¢ Regulations for the November Taxiway have been disregarded. A maximum of five large jet aircrafts 
are permitted on the taxiway at a time, however there are times when 10 to 15 large jets are lined up. 
Massports reply to complaints are “we need to ”. Regulations and social responsibility are forgotten 
for the pursuit of more air movement. 


Massport will do anything to get 14-32 implemented. Currently the amount of money being spent to 
promote the new runway is absurd. I was shocked to hear Boston Edison is a contributor for the Massport 


television advertisements. | did not realize public utilities could use money from rate payers to lobby for 
airport expansion. Local concerned citizens can not compete with the corporate media blitzes. The 
Massport is also asking employees to support the proposed expansion. Through intimidation many local 


As shown above the Massport has misrepresented information and disregarded policies. We can not 
believe 14-32 will be unidirectional or this is all the expansion needed. Money and growth are all 


Thank you for your help in this very important matter. 


Sincerely, 


Oelad. Ge Aho | 


Roberta T. Horn 
65 St. Andrew Road 
East Boston, Massachusetts 02128 
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Roberta T. Horn 


Private Citizens: East Boston 


Topic 2 Comment 
Regional Regional 
_ Transportation Airports 


In volume | page 2-9, Hanscom is not listed in the map of 
commercial airports. Massport does not consider this airport 
commercial, but it should be listed and included in the 
planning as 57.2% of flight demand is based outside the 
128 and 495 area. 


he Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
erves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
lready accommodates a significant number of 

ircraft operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The 
anscom Field activity includes private, business, charter, 
nd air taxi operations that might otherwise use 

ogan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was 
iled, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began 
ommercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 
limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets — 
Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, : 
Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is 


_ also conducting operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
" established policy (60-seat regulation), it believes that 

| Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a 

: major general aviation reliever, and that its 

_ geographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional and 
_ Manchester airports will prevent its development as a 
_ significant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 
_ serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 
_ significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

| passengers on Logan Airport’s commuter flights connect to 
_ other Logan Airport flights. However, any new commercial 


service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field shall be 
reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), 
its Annual Updates, and applicable regulatory limitations, and 
shall be considered by the Hanscom Field i 
Advisory Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field. 


_ The environmental impacts of commercial services at 
| Hanscom Field are summarized from the HGEIR and appear 


in Appendix B of the S' 


Alternatives 


| ona graph that shows Saratoga Street as the last street / 
_ before the water. There are two additional residential streets 
_ between Saratoga Street and the water. Bayswater Street 
and St. Andrew Road were not even considered. 


_ Charts and graphs used by the Massport never show 

_ surrounding homes or schools. Accurate information would 
_ demonstrate the closeness to thickly settled residential 

/ areas. 


_ Graphics have been up: 


plemented and corrected. 


_ The noise exposure contours and basemaps presented in 

| Chapters 5 and 6 all show residential areas. Additional blow- 
__ ups of specific areas depict cultural resources, historic 

_ districts, and parklands. Schools are shown in Appendix E of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR on a basemap with school day 
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Comment 


Topic 1 
_ Alternatives 


Response 


No alternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Alternative 
_ shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 


| Taxiway 
| Improvements 


_ Massport claims pollution will be less with the centerfield 
_ taxiway, when all of the exhausts from planes using this 


he Centerfield Taxiway will provide more flexibility for air 
_ traffic controllers to handle ground movements. 


egulations for the November Taxiway have been 
disregarded. 
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LETTER 233 


Susan M. Horn 
65 St. Andrew Road 
East Boston, MA 02128-1223 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

MEPA Unit 

Executive Offices of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 20% Fler 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 
RE: File # EOA10458 


I have lived at the above address all my life. In December, 1996 (at the age of 34) I was 
diagnosed with environmental asthma. Whilst | can not blame the cause of my asthma 
specifically on the airport, I can certainly attest that the heavy fumes coming from the 
airport greatly affects my condition particularly in the warmer months, when I am outside 
more often. I can not go outside without the need to hold my breath or the need to adjust 
my breathing because I have an attack. Living in the city I have been able to adapt my 
breathing in certain circumstances. However if added pollutants are added to the mix, I 
am concerned for my health when I am outside. I should not be a prisoner in my home 
due to Massport’s inability to not plan ahead. I like living where I live and should not be 
penalized because Massport can’t come up with a fair and reasonable plan that won’t 
burden one specific area. 


The MDC is enhancing Constitution Beach making it a nice place to bring the family in 
the hot summer months with the increase of airplanes people will not be able to enjoy this 
recreation without getting blasted with fumes from the taxiing airplanes. People bring 
children to the beach. The children not to mention the adults are currently breathing in 

. these fumes which contain toxins. To have an increase of fumes for children and adults to 
breathe is not healthy. Massport seems to be very concerned about the wildlife to the 
tune of $250,000. The increase of planes can not be advantageous to the other birds and 
sea life that depends on the area to survive. They are willing to take care of the Upland 
Sandpiper with total disregard to the human inhabitants of the area. 


The utter neglect at looking at this problem as regional and burdening one section of the 
area is unfair consideration. The entire region reaps the advantages of Logan but yet only 
a small section of the region is expected handle the burden of noise from flight traffic and 
land traffic; pollutants from both ground and air vehicles not to mention the speeding cars 
through the neighborhoods. These neighborhoods for the most part are not affluent and 
many are quite poor with a minority base. The skies over Logan are getting too crowded 


233.1 


233.2 


Page 2 
File # EOA10458 


and with the increased air traffic comes a greater risk of accidents. Remember as with a 
gallon of milk once it is filled to a gallon no more milk can be added with out spillage 
and this is what will happen to the affected areas. The more milk added after the gallon 
container has been filled the greater the mess. The skies around Logan Airport are that 
filled gallon of milk. 


At what point is quality of life and human health and welfare worth less than someone’s 
inconvenience? Life is full of delays: Last minute phone calls in the office: Break down 
in the tunnel or on the road: Personal happenings. The people who make the Greater 
Boston Area is what makes Boston a great place to visit by destroying the communities 
there will be a lost charm to the area. 


The report that is currently before you omit several key factors: 1.) Regarding lowering 

of the minimum the last street on the reference chart is Saratoga Street. There are two 23 3 3 
streets after that St. Andrew Road and Bayswater Street. 2.) Massport fails to state what : 
will happen when the delays that 14/32 is supposed to curtail increases surpassing the 

delay times that currently exists. They admit that in the two to three years after 

completion of this runway the delays will be the same or worse than today. 3.) Massport 

is also touting this as a unidirectional Tunway; however, Massport can not make this 233 4 
promise. This is a FAA decision and despite all these promises of being severely , 
penalized if Massport does use it for other directions because of the FAA’s ok then the 

penalties will be a mute point. 


I went to both of the meetings held on April 7" and 8". It is apparent that the business 
people who in all likelihood do not live in the affected areas are for the runway, 
centerfield taxiway and the lowering of the minimum. The residents of the affected area 
are astoundingly against the expansion in any form. It is the EPA’s responsibility to 
protect the residents of this affected area from those who want to destroy our quality of 
life. Please do so. 


I thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. 


Sincerely, 


ayaa Lr 


Susan M. Horn 
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Letter 233 
Susan M. Horn 


Private Citizens: East Boston 


_ the impacts from Logan while the whole area enjoys the 
_ benefits. Those bearing the burden are the poor and 
_ minorities.) 


_ Justice 


Alternatives Reduced  _ [The decision to lower the minimum for Runway 14/32. 
: _ Approach _ ignores potential impacts to residents on St. Andrew Road, 
_ Minima 


_ Bayswater Street and Saratoga Street.] 


_ than the other altematives. 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
_ Air Quality » Impacts | [The proposed expansion and resulting increase in toxic 
: fumes will effect the health of people using Constitution 
: Beach. Massport is willing to spend $250,000 to move 
spannnsne. SANGPIpErs, what about the human inhabitants?} 
_ Impacts _ [A small section of the metropolitan area bears the brunt of 


y 
_ low-income or minority populations. Only 21 percent 
_ of the population within the 65dB DNL contourfor 
_ the Preferred Alternative is minority, comparedto 
_ the Suffolk County minority population of 38 percent. 
_ Less than two percent of the population within the 
_ 65dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alterative has 
_ ahousehold income less than 150 percent of 
_ poverty level. The additional area within the 
_ 65dB DNL noise contour associated with the 
_ Preferred Altemative includes a predominately 
_ Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
_ predicted under worst case assumptions to 
_ experience an increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under 
_ FAA standards, this change is not a significant 
_ adverse impact. The minority and low-income 
_ populations in South Boston and East Boston 
_ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL 
_ contour are almost identical to the 
_ No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL contour for 
_ the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 
_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. 
_ Mitigation of the increased noise within the 
_ 65 dB DNL contour will be provided to affected 
_ communities in the form of residential sound 
insulation. 
_ Adiscussion of the Environmental Justice analysis 
_ is presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental 
_DEISIFEIR. 


Response 


~ Noaltematives violate the NAAQS. The CS 
_ Preferred Altemative shows better air quality results 


Adverse impacts are not predc 


Reducing the current landing minimums for 


_ Runways 15R, 22L, and 27 at Logan Airport will not 
_ increase noise levels. Aircraft will follow the same 
arrival paths, at the same altitudes as today, but the 
- location at which a missed approach decision must 
_ be made will be moved closer to the airport. Since 

_ missed approaches rarely occur, they have 


no discemible effect on the cumulative noise. For 
example, reducing the Runway 22L decision height 


_ to 200 feet moves the maximum noise point to 

_ approximately 3,000 feet from touchdown whichis 
_ further from populated areas in East Boston than the 
_ current maximum noise point. Although categorically 
_ excluded from NEPA review, modeling of the 
_ changes in runway availability from reductions in the 
_ approach minimums and an analysis of the potential 
_ impacts on community noise exposure that may 
__ result were included in the Airside Project in 

_ compliance with an earlier agreement among 


Massport, the FAA and the City of Boston. 
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| Massport is also touting this as a unidirectional runway; 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


Response 


_ The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the 


_ however, Massport cannot make this promise. This isa FAA 
| decision... 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional 
operations only (i.e., all aircraft arrivals would 

occur over Boston Harbor to the Runway 32 : 
approach and all departures would initiate from the 
Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). i 
State approval under MEPA and federal approval 
under NEPA will allow Runway 14/32 to proceed 

only on a basis consistent with the stated 
unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any such | 
approvals, Massport will light and stripe : 


_ Runway 14/32 to accommodate unidirectional 
_ operations only. 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed 

_ Runway 14/32 involves physical limitations that 
_ reinforce the unidirectional requirements of that 
_ improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel and 

_ Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 
_ within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of 
_ the Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades 
- applicable FAA approach surface glide slope 

" requirements, thereby precluding arrivals from the 
_ west to the Runway 14. Another factor limiting : 
_ westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of | 
_ available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the 
_ Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 

_ allow maximum use of over-water operations and 
_ thereby limit operational impacts over residential 

_ areas. To strictly reinforce these important 

_ environmental benefits, Massport has designated 
» the intended unidirectional limitation on 

_ Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. Refer to 
_ Section 8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR Draft 
_ Section 61 Findings, and the discussion in Section 


_ 8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR regarding 
_ enforcement of unidirectionality of Runway 14/32. 
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: | LETTER 234 


159 Trenton Street 
East Boston, MA 02128 
March 21, 1999 


MEPA and FAA: 


The siege Massport is waging upon East Boston and surrounding 
communities is no less historic than British threats to burn Boston. Their 


resulting from thousands of increased jet aircraft Operations, promises to create ? 3 | 


rebuild their neighborhoods. 234.2 
Massport and supporting business leaders tout an economic boon throughout 
the area) NOT TRUE! Airport expansion in other areas of the country where 


decay. The only “economic boon” belongs to Massport whose revenue producing 
design further encroaches upon our treasured island. 
Massport claims that building 14/32 would reduce Logan congestion and be 


devastate the health, sanity and well being of all the surrounding communities for a 
Project which will benefit virtually no one. 

It’s been reported in the Globe that Massport plans on launching a media blitz 
using “soft-sell” ads and “strategies of the 90’s” to build public and political 


In short, stop killing us with deafening noise and pollution. We’re not going 
to sit idly and allow our lives to be destroyed by the self-serving interests of 
Massport, Governor Cellucci and their obsequious confederates. Governor Cellucci 
recently stated prior to his operation, “It’s a matter of quality of life”. Isn’t it 
Strange that he considers his quality of life important but not the thousands of 
residents adversely affected by airport expansion. Boston is renowned for 
Struggling against tyranny. Once again we are faced with forced servitude and will 
Tise to the oc¢asion. NO MORE NOISE! NO MORE POLLUTION! 


Sincerely yours 


Cas nl il 
e any % — 
Craig and Linda Jolliffe 


234.3 


234.4 
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Letter 234 
Craig and Linda Jolliffe 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
_ 234.1 | Public Health Effects The pollution and noise, resulting from thousands of _ The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
: _ increased jet aircraft operations, promises to create the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 


_ intolerable living conditions. _ environmentally responsible manner. The construction of 
: _ unidirectional Runway 14/32 would prevent the significant 
_ drop in airfield capacity that now occurs during 
_ northwest wind conditions. The runway would not increase 
_ Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of 
| approximately 120 operations per hour which is available 
' nearly 80 percent of the year, but rather would allow this 
capacity to be maintained more consistently. 


_ Altematives 


_ [East Boston has recently undergone some significant 
_ rebirth and renewal. The proposed airport expansion will 
counteract that by drivi i 


_ Comment noted. 


_ Peak Period —_—=_ It’s time to face the fact eady saturated ani either federal nor state scoping directives required an 
Pricing set in motion peak hour pricing and slot allocation. This will _ analysis of slotting. Imposition of slot controls constitutes a 
achieve long term delay-reduction far better than building _ federal policy that has been preempted to the FAA under 
_ Runway 14/32. _ federal law and is not within Massport’s jurisdiction. Congress 
: _ determined that the slot program has a number of significant 
_ problems. The U.S. DOT has studied options for reducing slot _ 
controls at airports. As a result, the AIR-21 Act, which was 
_ enacted in March 2000, eliminates all slots at three of the 
_ Nations slot controlled airports. Slots at the Chicago O'Hare 
airport will be eliminated by July 1, 2002 and slots at 
_ New York LaGuardia and New York JFK will be eliminated by 
_ January 1, 2007. PPP represents a market approach that 
_ should encourage the highest value services to use 
_ Logan Airport during periods of scarce capacity without the 
_ market disruption and other inefficiencies related to slot 
— control. 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 

_ demand management alternative at Logan Airport. The 

_ analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 

_ airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 

_ capacity of the airport, and provides an assessment of the 

~ extent of the benefits of PPP under such circumstances. See 
_ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


~ Regional Long range planning should focus on selecting an alternate — A second major airport is not a solution to the current delay 
| Transportation Airport airport. _ and congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed 
i i _ Project to reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport 
_ must be implemented in the near term to address current and 
_ future operating conditions : 


"Alternatives 
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LETTER 235 


Airport 

Dr. and Mrs. Gilbert R. Lavoie 
422 Sumner Street 

East Boston, MA 02128 
March 8, 1998 


A VISION FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 


More Noise? More Pollution? 

What will more noise do to our historic as well as our modern 
neighborhoods? What will more noise do to our harbor recreation involving 
boating, swimming, fishing, wildlife and island play areas? 

Let us not wreck our beautiful world famous landmark known as 
Boston. As was done at the Regan International Airport in Washington, 
D.C., can we create and maintain a beautiful small airport which will 
complement our beautiful city while allowing recreation, work, 
transportation, and even wildlife to have a reasonable access to the city, 
harbor, harbor islands, and ocean. 

As in D.C., Boston has no room to expand. As in D.C., Dulles and 
Baltimore Airports alleviate the congestion. We can alleviate congestion 
with not only Manchester and Green Field Airports but also include 
Worcester and the 128 Air Force Base. We must nurture our present airport 
and make it fit in with and work to support our present roads, parks, 
neighborhoods, and work places. 


This plan will make Boston Better! 


mo ao oe - 
aS CGI ee 
LOLA 


(pCi LOND bet PCG 


230.1 


239.2 
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Letter 235 


Dr. and Mrs. Gilbert R. Lavoie 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Comment 


_ What will more noise do to our historic as well as our 

_ modem neighborhoods? What will more noise do to our 
: harbor recreation involving boating, swimming, fishing, 

| wildlife and island play areas? 


Regional We can alleviate congestion with not only Manchester and 


_ Alternatives _ Airports 


_ Air Force Base. 


_ Green Field Airports but also include Worcester and the 128 
_ 1992. These data indicated a reasonable correlation between 
_ measurement and modeling based on the radar tracks. In 
_ 1997, a permanent noise monitor was installed in the Boston 
_ Latin Academy in Roxbury under the new flight path. The 

_ data for part of 1997 were reported in the 1997 Annual 

_ Update in Table 5-5, and the data for 1998 were reported in 

_ the 1998 Annual Update in Table 5-6. The 1998 data show 

_ both the total noise and the total noise from aircraft, as well 

_ as the INM-calculated values of DNL. The agreement is 
excellent. 


Response 


_ Massport’s FAA-approved sound insulation program is only one 
_ element of the noise abatement program. For a discussion of 
_ the noise abatement program, refer to the discussion in the 

_ Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 

_ Annual Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives 

_ underway that reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, 
including: 


Noise abatement and runway use restrictions; 


Exploring means of extending the Logan Airport sound 
_ insulation program through innovative investigation of hill 
__ effects on sound propagation; 


Encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 
_ alternative airports; and 


_ Monitoring and improving achievement of PRAS goals.. 


_ The Boston Harbor Islands, while within the 
_ No Action Alternative (Alternative 4) 


65 dB Day-Night Sound Level (dB DNL) contour, will have no | 


_ Noise increase with the Preferred Alternative. Refer to 
_ Section 6.3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional 


discussion of parklands relative to the Preferred Alternative. 


Noise data were acquired in Roxbury for the tests of the 
Runway 27 departure procedure in the winter of 1991 to 
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LETTER 236 


RICHARDC., LYNDS Esq. 
90 HOMER STREET EAST BOSTON, MA 02128 
617-568-9676 


oo eeeeeeeeeeeee_N 


March 14, 1999 " 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention Mr. Arthur Pugsley-MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street 20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02205 


RE: _EOEA No. 10458 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


As an attorney and lifelong resident of the East Boston community, I write 
to voice my opposition to the above referenced project and ask that my comments 
be recorded in the negative. 


In 1995, the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) filed their 

_ Environmental Notification Form (ENF) with the Massachusetts Secretary of 
Environmental A ffairs, officially commencing the environmental review process 
to construct a new runway and centerfield taxiway at the General Edward 
Lawrence Logan International Airport. The need for such construction, as cited by 
Massport, was to improve efficiency and reduce delays at the nation’s 13" busiest 


runway intends to place less flights over the surrounding communities, their 
approach serves only as a band aid solution to a bigger problem. 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley-MEPA Office 
March 14, 1999 
Page 2 


Massport predicts that passenger growth at Logan will increase from its 
current 25 million passenger to anywhere from 35 to 45 million passengers by the 
year 2010. Furthermore, operations at Logan, which currently peak at 120 per 
hour, are expected to increase as well. While Massport cites that the need for a 
new runway at Logan is to help solve efficiency problems, a better solution might 
be one that contemplates Massport’s capacity problems. 


Since Massport’s feasibility study and ENF were released in 1995, the 
popularity of regional airports has soared dramatically. The success of airports 236.1 
like T.F. Green in Providence Rhode Island and Manchester Airport in New 
Hampshire are testament that regional commuters will use airports other than 
Logan to avoid delays, traffic, and to save money. However, Massport continues 
to ignore a second major airport as an alternative to reducing delays at Logan. 


For more than twenty five years, this community has endured the prospect 
of an additional runway. Massport cites that the Project will provide 
improvements to alleviate the aircraft arrival and departure delay problem at 
Logan Airport. Yet in the very same breath, they talk about how in order to meet 


Massport claims that alternatives have been considered including a Second 
Major Airport (SMA). However, since the time frame from planning to 
construction would have taken ten to fifteen years, such an alternative was not 
feasible. However, that decision was made back in 1989. Had there been a 236.2 
decision to really work towards development of an SMA, we might not have faced 
this problem today and could be well on our way to much needed relief for our 
communities. The problem is not that an SMA was not feasible, but that Massport 
was focused and committed to building a runway at Logan. 


The communities Opposing construction of a new runway at Logan have 
spoken in a unified and loud voice. They do not want to see another runway at 
Logan Airport and believe that our communities have shouldered enough of the 
burden. As Massport trudges through the environmental review process with it’s 
army of consultants, the communities do their best to organize against a new Mr. 


Arthur Pugsley-MEPA Office 
March 14, 1999 
Page 3 


Tunway. However, as many of us already know, without the resources to counter 
Massport’s position, this challenge will be difficult if not impossible. 


As the Commonwealth’s regulatory agency responsible for protecting the 
environmental rights of our community, I ask that you assess this project 
cautiously and carefully and consider the burden that this community will be once 
again asked to face. 
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Richard C. Lynds, Esq. 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code ‘Topic 1 
“Et 


PReiwel 


t 


_ Regio 
| Transportation Airports » Island and Manchester Airport in New Hampshire are 
i » testament that regional commuters will use airports other than 


_ Logan to avoid delays, traffic, and to save money. 


28s of airports like T.F. Green in Providence Rhode 


Response 
shapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a discussion — 


_ Of the specific role played by the regional transportation 
__altematives and steps that Massport has taken tofosteruse of 
_ these alternatives. Massport has long recognized and has beena 
_ proponent of options to Logan Airport. Together with the regional 
- airports, Massport has implemented a regional strategy to 

_ enhance the use of options to Logan Airport. In the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, Massport identified up to 7.3 million 
_ annual passengers that could be absorbed by regional ; 
_ alternatives that include use of T.F. Green/Providence, 

_ Manchester and Worcester Regional airports, as well as the new 
_ high-speed rail to New York. In the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 

_ Massport recognizes that these developments will slow 

_ Logan Airport's passenger traffic growth. Logan Airport may not 


achieve the 37.5 million passenger forecasts until after 2010, but 
rather closer to 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may 


_ not be achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can 
play an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport’s inability to 
 éfficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 

" northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed to 
_ correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is necessary to 

- correct this deficiency and provides clear benefits at current : 
__ aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will only increase in the future, 
_ even as developments at the regional airports act to reduce the 
tate of future growth at Logan Airport. Chapter 2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a discussion of the specific 

_ tole played by the regional transportation altematives and steps 
_ that Massport has taken to foster use of these alternatives. 

_ Massport has long recognized and has been a proponent of 

_ Options to Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, 

_ Massport has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the 


use of options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft 
EIS/EIR, Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers 


_ that could be absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 
__T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that these 

» developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger traffic growth. 
_ Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million passenger 

_ forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 2015, and the 

_ 45 million passenger forecasts may not be achieved until after 

- 2020. While regional alternatives can play an important role in 

_ reducing the rate of future traffic growth at Logan Airport, they do 
_ not address Logan Airport's inability to efficiently accommodate 

_ current levels of demand during northwest wind conditions. 

_ Runway 14/32, which is designed to correct the problem with 

_ Logan Airport's layout, is necessary to correct this deficiency and 
_ provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 


benefits will only increase in the future, even as developments at 


_ the regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
__Logan Airport. 
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Comment Response 


: Massport claims that alternatives have been considered ' Comment noted. 
including a Second Major Airport (SMA). However, since the : 

time frame from planning to construction would have taken 

' ten to fifteen years, such an altemative was not feasible. 

: However, that decision was made back in 1989. Had there 

| been a decision to really work towards development of an 

_ SMA, we might not have faced this problem today and could _ 

_ be well on our way to much needed relief for our 

_ communities. The problem is not that an SMA was not 

_ feasible, but that Massport was focused and committed to 
_ building a runway at Logan. 


Letter 236: Richard C. Lynds, Esq. 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


LETTER 237 


Submitted 4/8/99 by: 
William Manning 

1 Webster Ave. 

East Boston MA 02128 


Gentlemen, 


I live and work in East Boston and so the issue of runway/airport expansion 
has twice the importance for me as it might for some people 


I want to express my Opposition to Massport's Proposed plans at Logan for a 
variety of reasons. 


Plan Violates Commitments 

The Massport proposals violate commitments made to Logan-impacted 
neighborhoods not to expand the airports physical size or runway 
configuration. These commitments were the result of a community planning 
process that got those concessions for not opposing other improvements 
such as the third harbor tunnel. 


These understandings are referred to in Massport's 1991 General 
Environmental Impact Review. They were confirmed in recent newspaper 
articles that quoted a former state Secretary of Transportation and a former 
executive director of Massport, both of whom knew the wording of the 
agreement and the intent of those words. 


[See attached document] 


Equitable Distribution Of Noise 

Another rational for Massport's proposal for a new runway is for the 
equitable distribution of noise. Once again, however, the noise would only 
be distributed among the same neighborhoods that have always had to bear 
the environmental burden of an expanding airport. 


That must stop. 
To distribute noise equitably would mean to site jet service closer to where 


the passengers who benefit from that service begin and end their trips. With 
over 55% of Logan's passengers coming from the Route 128 /495 belts, that 


237.1 


237.2 


Logan Airport 
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II. PLANNED ACTIVITIES 


INTRODUCTION 
a te 


Serve the region's demands. Such studies are documented in the Draft Generic 
Environmental Impact Report (GEIR) (December 1991). 


Based on these studies, Massport has reviewed the present facilities and the 
need for their modernization. These reviews indicate the need for a variety of 


Logan Airport currently serves approximately 6,600 peak hour passengers and 
23 million annual passengers. Modernization planning has been based on a 
potential future scenario whereby airport facilities and infrastructure would 
serve nearly twice as many passengers, 12,400 at peak hour and 45 million 
annually, 


PLANNING OBJECTIVES FOR LOGAN AIRPORT 


The current planning for the terminal area started with the completion of the 
1981 Land Use Plan for Logan Airport. This plan created a series of land use 
zones for the airport, defining development zones for terminal, cargo facilities, 
and other airport uses. ‘These recommendations for the distribution of airport 
land uses have guided most subsequent decisions for the use and development of 
the airport terminal area. 


The publication in 1983 of the I-90/1-93 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
by the Massachusetts Highway Dep 


om ee —_— ae 


artment assessed a Third Harbor Tunnel 


airport. The centralized plan would allow passengers to arrive and depart from 
4 central facility via connections to the present unit terminals. 


After extensive Teview of these options, Massport rejected them as in feasible 
because of excessive costs, inadequate design, or construction phasing problems. 
Instead, Massport chose to use the existing facilities where possible, 


As Massport approached the 1990s, four specific factors caused Massport to 
consider particular actions to modernize Logan Airport: the inevitable aging of 
airport infrastructure and terminals: the anticipated construction of the Third 


* — Retain present airport size, physical boundaries, runways, and runway 
configurations; 


. Develop a balanced allocation of facilities to provide for all types of airport 
land uses; 


* Preserve future flexibility to adapt to changing conditions at the airport and 
Within the aviation industry; and 


future projects at Logan Airport. These Projects are now defined in enough 
detail to initiate design and environmental review. 


Concurrent with Planning for major facilities is Massport's ongoing capital 
Planning ang budgeting Process which includes many small projects such as 
repairs, access improvements, landscaping, minor alterations, equipment 
purchase and installation, design and environmental studies and mitigation 
measures, and data 8athering and analysis efforts, 


TI-2 Planned Activities 
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VI. MITIGATION 


INTRODUCTION 


neighboring communities. The comprehensive review of long-term impacts in 
this Generic Environmental Impact Review (GEIR) is aimed at establishing 
additional effective mitigation procedures for the future operation of Logan 
Airport. 


is the passenger level assumed to occur in 2010 (in the LOGIC Study Phase II) 
or in 224 under the more moderate expectations of Massport technical staff. 


As a result of the LOGZ¢ Study, Massport proposes as its overall mitigation goal 
to keep impacts at or below the 1987 Baseline Conditions. The premise of 
limiting impacts at levels at or below those experienced in 1987 is the starting 


This chapter Summarizes the mitigation actions which Massport will undertake. 
In addition, ongoing mitigation measures are described as well as additional 
mitigation measures to be Studied for their feasibility. Detailed discussion 
regarding each technical study area can be found in Chapter IV, Environmental 
Issues, and Chapter V, LOGIC Phase II Findings. 


VI-1 Mitigation 


POLICY FRAMEWORK 
a oS 


led to increasing community participation in the airport planning process, 


Since the publication of the 1976 Master Plan, passenger demand at Logan 
Airport has doubled,}.2 However, this increase in aviation traffic has been and 
will continue to be accommodated without expansion of overall runway capacity 
or airport physical boundaries, Massport has initiated a major new project 
designed to improve the airport’s neighborhood edge and reduce the airport’s 
impact on the community, 


Massport is committed to a pro-active approach to control the impacts of the 
inevitable growth in Passenger demand. Massport will continue to follow the 


Environmental, Health, and Safety Policy; and the provision of technical 
resources to community groups. 


1976 Logan Airport Master Plan 


residences; the divestiture of residential properties in East Boston; the Neptune 
Road relccation Program; ground access service initiatives; and an active and 
continuing community participation program. 


an Growth and Im act Contro! (LOGIC) Study, Phase 1], prepared for Massport by Frederic R. 
Harris, Inc. June 199}. 


Annual Report, Massport, 1990. 
VI-2 Mitization 
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Letter 237 
William J. Manning 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ Mitigation Initiatives : The Massport proposals violate commitments made to _ Massport disagrees with this statement. 
; _ Logan-impacted neighborhoods not to expand the airports 

| physical size or runway configuration... These 

_ understandings are referred to in Massport's 1991 General 
_ Environmental Impact Review [Generic Environmental 
Impact Report’. 


_ Another rational [sic] for Massport's proposal for a new 
| runway is for the equitable distribution of noise. ... To 
distribute noise equitably would mean to site jet service 
closer to where the passengers who benefit from that 

_ service begin and end their trips. 


Private Citizens: East Boston 


Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


From: <BIJOM@aol .com> LETTER 238 


Yject: Runway 14/32 Environmental Review 
.e: Thursday, April 22, 1999 5:51:38 EDT 
each: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


1 
Webster Avenue 
East 
Boston, MA 02129 
April 


21, 1999 


Arthur Pugsley 
MEPA 

100 Cambridge St. 
Boston, MA 02128 


‘ 


Pugsley, 


1 #ant to strongly oppose Massport’s attempt at squeezing another runway into 
Logan Airport. It is environmentally unsound, a violation of environmental 
justice guidelines, and an attempt to undo agreements not to expand Logan 238.1 
that were made to surrounding communities in the early ‘90s in exchange for : 
previous air and landside improvements that included the third harbor tunnel. 


From an environmental standpoint, a projected reduction in noise that is 

claimed by Massport through the addition of the new runway can’t be 

guaranteed because there is no guarantee of unidirectional use of 14/32. The 
runway will only attract new air traffic, just as new highways always attract 

new auto traffic, and will add to the noise and pollution in the area. 238 9 


There is too great a reliance on Logan as it is, and additional expansion of 
facilities and capacity will only make it worse. Massport’s projection of 238.3 
future traffic over the next 20 years will make East Boston, Winthrop and . 
c’ ‘er hard-hit communities. unlivable. Their projected "conservative" 

“mate of so-called equivalent jet operations, furthermore, is expected to 
¢ w by 50% over the next decade. 


also establishes that this project must be considered and evaluated as 238.5 
stimulating growth in aircraft Operations at Logan, so Massport’s claims to : 
the contrary are ludicrous -- as are its delay models which are in conflict 

h the FAA’s own statistics 238.6 


1. -@ serious is the fact that Massport, in violation of the National 

Environmental Policy Act, has not explored all the alternatives available to 

it, including the development of a new major airport, use of Hanscom field, 238.7 
and peak pricing alternatives. , 


Massport is continuing its history of bad faith with the community and 
distorting the truth in order to place its revenue goals ahead of the 


years. That treatment is in stark constrast to its solicitousness toward the 
communities that surround Hanscom Field, in the 128/495 corridors, who make 
up more than half of Logan’s Massachusetts passengers. 


I urge you out of concern for the air we breath and what remains of our 
quality of life, do not grant Massport the certification it seeks and which 
it so richly doesn’t deserve. 


Sincerely, 
William J. Manning 


1 Webster Avenue 
East Boston, MA 02128 


Topic 1 


General 
| Opposition 


_ Alternatives 


| Runway 14/32 
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Comment 


_ [The Logan expansion] is environmentally unsound, a 
: violation of environmental justice guidelines, and an attempt 
» to undo agreements not to expand Logan that were made to 
» surrounding communities in the early ‘90s in exchange for 
previous air and landside improvements that included the 


: Runway 14/32 will clearly have an adverse impact on yet 
_ another area of East Boston, the Jeffries Point 

_ neighbor...exhaust and jet noise will blow directly back into 
_ that heavily populated community. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 238 
William Manning 


Private Citizens: East Boston 


third harbor tunnel. 


Response 


- Massport disagrees with this statement, 


_ pollutants will be below the NAAQS at all times. The 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR reports worst-case conditions, 

~ meaning air quality will be better than this under almost all 
_ conditions. A full year of actual weather data was used to 


_ conduct the dispersion analysis. In summary, actual wind 
_ conditions have been used to model pollutant concentrations at 
_ Jeffries Point, where no violations of the NAAQS were 
_ projected. Furthermore, Runway 14/32 will primarily be used for 
- arrivals. Also it will not increase the number of operations 
_ during northwest winds, but will allow projected operations to be _ 
_ accommodated with fewer delays. One-hour VOC 
_ concentrations (used as an indicator of odor) increase only 

_ slightly at Jeffries Point with the Preferred Alternative, when 

_ compared to the No Action Alternative. The predicted increase 
_ is so small that changes in odor will remain imperceptible, as 

_ measured against the No Action Altemative. Concentrations 

_ decrease at all other receptors with the Preferred Alternative. 


_ ‘The proposed projects evaluated under each of the 


alternatives are located on the existing airfield. 


_ Implementation of any of the proposed projects will not 

_ physically change the urban characteristics or the design of 
_ the built environment within adjacent communities when 

_ compared to the No-Action Alternative. Off-airport noise 

_ impacts from the Preferred Alternative are discussed in 

- Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter 238: William Manning 
Private Citizens: East Boston 
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Comment 


Topic 2 


: Access to 
: Transportation Logan : will make East Boston, Winthrop and other hard-hit 


» communities. unlivable [sic] Their projected “conservative” 


_ estimate of so-called equivalent jet operations, furthermore, 


is expected to grow by 50% over the next decade. 


_ Hushkitted 
Aircraft 


_ The benefits of further conversion to Stage 3 aircraft, 
_ furthermore, are grossly overstated vis a vis future noise 
_ levels at Logan. 


238.4 


- 238.5 


| Review 
_ Process 


_ considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft 
_ operations at Logan, so Massport's claims to the contrary 
: are ludicrous. 


: Massport’s projection of future traffic over the next 20 years In 1998, 77 percent of Logan Airport's jet traffic affected 
- communities to the north and south of the airport— 

_ East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, 

_ Dorchester, Quincy, Milton, and Braintree. Without 

_ Runway 14/32, as much as 88 percent of 

_ Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overfly these 

_ communities when Logan Airport reaches 

' 37.5 million passengers. Construction of Runway 14/32 will 

_ allow a more balanced geographic distribution of 

_ aircraft operations over populated areas, will increase the 

' number of over-water operations, and will reduce 

» Noise exposure for close-in communities. Furthermore, the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also demonstrates the more 

_ equitable balance of noise impacts among communities 

_ surrounding Logan Airport that can be achieved with the 

_ Preferred Alternative as opposed to the imbalance that 
_ occurs today no would occur in the future if no action is taken. 


_ PRAS noise goals are based on the fact that DNL levels 
- above 75 dB are considered unacceptable for residential land 
_ use and that DNL levels above 70 dB are also excessively 
_ high and should be reduced if feasible. PRAS 

_ recommendations are thus designed to shift operations off of 

_ runways where these high levels still exist — primarily in 
_ Winthrop and to the north of Logan Airport in East Boston and — 


~The study does not overstate the benefit of further conversion 
_ to Stage 3 aircraft on future noise levels. It uses two fleet 
_ scenarios in which almost all aircraft meet Stage 3 


‘federal policy also establishes that this project must be 
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Response 


Revere. 


requirements, either as hushkitted Stage 2 aircraft or new 


_ Stage 3 aircraft, and three fleet scenarios in which all the 
_ aircraft meet Stage 3 requirements. Most of the aircraft are 


new high-bypass, engine-powered Stage 3 aircraft. Many of 


the hushkitted aircraft have been retired. 

_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR respond to federal and state scoping directives 
_ and applicable FAA environmental orders and all other NEPA 
_ and MEPA requirements, and provide appropriate analytical 
_ content for assessing alternatives. : 


Letter 238: William Manning 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Letter 238: William Manning 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Massport’s delay models are in conflict with the FAA's own 


' Statistics. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 
Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 


discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
_ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
_ and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 

_ estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 

_ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 

_ methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
_ of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 

_ estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 

_ models, which have been validated in previously published 

_ Studies of Logan Airport. 


_ The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and _ 

_ delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report 

_ for Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 

_ reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 

_ Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the 

_ RDSIM model and estimated that when activity reached 

» 504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 

_ 260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIS 

_ forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 

_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet 

_ scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 

_ Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the 

_ Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that 

_ the Airside delays represent “a plausible and conservative 
estimate....” 


_ The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 
delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport's 
_ estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA’s 
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Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Environmental | NEPA _ Massport, in violation of the National Environmental Policy In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 


Review / : Act, has not explored all the alternatives available to it, _ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ Process _ including the development of a new major airport, use of _ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
i : Hanscom Field, and peak pricing alternatives. _ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. 


_ Asecond major airport is not a solution to the current delay 

_ and congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed 

_ Project to reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport 
_ must be implemented in the near term to address current and 
_ future operating conditions. 


| The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
_ inthe analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
_ serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
_ already accommodates a significant number of 
aircraft operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The 
- Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, charter, 
"and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 
_ Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was 
_ filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began 
_ commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 
_ limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets — 
_ Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, 
_ Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is 
- also conducting operations between Hanscom and 
_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
' established policy (60-seat regulation), it believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a 
_ major general aviation reliever, and that its 
geographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional and 
_ Manchester airports will prevent its development as a : 
significant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 
_ serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a : 
_ significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 
_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 
_ passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 
_ other Logan Airport flights. However, any new commercial 
service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field shall be 
_ reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), 
_ its Annual Updates, and applicable regulatory limitations, and 
_ shall be considered by the 
_ Hanscom Field Advisory Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of 
_ Hanscom Field. The environmental impacts of 
commercial services at Hanscom Field are summarized from 
the HGEIR and appear in Appendix B of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

_ updated discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis 

_ of the implications of an illustrative conceptual small 
community exemption program. 


_ PPP was included among the Airside Project alternatives to 
_ address delays caused by over-scheduling. The potential 

_ impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport is discussed 
_ in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 

_ analysis of a PPP Exemption program. 


Letter 238: William Manning 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


173 Lexington Street 


East Boston, MA 02128 
Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of En ironmental Affairs : 
jprgeniictieetnings LETTER 239 
Boston, MA 02202 

March 8, 1999 
Dear Secretary Durand, 


justified by this short-sighted, ineffective Proposal. 


permanently and dangerously impacted with triple the amount of Planes passing over our homes. With 14/32, 
Operations on rmway 27 (impacting Roxbury, South Boston, the South End, Dorchester, Jamaica Plain, 
Roslindale, West Roxbury and Brookline) will increase from 18,000 to 56,495 annually. Operations on runway 
33 (affecting East Boston, Chelsea, Charlestown, Revere, Somerville, Cambridge, Winthrop, Melrose) will 
increase from 6,082 to over 21,000 annually. 


Massport’s EIS report makes the case for a new rmway at Logan, but doesn’t mention that every year since 
1992, delays at have gone down or remained stable. This information is publicly available in the Federal 239.2 
Aviation Administration’s 1998 ACE (Airport Enhancement Capacity) Report. The only reason that Massport 

can claim the Logan has a “delay problem,” is because Massport chooses to use exceedingly high “maximum 

capacity” goals. The ideal number of planes that an airport handles per hour (Maximum Capacity) varies 

nationally from airport to airport and ranges from anywhere to 50 planes per hour to 150 planes per hour. The 
determination of maximum capacity goals depends on the location of an airport. 


profits if Logan’s overall capacity is increased by runway 14/32. None of these groups care about the impact 
14/32 will have on human beings, because none of them live in the impacted communties. The EIS does not take 239. 3 
into account health impacts (Boston’s inner city neighborhoods already have the highest asthma, emphysema and 


(agen. (Marcle 


Regina M. Marchi 
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Letter 239 
Regina M. Marchi 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code Topic 2 Comment Response 
230.1 » Planning _ According to Massport's MEPA EIS report, the runway would Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport exp 
_ Period _ reduce delays only 20% of the time AND would be effective only 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
Methodologies "until the year 2003, when delays at Logan will be at or above _ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
i _ today’s levels. The permanent environmental damage that © as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ would be inflicted on Boston residents cannot be justified by this : Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
_ short-sighted, ineffective proposal. _ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of the 
_ regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside : 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue over 
_ time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that 
_ delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic levels 
increase. 
— 239.2 elay _ Model Massport's EIS report makes the case for a new runway at » Logan Airport flight delays, as measured by the FAA, did 


_ Logan, but doesn't mention that every year since 1992, delays decline between 1993 and 1997. Nevertheless, the same data 


_ at Logan have gone down or remained stable. ...Federal _ show that Logan Airport was consistently ranked as one of the 

_ Aviation Administration's 1998 ACE (Airport Enhancement _ nation’s most delayed airports throughout this period. In 1998, 

_ Capacity) Report. The only reason that Massport can claim the delayed flights at Logan Airport, as reported by the FAA 

_ Logan has a “delay problem,” is because Massport chooses to _ increased by more than 30 percent and continued to increase : 

| use exceedingly high "maximum capacity" goals. in 2000. In 2000, Logan was the second most delayed airport in 

_ the United States for arrivals. This represents the worst rank in 
_ Logan Airport's history. 


_ There are three reasons for the decline in delays between 1993 
_ and 1997, First, in 1997, the number of hourly scheduled flights 
_ was less than Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of i 
_ 120 flights per hour, unlike 1993, when airlines scheduled 

__ flights well beyond Logan Airport's hourly capacity. Second, 

_ Logan Airport's hourly demand profile is flatter than it was in 

_ 1993. Airlines are spreading scheduled flights throughout the 
_ day taking advantage of Logan Airport's off-peak hours (e.g., 10 
_ AM to 1 PM). Finally, airlines are carrying more passengers per 
_ flight. In fact, with roughly the same number of flights as in 

_ 1993, Logan Airport accommodated over 3 million more 

_ passengers. One reason for this is that the regional carrier 

_ network serving New England is more efficient. In 1993, there 

_ were three regional carrier systems serving 2.1 million regional 

_ passengers at Logan Airport. Since 1994, Logan Airport has 

_ been served by two regional airline systems (Business 

_ Express, now American Eagle, and US Airways Express). 

_ These carriers handled 2.2 million Logan Airport passengers in 

- 1998, 


_ Key lessons learned from this are: 1) while PPP might work in 

_ Conditions of overscheduling, such as the 1993 environment, 

_ because there is no sustained period of flight overscheduling at 
_ Logan Airport today, PPP would not provide meaningful delay 

_ reduction in the current operating environment; and 2) while 

_ delays declined from 1993 to 1997, Logan Airport continued to 
» be one of the most delayed airports in the country because, 

_ even though carriers were more efficient at scheduling flights, 

_ delays caused by wind and weather continued to occur. 
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7 | Public He Health | Effects 


_ Transportation 


» Peak Period 
_ Pricing 


_ Another alternative which Massport has been unwilling to 

_ implement is Peak Hour Pricing, a demand management tool 
_ which is very successfully used in the hotel and tourism industry 
_ as wellas the electric industry. ... 
" motives must not overrule the well-being of that society's 
"citizens. 


Letter 239: Regina M. Marchi 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Comment 


; “The EIS does 1 not take into account health impacts (Boston's 

_ inner city neighborhoods already have the highest asthma, 
_ emphysema and respiratory infection levels in the State 
_ conditions greatly aggravated by plane and car fumes). The EIS 
_ does not take into consideration the environmental and quality 

_ Of life issues of Boston's inner city residents.) 


‘The EIS does not include the negative indemnity of real estate 


| prices for the thousands of homes under the flight paths, nor the 
' City’s future lost tax revenues when what's left of Boston's 

_ middle class leave the area because they can no longer stand 

: the persistent and excessive plane noise and fumes. 


Massport should direct significantly more flights toHanscom 


' Airport, located just 25 minutes from Boston and presently 
__ utilized at only a third of its capacity. 


Ina democratic society, profit 


: The Airside Project Draft EISIEIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a : 
_ demand management altemative at Logan Airport. The analysis | 
_ indicates that PPP is an effective option when airlines schedule 
_ beyond the normal hourly operating capacity of the airport, and 
_ provides an assessment of the extent of the benefits of PPP 

_ under such circumstances. See Section 4.5 of the 

' Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


"The available public | health studies for. communities adjacent to 
ogan Airport were reviewed and are presented in Section 6.8 
f the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health status reports 
were available for the City of Boston; however, comparable 
ublic health reports were not available from the Public Health 
Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and Winthrop. A review of 
the available information did not indicate any causal 
lationship based on proximity to the airport, nor did it identify 
earing loss as a public health concern. 


Section 1.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the 
importance of Logan Airport to the regional economy. 


he Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 

irside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
coping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 
irside Project has also been established. Massport has 
rograms in place to reduce the environmental impacts 
ssociated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives are 
described in the Logan Airport | ESPR and its ‘updates. 


Hanscom Field, which serves as a general. aviation reliever 


: airport to Logan Airport, already accommodates a significant 
_ number of aircraft operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The 
_ Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, charter, and 
__ air taxi operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. 

_ Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, 

_ Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began commercial 

_ scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 

: limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets ~ 

» Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, 

_ Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is 
_ also conducting operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 

_ established policy (60-seat regulation), it believes that : 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general aviation 
_ reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 

_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 

' commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 
» Significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of passengers 
_ on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to other 

_ Logan Airport flights. However, any new commercial service 

_ initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for 

_ consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), its : 
_ Annual Updates, and applicable regulatory limitations, and shall | 
_ be considered by the Hanscom Field Advisory Committee. 
_ Refer to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

_ discussion of Hanscom Field. The environmental impacts of 
_ commercial services at Hanscom Field are summarized from 
| the HGEIR and appear in Appendix B of the Supplemental 


DEIS/FEIR. 


: h ugsl 
noe Eanes] ago LETTER 240 


~Jject: MASSPORT HAS NOT INFORMED NEW COMER POPULATIONS 
e: Wednesday, April 21, 1999 17:20:23 EDT 
ach; 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


mislead the public regarding the delay situation at Logan. Delays at Logan 

were a non-issue before Massport began its campaign to build 14/32. Why cid 
Massport develop its own delay measurement tool rather than use the 240 
FAA-approved delay measu~ement Procedures? Why does Massport find it 

necessary to spenf 3 milion dollars On consultants and advertisments? 

BECAUSE THEY ARE MISLEADING THE PUBLIC. 


will be affected by 14/32 in areas such as East Boston, Chelsea, Jamaica 240)? 
Plain, Roxbury, Dorchester, Roslindale and the South End. At present, most : 
these people have no idea that Massport is planning to build a runway that 
. triple plane noise over their homes and make auto traffic and air 
b-slution unbearable. Translation of important information is standard 
practice in both state and city agencies..even the utilitiy companies offer 
multi-lingual information. Under MEPA and NEPA regulations, Massport had an 
obligation to, inform the public, particularly the affected communities, of 
the 14/32 plan and its impacts. By not translating information, they have 
failed to do this. 


Sincerely, 


Mrs. Regina Marchi 
173 Lexington Street East Boston, MA 02128 
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Letter 240 
Regina M. Marchi 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Comment Response 


: Delays at Logan were a non-issue before Massport began _—_ Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FE! 
' its campaign to build 14/32. Why did Massport develop its _ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
| own delay measurement tool rather than use the FAA- _ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
' approved delay measurement procedures? _ and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 
- estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 
_ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 
_ methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
_ of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 
» estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 
- models, which have been validated in previously published 


_ 240.2 Environmental = Demographic —_ Massport has not translated any information regarding : 
| Justice - Data | 14/32 or its impacts into Spanish, Haitian Kreyol [sic], _ expanded in Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
_ Vietnamese or Cambodian, even though these populations — Low-income and minority populations were defined in 
| comprise a significant amount of the residents who willbe accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. 
_ affected by 14/32...Under MEPA and NEPA regulations, _ DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality's 
» Massport had an obligation to inform the public, particularly _ guidance on Environmental Justice. In addition, the analysis 
_ the affected communities, of the 14/32 plan and its impacts. of low-income populations was expanded to include 
_ By not translating information, they have failed to do this. _ households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 
: _ found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate 
_ impact to low-income and minority populations from the 
_ Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 
_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 
_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 
_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The : 
additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 
_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change _ 
_ isnota significant adverse impact. Mitigation of the increased _ 
_ noise within the 65 dB DNL noise contour will be provided to 
_ affected communities in the form of residential sound 
_ insulation. 


Letter 240: Regina M. Marchi 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Elizabeth (Betty) Mazzarini 
299 Maverick Street . - 
East Boston, Mass. 02128 


March 18, 1999 


Mr. John Rodman, se 
Executive Officer of Environmental Affairs of 
100 Cambridge Street LETTER 24] 
Suite 2000 

Boston, Ma. 02202 


Dear Mr, Rodman: 


This is a letter in Opposition to the 14/32 Runway being Proposed 
by the Massachusetts Port Authority. 


As a life-long resident of the East Boston community, what happens 
at Logan Airport is of great concern to me. 


There have been many battles my community has fought in order to 
bring some peace and tranquility into the lives of those who want to 
live in the homes of their own choice, 


One of these battles was fought in 1968 when dirt trucks were 
bringing illegal fill onto Bird Island Flats until the "Maverick Street 
Mothers", of which I am a member, stopped them bodily until Massport 


Another battle in 1970 was against the STOL (Short Take Off and 
Landing) Runway. This runway, was proven not to be beneficial in al- 
leviating any noise or air pollution from our neighborhood or any other 
neighborhood ‘and was ultimately defeated, An injunction was instituted 
so that this stor, Runway could not be built to this day! 244 


14/32 and trying to have the court injunction lifted so that it can be 
built. If this Proposal failed in the 1970's, what has changed to make 
it passable now?? 

The neighborhoods are still here and so is Logan. This Proposal 
would affect not only East Boston, Chelsea, Revere, South Boston, and 
Winthrop, which all receive the bulk of the air and noise pollution, 


but, would extend to Saugus, Everett, Charlestown, Cambridge, Dorchester, 


ment our living conditions. We have neither the money, nor the means, 


to present volumes of data in Opposition to the figures given by the 
Massport studies, 


March 18, 1999 


14/32 Runway (cont.) 
ae 


You, the deciding factor, have to rely on our word! 


In the summer, when having a cook-out, you get the smell of jet 
fumes, instead of Bar-B-Que. Our windows have to remain Closed all 
Summer because of the smell of these Same fumes and the noise, which 
makes it impossible to enjoy our own homes. If you hang your clean 
wash on a line out-doors, your clothes have the smell of jet fumes and 
soot when you bring them in. And,.when you fall asleep or are watching 
T.V., the noise of Planes flying overhead either awakens you or, comes 
at the most important Part of the movie and drowns out the sound. 


These, Mr. Rodman, are some of the so-called "benefits" to living 
So close to Logan. How would you like living under these conditions? 


But, WE DO NoT have to accept the fact that it wants to contime to 


city. WE DO nor have to, nor intend to, sit back and allow our con- 
stitutional rights to be taken from us or Over-looked. We, as resi- 
dents of East Boston, WILL continue to fight for our homes and living 
conditions! We hope that those who must make the decisions which 
involve, include, and affect OUR way of living, will realize that we, 
too, are entitled to live where we“choose, with the same considera- 
tions as those who live in the suburbs. 


Never, do we expect complete peace or tranquility because of 
Logan being: within Our midst. But, we can hope to maintain the level 
of what we now have and, not allow it to be taken away completely. 


Please take our plight seriously and consider the neighborhoods 
surrounding Logan, 


Vote to maintain the injunction on this runway and help us defeat 
the Massport Proposal again. The need for another airport is the issue. 
Logan HAS, indeed, reached its saturation point many years ago. 


Thank you. 


Sincerely, ‘ 


Dutt, i Fi aca 
ElizaHeth (B ) Mazzarini 


East Boston resident 


cc: Robert Durand, Secretary EOEA 
East Boston Times 
East Boston Sun Transcript 
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Letter 241 
Elizabeth Mazzarini 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code Comment Response 
241.1 | Environmental — Public Process | [Massport has continuously expanded with no regard forthe The proposed uni-rectional Runway 14/32 is different from 
: _ Review _ residents of neighboring communities. Why is the current _ the runway proposed in the 1970s because under the current 
_ Process : | proposal for runway 14/32 different from the STOL runway | proposal all operations would occur over water, i.e., aircraft 
: stopped by the courts in the 1970s?] _ would arrive to the Runway 32 end with an approach over 


» water and aircraft would depart from the Runway 14 end with 
"a departure track over water. There would be no arrivals to 
_ the Runway 14 end and no departures from the Runway 32. 
_ end. Uni-directional Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport 
_ to maintain a three-runway configuration in Northwest winds, 
_ which would significantly reduce aircraft delays that occur in 
_ northwest winds. If Runway 14/32 was available in 1998, 
_ runway related delays would have been reduced by Runway 
_ Runway 32 percent. The proposed unidirectional 
_ Runway 14/32 would also provide FAA air traffic controllers 
_ with the ability to redirect more aircraft over water and away 

_ from people. 


Letter 241: Elizabeth Mazarini 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


LETTER 242 


April 8, 1999 
Robert Durand J McBride 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Agency Orleans Street # 404 
100 Cambridge Street Suite 2000 East Boston, MA 02128 
Boston, MA 02202 
Dear Mr. Durand, 


Tam an 11 year resident of East Boston and would like to express my opinion 
regarding Massports expansion and Proposed runway 14/32. East Boston residents have 


always lived in the shadow of Logan. I knew that when I moved to 10 Orleans Street here in 


East Boston. But to think Boston can survive another century without a second airport is 
crazy. 14/32 is a Band-Aid at best. There is a court injunction from the 1970s prohibiting 
Massport in building 14/32. There must be compelling reasons in that court decision why 
14/32 is a bad idea. Health concerns and excess noise is fueling my opposition to runway 
14/32. The proposed runway will directly affect my neighborhood. When second airports 
come up in conversations with either massport or the governor’s office, Providence and 
Manchester's airports are mentioned as alternatives. It doesn't seem realistic that Massport 


and the Commonwealth would, or should give up the lucrative revenues (taxes) which come 


with the traveler. Massachusetts needs a second regional airport! Massport admits delays 
will surpass today’s figures in 6-10 years even with the addition of 14/32. 

These issues are bringing East Boston residents together like I have never seen 
before. I would be very interested in knowing how you stand on this issue? Thank you for 
listUaing. 


Sincerely, 


fw ard 


Jim McBride 


242 1 
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Letter 242 
Jim McBride 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Topic 2 Comment 


_ Effects 


Response 


| [Massachusetts needs a second major airport. The _ Asecond major airport is not a solution to the current delay 

_ construction of Runway 14/32 is a temporary measure and —_ and congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed 

- will only serve to increase health effects in my East Boston _ Project to reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport 
: neighborhoods. ] _ must be implemented in the near term to address current and 

: future operating conditions. i 


The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
_ to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 

_ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 

_ status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
_ comparable public health reports were not available from the 
' Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 

_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 

_ airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 

- concern. 


Letter 242: Jim McBride 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


LETTER 243 


56 Princeton Street 
East Boston, MA 02128 
April 22, 1999 

Exuctive Office of Environmental A ffairs 

ATTENTION MEPA OFFICE 

Arthur Pugsley #10458 

100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


Re: Runway 14/32 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


I am writing to voice my Opposition to Runway 14/32. East Boston is 243.1 
already saturated with noise and air pollution from Logan Airport. Another 
23,000 flights over East Boston each year is simply outrageous. 
Very truly yours, 
Te ise. Ute teat, Zrg. 


Francis McHugh 
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Letter 243 
Francis McHugh 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Comment Response 


_ Lam writing to voice my opposition to Runway 14/32. » The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
East Boston is already saturated with noise and air _ the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 
_ pollution from Logan Airport. Another 23,000 flights over environmentally responsible manner. The construction of 

_ East Boston each year is simply outrageous. _ unidirectional Runway 14/32 would prevent the significant 

i rop in airfield capacity that now occurs during 

orthwest wind conditions. The runway would not increase 

_ Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of 

_ approximately 120 operations per hour which is available 

early 80 percent of the year, but rather would allow this 


Letter 243: Francis McHugh 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


LETTER 244 


92 Marginal Street 
East Boston, Massachusetts 


8 
. 


April 22, 1999 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Leverett Saltonstall State Office Building, 20" floor 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston 

Massachusetts 

02202 


ATTENTION: Arthur Pugsley 
This concerns the Boston Logan Airport Tunways and taxiways proposal (EOEA #10458). 
I understand that a significant Percentage of flights or passengers from Boston Logan 


Airport originate at or are destined for New York City and Newark, New J ersey. With 


New York City-Newark market, for express (that is, time-sensitive) Cargo as well as for 
Passengers.- After this, planning the runways project can proceed with more certainty of 
the needs of travelers than planners have now. 


Considerable terminals and garage expansions have been taking place at the airport. 
Should the runways and taxiways improvements have been considered before the terminals 


runways and taxiways expand? 


I appreciate whatever attention you give to this letter and for adding it to the 
environmental review record for the Boston Logan runways and taxiways improvement — 
project. 


Sincerely, 


re kyiltey f. Marton 


Christopher J. Morton 


244 | 


244.2 
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Letter 244 


Christopher J. Morton 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Comment 


Topic 1 Topic 2 


Regional _ Passenger Rail 
_ Transportation 


planners should first lear the long term effect of the high 


_ speed service on the Boston-New York City-Newark market, 
_ for express (that is, time-sensitive) cargo as well as for 

| passengers. After this, planning the runways project can 

_ proceed with more certainty of the needs of travelers than 

_ planners have now. 


- Cumulative 
_ Impacts 


_ Landside 
_ Improvements 


‘Would Massport seek to expand the [terminals and 


244.2 
garages] again if the runways and taxiways expand? 


_ The purpose of the Airside Improvements Planning Project is to. 
_ reduce current and projected levels of airfield congestion and 
_ delay and to enhance the safety of aircraft operations at Logan. 
_ Massport’s proposed landside improvements are planned to 
_ enhance the efficiency of passenger processing, and include 

_ terminal modernization, as well as roadway, parking and 

_ service area improvements. The landside projects will not affect 
_ the design or implementation of the Airside Project, which has 
_ independent utility, nor will the Airside Project improvements 
__ affect the design or implementation of any of the landside : 
_ projects. All airside and landside projects, where required, will 
_ continue to be the subject of separate comprehensive 
_ environmental analysis by project proponents in accordance 

_ with federal and state regulations. 


_ As expressed in the May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate, 

_ Massport’s Environmental Planning and Status Report 

_ (ESPR, formerly GEIR) process ‘is expected provide a big 

_ picture cumulative impact analysis of Logan operations, 

_ impacts and mitigation. It complements the project-specific 

_ EIRs,” such as this one for the Airside Improvements, “helps 
_ to focus the review process of individual ElRs, and ensures 

_ that segmented project review does not occur in the context 
_ of MEPA review at Logan Airport.” 


Response 


_ The potential diversion of cargo operations was not 
"specifically analyzed because cargo operations account for 


_ only two percent of aircraft activity at Logan Airport and since 
_ most all-cargo aircraft operate during off-peak hours, cargo 

" Operations do not contribute to delays at Logan Airport. 

_ However, all cargo operations were included in the future 

_ fleets analyzed in the Airside Project. Additionally, some 

_ cargo is now being diverted to regional airports as indicated 

_ by the strong growth in cargo services and air cargo activity 


at the regional airports. 


Letter 244: Christopher J. Morton 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


JEAN RIESMAN 188 WEBSTER STREET # EAST BOSTON MA ¢ 02128 


* PH: (617) 567-2104 ¢ Fax: (617) 567-6748 


Robert A. Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs LEVEE R 245 
100 Cambridge St. - Room 2000 

Boston MA 02202 


> 


RE: Logan 2000 Airside Improvements Project Draft EIS/EIR 
April 22, 1999 
Dear Secretary Durand, 


| am writing to ask you to find the Massachusetts Port Authority's Logan 2000 Airside Improvements 
Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report inadequate and to require 


proposed Runway 14/32 (also known as the Short Take-off and Landing, or STOL, Runway) and new 
centerfield taxiway. As a longtime resident of East Boston, | am outraged that neither the Clear and 
significant impacts of this "improvements" project on my neighborhood nor the well-founded objections of 
its residents have not received fair Consideration in Massport's environmental documents. 


of major airlines have sought waivers, the conversion of airline fleets from Stage 2 to Stage 3 (that is, from 
noisier to quieter) aircraft will be Significantly slowed, diminishing any noise benefit Massport anticipates 
from changes in the fleet mix. In addition, Massport departed from established FAA modeling guidelines, 


Finally, Massport has ignored the full range of available alternatives: regionalization of air traffic, including 


Please use your Statutory authority to require Massport to fulfill its public obligations under MEPA by 
undertaking a full and accurate study of its proposed airfield expansion program - a Study that gives 
Logan-impacted communities fair consideration and weighs the genuine alternatives available. 


\ 
Sincerely, 


cc: Governor Paul Cellucci an (~-m..., 


Mayor Thomas Menino 
Peter Blute, Executive Director, Massachusetts Port Authority 


P 2 


249.1 


245.2 


245.3 
245.4 


245.5 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 245 
Jean Riesman 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
_ 245.1. = Environmental © MEPA require Massport to undertake a full examination of both The Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR analyze 
_ Review : the true impacts of and the real alternatives to its proposed the environmental impacts of the Airside Project, consistent 
_ Process ; : Runway 14/32 (also known as the Short Take-off and _ with established federal and state scoping directives. 
' Landing, or STOL, Runway) and new centerfield _ Appropriate mitigation associated with the Airside Project has 
| taxiway...neither the clear and significant impacts of this - also been established. Massport has programs in place to 
| “improvements” project on my neighborhood nor the well- _ reduce the environmental impacts associated with 


_ founded objections of its residents have not [sic] received 


_ Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives are described in 
| fair consideration i in Massport's environmental documents.. 


the Logan. Airport | ESPR and its updates. 


the runway .. _ benefits are far outweighed ‘by its The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental _ 

_ environmental impacts on surrounding communities already © DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 

_ saturated by the noise, pollution, traffic, and other off-airport Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
_ consequences of airport growth. : scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 
: _ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 
_ programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 
associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
Airport ESPR and its updates. 


_ Hushkitted _ Massport also failed to acknowledge the fact that becaus phaseout of Stage 2 aircraft operations was complete. as 

- Aircraft » number of major airlines have sought waivers, the _ of December 31, 1999. 

© conversion of airline fleets from Stage 2 to Stage 3 (that is, 
_ from noisier to quieter) aircraft will be significantly slowed, 

© diminishing any noise benefit Massport anticipates from 

» changes in the fleet mix. 


245.2 


2453 


_ The study does not overstate the benefit of further conversion — 

_ to Stage 3 aircraft on future noise levels. It uses two fleet 

_ scenarios in which almost all aircraft meet Stage 3 
requirements, either as hushkitted Stage 2 aircraft or new 

_ Stage 3 aircraft, and three fleet scenarios in which all the 

_ aircraft meet Stage 3 requirements. Most of the aircraft are 

» new high-bypass, engine-powered Stage 3 aircraft. Many of 
the hushkitted aircraft have been retired. 


Letter 245: Jean Riesman 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code 
245.4 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Delay 


Massport departed from established FAA modeling 
: guidelines, further understating the combined effects of 
_ Runway 14/32 and the new centerfield taxiway. 


_ Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
" includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
| and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 

_ estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 

» Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 

_ methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
" of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 

_ estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 

, models, which have been validated in previously published 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ Studies of Logan Airport. 


_ The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and _ 
_ delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report 
_ for Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 

_ reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 

_ Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the 

_ RDSIM model and estimated that when activity reached 

_ 504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 

_ 260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 

_ forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 

_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet 
"scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 

_ Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the 

_ Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that 

_ the Airside delays represent “a plausible and conservative 

_ estimate...” 


Finally, Massport has ignored the full range of available 

" altematives: regionalization of air traffic, including facilities at 
_ Hanscom, Worcester, Providence, RI, and Manchester, NH, 
__as well as the potential for cargo diversion to Pease in 

_ southern New Hampshire. 


The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 
delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport’s 


_ estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA’s 
- 20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. 


Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 


- Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 

_ development and increased passenger traffic at these 

_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 

_ strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 


_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and full use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 

_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 

_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
_ analysis supports the conclusion greater use of the regional 

_ airports will provide passengers within the service area of 

" such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 
_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 

- remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 

_ will not eliminate the need for airside projects at Logan 

- Airport. 


‘Letter 245: Jean Riesman 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


_ Dispersion modeling indicates no violation of the NAAQS, 
_ which were designed to protect human health and welfare. 


3/14/99 LETTER 246 


Robert Durand,secretary of environmental affairs 
Dear sir: oe 


I have lived in East Boston for almost 47 years and I have seen it, felt the: 
damage and pin Logan has inflicted on this and the surrounding 
communities over the years. That noise, pollution, and the traffic combine to 


years, at best. After this peroid when the slots that these planes left open on 

the longer run ways are filled by larger jets that Supposed to handle the 

increase from 26 to 46,000,000 passengers the situation gets worse. They tell 

us don't worry the craft in the coming years will all be stage three. The only 
problem is they've been telling us most of the planes now landing at Logan 

are Stage three. If this is the case Stage three is not the soluiion. Stage three 

is far too noisy. Another problem with stage three aircraft is that they ? 4 6 | 
produce even more NOX gases than stage two did. Massport has done ; 
nothing to seek realistic alternatives to Logan even though they knew 


caused an uproar, she did not get to finish her testimony. Doesn't she think 
People get angry when they can't sleep? this shows how of touch the current 
people running the convention center and massport really are! They have no 
problem putting money over quality of life. Peter Blute doesn't lived in or 
around Boston so it doesn't effect his quality of life. He has heard many 
Stories from dozens if not more people all around Boston and the surrounding 


for the entire region, enough is enough, quality of life must come first! 


Sincerely, 


OF ee rae 


Richard Salini 
Cle aee see 246 2 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Letter 246 
Richard Salini 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Comment Response 


: Preferred _ Massport has done nothing to seek realistic altematives to The improvement concepts eva j 
_ Alternative _ Logan even though they knew runways were a problem _ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan - 
| decades ago. _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan : 
i _ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 
_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 
_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 
_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 
_ numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 
__ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 
_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 
_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 
_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other : 
_ studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 
_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995.Basedon 
_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected andthe 
_ Most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
_ alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 
_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 
_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 
_ that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 
_ ability to achieve PRA 
_ [The] Volume IV Air Quality model results show that VOCs —— One-hour VOC conce 
_ will more than double at Jeffries Point, the closest areato _ increase only slightly at Jeffries Point with the Preferred 
» the proposed new runway! _ Alternative, when compared to the No Action Altemative. The 
_ predicted increase is so small that changes in odor will remain 
_ imperceptible, as measured against the No Action Altemative. 
_ Concentrations decrease at all other receptors with the 
_ Preferred Altemative. 


Letter 246: Richard Salini 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


LETTER 247 


March 24, 1999 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 
Boston, MA 02202 


Sir, 


also am very concerned with this aspect. Because I have other concems that require 
consideration I will address the noise issue last. 


“It will not be the airport infrastructure alone that will require major improvements. 
Methods to move the hordes of newly arrived passenger will be required. Every 


Subway Cars, More Taxi Cabs, More Rental Cars, More Congestion, More Pollution. 
Everyone will want to know why the CAT project wasn’t effective? And what happened 
to the promise of traffic relief? 


Everything that I have researched on the subject, from product overview of the Airbus 
product to runway and taxiway dimensional requirements of the comparable Boeing 


Product, coupled with my understanding of aviation and aeronautics has ledmeto 
believe that the airside expansion project at Logan is actually being designed to prepare 
for the use of this next generation of passenger aircraft, NLA. Logan International is not 


communities that surround an inner-city airport, such as Logan, will increase 
disproportionately.. 


runway, 14/32, at near parallel to 15R/33L, plus the less publicized proposed lengthening 
of runway 15L/33R, are not at all about easing delays caused by weather, as Massport 
claims. The new runway, and modifications to others, are required to allow for the “hold 
time” between the departure of an NLA and any other aircraft. Aircraft in queue are 
vulnerable to the wake vortex generated by each previous aircraft taking off. The 
atmospheric disruption of the NLA would be significantly higher current commercial jet 
aircraft, making the Tunway unsafe and unusable for 3 to 5 minutes or longer. Aircraft 
next-in-line to take-off would be launched from either the proposed 14/32 or 15L/33R 
until the wake vortex at the end of 15R/33L dissipated and the runway could be safely 
used. If NLA were otherwise compatible for operation at Logan, this might be 
constructive planning. Unfortunately NLA are fraught with hazards that are too 
challenging for this inner-city location. The scheme is simply short-sighted. 


Another facet of the proposed expansion is to request that the FAA “administratively 
reduce the approach minimums”. In essence the reduction of these minimums for a 
S go/no go landing decision making criteria is a reduction in safety protocol. It 


247.1 


247.2 


Dash 8, F.27 or an NLA? They are all individual aircraft with their own unique 
characteristics and flown by different People who will possess a range of years of 


Squares, and residential backyard unusable. Community will whither and die; and vacant 
neighborhoods are a fertile environment for crime. 


economic problems in the future. The recent trends in true urban revitilization comprised 
of a balance of commercial projects and an increase in urban residency, will halt. The 


next generation of commercial aircraft is not appropriate for an airport that is Situated in 
a highly populated, residential area of any city. Logan International Airport is simply not 
able to continue to grow beyond it’s current Capacity. This airport should be considered 


Aid solution to the transportation challenges of the future. It is Surprising that they would 
even be considered. : 


accept the fact that a new, world class regional airport is required. In the near future ) 47 5 


Thank you for taking the time to consider my thoughts on these issues. Please contact 
me if you have any questions about this letter. . 


Sincerely, | = ; | 
Moh |) Sethe Cb uyn (fy 
Mark W. Stettler Cathryn C. Stettler 


4 Wilbur Court, #1 
East Boston, MA 02128 


617-443-0400 
mMws@cidassoc.com 


617-561-6307 
catmws@erols.com _ = 


attachment: 
graphic comparison showing the size relationship of familiar items to NLA. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 247 
Mark W. Stettler and Cathryn C. Stettler 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Taxiway .The proposed new center taxiway and other taxiway _ So-called New Large Aircraft (NLA) carrying up to 
_ Improvements modifications and improvements are not about reducing _ 1,000 passengers are still just in the discussion phase. No 
/ _ engine run time and reducing ground noise and air pollution. _ manufacturer has undertaken serious development of such 
_ The proposed changes are needed to accommodate the - aircraft yet, which would be a multi-year process. These 
| ground movement of [the next generation of passenger _ aircraft would probably require modifications to existing 
"aircraft, New Larger Aircraft (NLA))... If NLA were otherwise _ airport jetways and apron areas along with increases in 
_ compatible for operation at Logan, this might be _ taxiway width and turning area. Their use would be limited to 


_ constructive planning. Unfortunately NLA are fraught with "extremely high-density markets, and it is not likely that Boston 
_ hazards that are too challenging for this inner-city location. would be among these. In fact, the number of “jumbo jets” 
The scheme is simply short-sighted. serving Logan Airport has declined in recent years. 


47.2 Alternatives _ Reduced __...the reduction of [approach minimums] for a pilot's _ Reduced landing minimums provide for a safer approach by 
_ Approach | go/no go landing decision making criteria is a reduction in providing precision guidance at lower altitudes, and thus a 
/ Minima _ Safety protocol. It seems that the management and _ safer approach.” The reduced landing minimums do not 
: © operation of this airport occurs without regard for the _ change the approach path nor reduce the clearance between 
» existence of the adjacent residential communities. _ aircraft and the surface. Rather, they shift the location at 


_ which a missed approach decision is initiated closer to the 
_ airport. For Runways 27 and 22L, the reduced minimums will 

_ make the approach procedures flown by pilots more 

_ consistent with FAA standards in effect at most other airports. 
_ Reduced landing minimums will increase airfield safety by : 
_ allowing operations more directly into the prevailing wind and 
will help improve PRAS goal achievement. 


“| “Impacts The measurement of decibels using an “A” weighted scale Use of A-weighted decibels and DNL are by far the most 
: is totally inappropriate for noise events of the magnitude _ appropriate metrics for evaluating noise impacts at airports as 
"created by aircraft. The “A” scale is only useful to monitor well as many other noise sources; use of the metrics are also 


_ levels that are audible to the human ear. ... Noise produced required for federal environmental documents. See 
_ by aircraft covers a spectrum much greater than the audible discussion of noise metrics in Appendix E of the 

' range. ...Because | can’t hear the frequency at which a _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ sound occurs is not evidence that there isn't any detriment 

| from it. 


nincrease in capacity at Logan will render city street, Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 
_ parks, squares, and residential backyards unusable. _ increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 
: deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 
_ Massport’s plans to handle the ground access requirements 
_ Of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent 
Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 


pen Space 
» Parkland 


Letter 247: Mark W. Stettler and Cathryn C. Stettler 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 1 


Topic 2 Comment 


_ Other Non- _ Inthe near future other means should be implemented to 

_ Construction _ alleviate the over capacity at Logan; expansions of 

| Alternatives " commercial passenger operations at Worcester and 

' Hanscom Field, relocation of cargo operations to Hanscom 
_ Field, and peak-hour pricing. 


/ 


Letter 247: Mark W. Stettler and Cathryn C. Stettler 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


- directives. The impact of the regional altematives has been 
' addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 
» levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
' and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive i 
_ discussion of regional alternatives. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 
"and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
_ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 
efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
_ analysis in Chapter 2 indicates, these off-airport alternatives 
_ are expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at 

_ Logan Airport, but they will not eliminate airside delays at 

» Logan Airport that occur because of a third operating runway 
_ during periods of northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, 
_ which specifically addresses this deficiency, is necessary and 
» provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These 
_ benefits will only increase in the future, even as 

_ developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail to 
_ New York act to reduce the rate of future growth at 

_ Logan Airport. 


LETTER 248 


April 23, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

MEPA Unit 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge St., 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Sir, 


I am writing to tell you of my Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project at Logan International Airport. There 


There has been no fair consideration given to the impact on the environment due to 
the increased capacity of the airport and the ability of the airport to facilitate the 
use of New Larger Aircraft (NLA) subsequent to the proposed modifications. 


do believe that there wil! be an increase in air travel during the next ten, twenty or even 
thirty years. Witha growing global population what else could occur? However with the 


larger aircraft due to the dimensional requirements and increased difficulty in ground 
handling. 


appropriate place for the operation of NLA. Logan is a terminus, the final destination. 
Aircraft with the incredible capacity of an NLA are certainly better suited to regional hub 


248.1 


airports. The collateral damage that does occur in the densely populated communities 
that surround an inner-city airport, such as Logan, will increase disproportionately. 


claims. The new Tunway, and modifications to others, are required to allow for the “hold 
time” between the departure of an NLA and any other aircraft. Aircraft in queue are 


Enabling the use of NLA also invites the potential problems associated with air pollution. 
With a capacity exceeding that of any aircraft able to currently operate from Logan, the 
power that will be required to launch these craft airborne will also be considerably higher. 
More power is More fuel is More pollution. It is simply true that bigger engines burn 
more fuel and bigger aircraft need more engines. The FAA reports that the fuel needs of 
the engine of an NLA may require a wide assortment of fuel additives in amounts that 


248.2 


248.3 


Switching planes without making an impact on the environment. More Buses, More 
Subway Cars, More Taxicabs, More Rental Cars, More Congestion, and More Pollution. 


There has been no fair consideration given to the impact on the environment 
regarding the safety and welfare of the affected communities due to the increased 


characteristics and flown by different People who will possess a range of years of 
Professional experience from none to many. Imagine! The reduction of delays would be 
even more significant if safety protocols were eliminated entirely. Revenues from 
increased gate fees would certainly offset the occasional disaster. 


248.4 


248.5 


Cause damage to buildings and Structures, 


There has been no fair consideration given to the impact on the environment 
regarding the social injustice of sound abatement programs offered by Massport 


There has been no fair consideration given to the impact on the environment 
regarding the economic hardship caused by concentration of activity due to the 


considered fully matured as an operational entity. Acting to enable an increase in capacity 


thoughtless and short-sighted. Capital improvements of this nature are not even a Band- 
Aid solution to the transportation challenges of the future. It is Surprising that they would 
even be considered. 


248.6 


248.7 


Another airport is required to share the Staggering increase of air traffic in the future. 
Few world class cities Operate with only one airport. Paris has four, New York City and 


Thank you for taking the time to consider my thoughts on these issues. Please contact me 
if you have any questions about this letter. 


Sincerely, 


Mark W. Stettler Cathryn C. Stettler 


4 Wilbur Court, #1 
East Boston, MA 02128 


617-443-0400 
mws@cidassoc.com 


617-561-6307 
catmws@erols.com 


attachment: 
graphic comparison showing the size relationship of familiar items to NLA. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 248 
Mark W. Stettler 


Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Restrictions 


_ the environment due to the increased capacity of the airport 
_ and the ability of the airport to facilitate the use of New 

_ Larger Aircraft (NLA) subsequent to the proposed 

_ modifications. 


There has been no fair consideration given to the impact on 
_ the environment regarding air and water pollution due to the 
_ increased capacity of the airport and the ability of the airport 


_ to the proposed modifications. 


_ There has been no fair consideration given to the impact on 
_ the environment regarding the physical infrastructure of the 
| City of Boston due to the increased capacity of the airport 
"and the ability of the airport to facilitate the use of New 

_ Larger Aircraft (NLA) subsequent to the proposed 

_ modifications. 


Access to 
_ Logan 


Ground 
_ Transportation 


- 248.3 


248.4 
Minima 


_ Alternatives 
_ the environment regarding the safety and welfare of the 
_ affected communities due to the increased capacity of the 
airport and the ability of the airport to facilitate the use of 


_ New Larger Aircraft (NLA) subsequent to the proposed 


There has been no fair consideration given to the impact on P 


here has been no fair consideration given to the impact on 


Response 
So-called New Large Aircraft (NLA) carrying up to 


_ 1,000 passengers are still just in the discussion phase. No 

_ manufacturer has undertaken serious development of such 

_ aircraft yet, which would be a multi-year process. These 

_ aircraft would probably require modifications to existing 

_ airport jetways and apron areas along with increases in 
taxiway width and turning area. Their use would be limited to 
_ extremely high-density markets, and it is not likely that Boston _ 
_ would be among these. In fact, the number of ‘jumbo jets” 
_ serving Logan Airport has declined in recent years. 

_ Consequently, the NLA was not included in the Future Fleet 
' scenarios. 


Implementation of the recommended Airside Project, 


_ specifically unidirectional Runway 14/32, would not increase 
_ Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of 
_ to facilitate the use of New Larger Aircraft (NLA) subsequent 


approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity is 


_ available at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the 
_ time. Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 
_ this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that 
| Now require controllers to operate on only one or 

_ two runways, compared to the typical three-runway 

_ configurations used at Logan Airport. 


_ So-called New Large Aircraft (NLA) carrying up to 

_ 1,000 passengers are still just in the discussion phase. No 
_ manufacturer has undertaken serious development of such 
_ aircraft yet, which would be a multi-year process. These 

_ aircraft would probably require modifications to existing 

_ airport jetways and apron areas along with increases in 


taxiway width and turning area. Their use would be limited to 


_ extremely high-density markets, and it is not likely that Boston | 
_ would be among these. In fact, the number of ‘jumbo jets” 

_ serving Logan Airport has declined in recent years. 

_ Consequently, the NLA was not included in the Future Fleet 
» scenarios. 


_ Refer to response to Comment 248.1. 
_ Refer to response to Comment 248.1. 


_ The Airside Project analysis is based on alternative 20-year 

_ forecasts of operations by aircraft type. Only larger aircraft 
' compatible with the existing facilities at Logan Airport are 

_ included in the future forecasts for Logan Airport fleets on 
_ which the delay and environmental analyses are based. 

| modifications. 


Letter 248: Mark W. Stettler 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Comment 


_ There has been no fair consideration given to the impact on _ Refer to response to Comment 248.1. 
_ the environment regarding the increase of infrasonic sound i 

_ due to the increased capacity of the airport and the ability of 
| the airport to facilitate the use of New Larger Aircraft (NLA) | 
_ subsequent to the proposed modifications. 


There has been no fair consideration given to the impact on 
» the environment regarding the social injustice of sound 

: abatement programs offered by Massport due to the : 
increased capacity of the airport and the ability of the airport 
_ to facilitate the use of New Larger Aircraft (NLA) subsequent 
to the proposed modifications. 


| Refer to response to Comment 248.1. 


Regional Regional There has been no fair consideration given to the impact on — Refer to response to Comment 248.1. 


| Transportation Airports | the environment regarding the economic hardship caused 

/ » by concentration of activity due to the increased capacity of 
_ the airport and the ability of the airport to facilitate the use of 
_ New Larger Aircraft (NLA) subsequent to the proposed 
| modifications, as compared to a regional air transportation 


Letter 248: Mark W. Stettler 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


LETTER 249 


April 12, 1999 


Mr. Robert Durand Secretary 

Of Environmental Affairs 

Attention MEPA Office . 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No 10458 

100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Gentlemen: 


RE: “Draft - Environmental Impact Report #10458" Logan Airside Improvement 
Plan", 


This letter is to reaffirm, without qualification, my opposition to the 

Proposed construction of Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan 
Airport; there are far too lany unanswered questions to allow the runways to 
be built. 


| am opposed to this construction for the following reasons: 

* More danger due to increased air traffic 

° Harbor Island recreational areas will suffer significant noise impact 
. nO significant decrease in Congestion or delays 

° a decrease in Property values in the impacted communities 

After a few modest reductions in the near term, flights and noise will 
increase for all 


The Draft EIS/EIR is Inadequate and request that it is judge so fcr the 
following reasons 2 49 | 
¢ Outdated studies and figures were used 

° FAA modeling not adhered to 

° Lack of alternative Studies, i.e. Hanscom, second airport 


All people who live and work in the impacted communities are entitled to " 
Environmental Justice, Protection of their ‘Quality of Life" it should not 

be jeopardized by Massport's Proposal. The citizens who reside in the 
impacted communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a 

~ polluted environment, from the planes; automobiles, trucks, busses and other 
Massport related operations. Health studies have cited increased cases of 


My health and the health or the other People who live in the impacted 
communities are to precious to be jeopardized by Massport's further expansion 
into our community. 


Massport states that the runway will be uni-directional and the planes will 
fly out over the water. 


If the planes fly over the water and an there'is an east wind blowing it will 
Cause the fumes to blow back into the communities, rumbling sounds from the 
planes will bounce off the buildings and impact the communities in a negative 
way. The FAA web site states that the plan is to construct a new runway 
14/32 and extend runways 15-R/33-L and runway 9. There are three runways 
- involved. The FAA would have the final say about what directions for takeoff 
and landing. : 


The Commonwealth must create a comprehensive plan and no further expansion of 


Logan can be allowed. Please Support the impacted community's position and 
deny MPA " Logan Airside Improvement Plan". 


Sincerely, hat Gre2 aren 


Address: PQA Coie CLS LL 


249.3 


249.4 


ILS 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 249 
Charlene Stevens 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Environmental | MEPA _ The Draft EIS/EIR is inadequate and request that it is _ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
Review _ judged so for the following reasons: _ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 


| Process _m_ Outdated studies and figures were used _ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the : 
_ m FAA modeling not adhered to _ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
m_ Lack of alternative studies, i.e., Hanscom, second _ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and _ 
airport. _ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 


_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 

_ answers to key letters written by members of the public, 

_ concerned agencies and public officials responding to the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and 
_ written presentations from the Project's technical consulting 
_ team and other independent industry experts. 


The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ Consistent with the request made by the EOEA in its 

_ Certificate on the Draft EIR, the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ includes delay and environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect 
_ current conditions and provide context to the delay problem at . 
_ Logan Airport. The High and Low Fleet scenarios for 37.5 and 

_ 45 million passengers represent a range of possible future 
_ activity—both levels and fleet mix—at Logan Airport. 


_ Asecond major airport is not a solution to the current delay 
_ and congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed 
Project to reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport 
_ must be implemented in the near term to address current and 
future operating conditions. Even if a second major airport 
_ were to be pursued, the planning period for site selection and 
_ environmental review would require ten to 15 years, in : 
_ addition to a multi-year construction period. Rather, 
_ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that : 
_ includes the T.F. Green/Providence, the Manchester, andthe 
- Worcester Regional airports. Service development and 
_ increased passenger traffic at these airports are an important 
_ part of the region’s long-term strategy to accommodate 
_ passenger and activity growth. Greater use of the regional 
_ airports will provide passengers within the service area of 
_ such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 
_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 
remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 
will not eliminate the need for airside projects at 
- Logan Airport. 


Letter 249: Charlene Stevens 
Private Citizens: East Boston 
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Code 
[ 249.2 


Topic 1 Comment 


_ Centerfield Taxiway are allowed to be built, it will only 
_ exacerbate the existing problems we currently endure. 


[Even putting more traffic over the harbor would result in air 
| quality, noise and vibration impacts to adjacent communities. ] 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ The Preferred Altemative is a delay reduction program that 


promotes the efficiency and safety of airfield operations at 
Logan Airport. Runway14/32 enhances operating efficiency by 
providing a third available runway in weather conditions that 
require northwest-southeast operations. Similar three-runway 
configurations exist for all other operating directions. 


_ Runway 14/32 would not expand the overall capacity of the 
airport, since Logan Airport’s normal operating capacity of 

_ 120 operations per hour, which is available approximately 

_ 80 percent of the year, is maintained with Runway 14/32. 

_ Massport is committed to ensuring that the airfield continues to 
_ function as efficiently as possible. The Preferred Altemative 


lo alternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Altemative 
shows better air quality results than the other altematives. No 


__ altematives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Alternative shows 


better air quality results than the other altematives. 

_ Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in substantial 
_ Noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would enable the air 
__ traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the PRAS goals and 
| decrease the population that is most severely affected. For 

_ example, implementation of the Preferred Alternative will reduce 
_ the population affected by Day-Night Sound Level values greater 
than 70 dB by four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 
_ 67 percent with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 

_ percent with the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the 

_ population exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater 

_ than 65 dB by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for 

_ these three fleet scenarios, respectively. 

_ Refer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 

_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-8 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


[Despite Massport’s stated intentions, the FAA alone has the 
' authority to designate flight paths and directions for take-off 
_ and landing.) 


_ Noise-induced vibration levels from aircraft, though they may 
_ cause rattling, are normally less than footfalls produced by people 


alking through their OWN MOMES. nnn 
The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 


_ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all aircraft 
_ arfivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the Runway 32 

"approach and all departures would initiate from the Runway 14 
_ heading out over Boston Harbor). State approval under MEPA 


_ and federal approval under NEPA will allow Runway 14/32 to 

_ proceed only on a basis consistent with the stated unidirectional 
_ limitations. Consistent with any such approvals, Massport will light 
» and stripe Runway 14/32 to accommodate unidirectional 
_ operations only. 


Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 


_ physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional requirements 
_ of that improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel and 
_ Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is within 1,300 feet of 


_ the Runway 14. The location of the Hyatt Hotel and 
_ Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach surface 


glide slope requirements, thereby precluding arrivals from the 
_ west fo the Runway 14. Another factor limiting westerly operations 
on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available facilities to allow aircraft 

_ to taxi to the Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow maximum 
use of over-water operations and thereby limit operational impacts 
_ over residential areas. To strictly reinforce these important 
_ environmental benefits, Massport has designated the intended 

~ unidirectional limitation on Runway 14/32 as a mitigation 

_ measure. Refer to Section 8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


_ Draft Section 61 Findings, and the discussion in Section 8.5 of the 


_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR regarding enforcement of 
__unidirectionality of Runway 14/32. 


Letter 249: Charlene Stevens 
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LETTER 250 


Lauri Webster 
192 Gladstone Street 
East Boston, MA 02128 


April 22, 1999 © 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Stre::t 20th floor 

Boston, MA 02202 

RE: Logan Airside Improvement Project 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


that Massport operations have been allowed to reach the level they have... in this 


country where we possess a certain environmental awareness and environmental 
laws. 


The blast of the engines crescendos to 95 decibels every 90 seconds as each plane 
takes off. The screeching and Squealing make me clench my teeth. Each plane 
thunders down the Tunway, shaking the windows in the house, vibrating china in 
the closet and tilting pictures on the wall. Sometimes this noise goes on for days-- 
sometimes weeks-- wi - The noise wakes us up early in the morning 


preventing us from going to sleep, and more often than reasonable, blasts us out of a 
sound sleep in the middle of the night. According to Massport’s maps, we live 


We are impacted in this way all during the warmer months when the wind blows 
from the south. Forget having a cookout on the deck on a sunny afternoon. Its too 


uncomfortable to stand out there over the grill. Forget tending a garden. Normal 


conversation is impossible, even inside the house! Telephone conversations are 


The smell of jet fuel knows no boundaries either. It hits me in the face when I get of 
the train coming home from work. It follows me up the hill. It is really 
disappointing when the odor permeates my home. Sometimes, I cannot get away 


Season or time of day may vary, these impacts are experienced by people in every 
East Boston neighborhood (33,000 people live in East Boston). I know friends in 
parts of Revere, Winthrop, South Boston and Chelsea that have similar experiences. 
These neighborhoods of Boston and surrounding towns and cities are home to 


Then there are the more insidious impacts - things that are harder to Prove... effects 
that take longer to show up or are harder to quantify. Someone told me that there 


How do we quantify the cost of ill health and ignorance? Shouldn’ t all this be part 
of the equation? The report emphasizes over and over the costs to business that the 


200.1 


250.2 


complain about the poor and working classes being a drag on our nation act to 
handicap them further? As you can see, Iam completely disgusted with Logan 
International Airport. 


Let me try and summarize the rest of my comments on the report: 


* Massport and the FAA should be required to submit maps that adequately portray 
the population densities affected by its current and Proposed operations. In this 
teport they have manipulated the scale of the maps and the information provided 
to support their argument, but not necessarily to reflect what really exists or will 
exist. 


° Massport continually references how much traffic they are directing over the 
water, which at times makes the reader forget that the “water” is the Boston Harbor, 


on the eel grass or the harbor seals that have returned to the Harbor. Will the 
Snowy Owls continue to come? . 


jet engines are both near and facing neighborhoods. Being “behind” blasting 
engines is as bad as being buzzed by them. This should be fully analyzed. 


* Massport should be required to address impacts to surrounding parks, including 
Belle Isle Marsh, Piers Park, Memorial Stadium and other smaller East Boston Parks 
as well as the parks in Winthrop that are in direct flight paths. 


I thank you for your time in considering these comments. I wish I could feel good 
about our airport and this expansion project, but I do not. I happen to believe that 
air travel is still in its i ancy... that everything about it is going to get bigger and 
faster, and there is going to be more of it. It seems like we ought to be defining some 
boundaries and setting some limits. One region can only take so much. 


Sincerely, 


lua Webster. 
Lauri Webster 
cc Arthur Pugsley 


050.3 


290.4 


250.5 


290.6 


290.1 
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Letter 250 
Lauri Webster 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Someone told me that there are 70 pounds of particulates The Preferred Alternative will neither incorporate land from 
| released into the air with every take-off and landing. Is this _ Nor affect the normal activity or aesthetic value of a public 

_ true? Where do the particulates land besides on my window _ park, recreation area, wildlife refuge, or historic site. In : 
__ sills and on my clean laundry, which | hang out to dry? How —_ addition, Massport prepares the Logan Airport Annual Update : 
far are they dispersed? What is their impact on our health? and the EDRs as part of the review process for the 
i _ Logan Airport GEIR/ESPR, which presents a series of status 
_ updates on conditions and environmental mitigation initiatives 
- at Logan Airport. 


_ Massport has carefully planned the airside improvements to 

_ reduce delays and improve efficiency without the need for 

_ harbor intrusion. Stormwater management willemploy Best 

_ Management Practices to minimize potential adverse impacts _ 

» to harbor water quality. No adverse impacts to the Harbor, the 

_ Harbor Islands or the surrounding areas are anticipated from 
this project. 


_ Massport employs a GIS mapping system to correlate 

_ air quality and odor complaints with meteorology, airport use, 

_ and other factors. The soot sampling and monitoring programs 
_ indicate that Logan Airport is a very small (i.e., less than 

_ one percent) contributor. In addition, the NAAQS serve as an 
indicator of the acceptability of current pollutant concentrations 
_ since these standards were designed to protect human health 
"and welfare. Dispersion modeling indicates no violations of the 
NAAQS. ‘ 


- 250.2 


Public Health Effects How do we quantify the cost of ill health and ignorance? _ In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health 
: » Shouldn't all this be part of the equation? The report _ data, including mortality and morbidity from each 
' emphasizes over and over the costs to business that the _ neighborhood in Boston and cancer incidence data available 
| proposed project will alleviate. But what about the costs to _ from the Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These 
| Our quality of life? _ data indicated that causal relationships cannot be determined 


_ at this time. A review of the 1999 Report to the Mayor, Health 
_ of Boston prepared by the Boston Public Health Commission 
_ leads to a similar conclusion. In addition, Massport has 

_ shared the results of the Soot Deposition Study with public 

_ health agencies and is cooperating with the Harvard School 

- of Public Health on the South Boston Particle Source 


Apportionment Study. : 
_ Alloperational and environmental models used in the Airside 
_ Assumptions/ —_ Forecasts | discussion and analysis in detail every computer modeling _ analysis are approved for use in this EIS/EIR. The FLAPS, 
: Methodologies program referenced, including all assumptions _ DELAYSIM, and Airport Machine models used for the 


_ operational analysis were reviewed and approved by the FAA - 

_ and are discussed in Chapter 4 of the 

_ Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR. The noise analysis is 

_ based on the FAA approved INM model, which is discussed 

_ in Chapter 6. The air quality analysis is based on FAA, EPA, 
and MDEP models and guidelines, which are discussed in 

_ Chapter 6. Please refer to the technical appendices in the 

_ Draft ElS/Draft EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for 

_ detailed modeling assumptions. 


Letter 250: Lauri Webster 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
250.4 Environmental _ Demographic : Massport and the FAA should be required to submit maps The estimated population within the 65 dB and 60 dB DNL 
_ Justice | Data | that adequately portray the population densities affected by _ noise contours for the No Action and Preferred Alternatives is 
: | its current and proposed operations. In this report they have | presented for each of the communities within the study area 
manipulated the scale of the maps and the information _ in Tables 6.8-3 through 6.8-8 of the Supplemental 
i _ provided to support their argument, but not necessarilyto ©  DEIS/FEIR. Figures 6.8-1 and 6.8-2 of the Supplemental 
reflect what really exists or will exist. _ DEIS/FEIR provide information on the distribution of median 


_ household income and minority populations within the study 
area. 


The impacts to the Harbor should be better quantified. What 
will be the impact of increased pollution on the eel grass or 

| the harbor seals that have retumed to the Harbor. Will the 

_ Snowy Owls continue to come? 


No work i is proposed in Boston Harbor. 


Massport’s continuous references to ‘how much traffic The operations of Proposed Runway 14/32 would be overthe 
_ they are directing over the water belies the fact that taking water. The departures on Runway 14 would turn over the 


~ 250.6 Runway Use 


_ ff over the “water” means that screaming jet engines are —_inner harbor and proceed out the harbor mouth, as do the 
_ both near and facing neighborhoods. ... This should be fully departures on Runway 15R, the nighttime preferential 
analyzed. _ tunway. Similarly, the last several miles of the approach path 


_ to Runway 32 would be over water and largely uninhabited 
_ islands. When Runway 14/32 is in operation, it would reduce 
: the Noise ‘exposure over ‘populated communities. 


© 250.7 


] Massport should be required to address impacts to : Monitoring of airbome soot levels in the vicinity of Logan Airport : 
Parkland : | surrounding parks, including Belle Isle Marsh, Piers Park, have shown that the airport is a very small (less than 
_ Memorial Stadium and other smaller East Boston Parks as _one percent) contributor to ambient levels. In addition, 
well as the parks in Winthrop that are in direct flight paths. Nitrogen Oxides emissions associated with the Airside Project 


__are lower, when compared to the No Action Altemative. 


_ Construction and operational controls will be implemented to 
_ ensure that any potential impacts to natural resources are 
_ minimized. In general, these will include a construction soil 
_ erosion and sediment control plan, a stormwater management 
_ plan and the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) for 
_ daily airfield operations. 
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Letter 251 
Mary Ellen Welch 


Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code ‘Topic 1 Comment 


Topic 2 


The neighborhoods, cities and towns under and near these 


_ exposure for those residential communities is not 
_ acceptable. 


Letter 251: Mary Ellen Welch 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Response 


: _ The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
: flight tracks already have too much noise. To triple the noise 


airport efficiency, and reduce negative environmental 


_ impacts. 


_ The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

- Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
' This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
__ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate _ 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating 
_ Capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. 


_ The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
_ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
' This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

- 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
_ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ tunway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating 
_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. The Preferred Alternative, and specifically 
_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, would not increase 

_ Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of approximately 

_ 120 operations per hour. This capacity is available at 

_ Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the time. 

_ Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain this 

_ capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that now 

_ require controllers to operate on only one or two runways, 

_ compared to the typical three-runway configurations used at 
_ Logan Airport. The runway will not increase Logan Airport’s 

_ normal operating capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an 
_ increase in aircraft operations. 


_ Although safety is the first consideration of any proposed 
alternative at Logan Airport, this data were not relevant to the — 
_ Airside Study. However, such questions can be answered by 

contacting the publi i 


fic 


ssport. 


3513 


ee 


251.4 
: Improvements 


/ Alternatives - 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


_ experience and impact on neighborhoods is not acceptable. 
_ Real measurement of noise via the microphone would give a 
_ more accurate description. ... A new study using the real 
_ Noise readings to determine noise impacts is necessary. 


_ The existing [noise and vibration] impacts must be addressed — 


_ and mitigated before the Port Authority thinks about any new 
expansion proposals. 


"line up, waiting to take off, increasing capacity for the airport 
_ and causing an increase in air and noise pollution.] 


[The proposed centerfield taxiway would allow more planes to 


_ been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and Annual 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


' Updates fora number of years. Differences at close-in locations 
were significantly reduced in 1996 through modification of source 
| levels to better account for over-water sound propagation and 

| apparent use of higher engine power settings than are normally 

_ assumed in the noise model's database (Refer to Appendix F of 

_ the Logan Airport 1996 Annual Update). 

_ In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 

_ became even less when Massport upgraded its monitoring 
"system and began to report noise caused only by aircraft ~ a 

_ metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure levels predicted 
_ by the noise model. 

" Atsites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this 

_ improvement to the monitoring system brought measured and 

_ modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to 

_ Chapter 5 of the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update). Massport 
_ continues to investigate possible causes for remaining differences 
(such as from hill effects) but believes the FAA’s INM noise model 
_ used in the Airside Project noise analyses accurately represents 
_ expected noise exposure. Using results from a special study of 
- Terrain Modeling analysis ( “hill effects’) in Orient Heights and 

_ Jeffries Point, Massport applied for and received approval to 

- apply a correction to 1999 contours to account for increased 


___levels in Orient Heights. _ 
_ Implementation of Runwai 


_ noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would enable the air 

: traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the PRAS goals and 

_ decrease the population that is most severely affected. For 

_ example, implementation of the Preferred Alternative will reduce 

_ the population affected by Day-Night Sound Level values greater 

_ than 70 dB by four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 

' 67 percent with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 

_ percent with the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the 

_ population exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater 

_ than 65 dB by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for 

_ these three fleet scenarios, respectively. 

_ Refer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 

- population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-8 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ Noise-induced vibration levels from aircraft, though they may 
cause rattling, are normally less than footfalls produced by people — 


alking through their own homes. 


~ Reducing the current landing minimums for Runways 15R, 22L, 


and 27 at Logan Airport will not increase noise levels. Aircraft will 


_ follow the same arrival paths, at the same altitudes as today, but 
_ the location at which a missed approach decision must be made 
_ will be moved closer to the airport. Since missed approaches 
"rarely occur, they have no discemible effect on the cumulative 

_ noise. For example, reducing the Runway 22L decision height to 
_ 200 feet moves the maximum noise point to approximately 

_ 3,000 feet from touchdown which is further from populated areas 
_ in East Boston than the current maximum noise point. Although 

_ categorically excluded from NEPA review, modeling of the 

_ changes in runway availability from reductions in the approach 
_ minimums and an analysis of the potential impacts on community 
_ noise exposure that may result were included in the 

_ Airside Project in compliance with an earlier agreement among 
_ Massport, the FAA and the City of Boston. 


Letter 251: Mary Ellen Welch 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
| 251.5 Regional _ Regional The state and the FAA, the EPA and [the state agencies] for 
/ _ Airports _ transportation must take a broader, regional look at 


_ Transportation 
: _ transportation needs and solutions. 


_ operations. 


Reduced =———_Lowering of the minimums on landings wil al 


- Altematives: e 
_ Approach _ aircraft to attempt landings in bad weather conditions. This, 
_ Minima 


_ too, will impact close-in communities. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Massport has been engaged in cooperative regional planning 
_ with the FAA, regional airports, and state transportation 
_ agencies for a number of years. 


_ For example, in November 1999, Massport and 

- Governor Cellucci sponsored a Regional Transportation 
Summit that involved the New England Governors, 

_ transportation officials, and business leaders. The summit 
_ focused on joint marketing among the New England 

_ commercial service airports and the joint promotion of rail and 
_ road initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced 

» regional transportation system. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 
_ Massport'’s regional transportation planning initiatives. 


In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health 


_ data, including mortality and morbidity from each 

_ Neighborhood in Boston and cancer incidence data available 
_ from the Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These 
' data indicated that causal relationships cannot be determined 
__ at this time. A review of the 1999 Report to the Mayor, Health — 
__ of Boston prepared by the Boston Public Health Commission 
_ leads to a similar conclusion. In addition, Massport has 

_ shared the results of the Soot Deposition Study with public 

_ health agencies and is cooperating with the Harvard School 
_ of Public Health on the South Boston Particle Source 


ent Study. 
educing the current landing minimums for Runways 15R, 


_ 22L, and 27 at Logan Airport does not equate to a reduction 
_ inthe existing levels of safety and doesn’t change noise 
_ levels. Aircraft would follow the same arrival paths, at the 


same altitudes as today, but the location at which a missed 


_ approach procedure would be initiated would be moved 

_ closer to the airport. Since missed approaches rarely occur, 
_ they have no discernible effect on the cumulative noise such ~ 
_ as the Day-Night Sound Level (DNL), but are rather single 
aircraft events. The noise from a missed approach is at 

_ maximum value just after engine thrust has been increased 
_ for the climb-out. Reducing the Runway 22L decision height 
- to 200 feet, for example, this maximum noise occurs 

_ approximately 3,000 feet from touchdown and further from 


populated areas in East Boston and Winthrop that is currently 
the case. Ideally, whenever possible, the lowest minimums 


' are used to ensure the greatest availability of a runway during 
_ poor weather . Although normally categorically excluded from 
_ the NEPA review, the Airside Project study included modeling 
_ of changes in runway availability due to reductions in the 

_ approach minimums and an analysis of the potential impacts 
- on community noise exposure that may result. 


‘Letter 251: Mary Ellen Welch 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
| or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

: within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

' minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 
' of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 
_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a : 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
: additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an : 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change _ 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and 
_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

_ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 
_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 
_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

_ sound insulation. 


_ Environmental Impacts 
| Justice 


Regional Regional 
_ Transportation _ Aitports 


Letter 251: Mary Ellen Welch 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Comment 
itis most unfair to concentrate the impacts and burden of 


airline travel and airport expansion on the people in working 
| Class neighborhoods who already bear the burden of 
significant noise and air pollution. 


_ Because the development of a second major airport would 
_ require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
_ review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 

_ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
_ demand over the next 20 years. 


Increasing the capacity and use of underutilized airports, 

_ using peak-hour pricing, siting a new airport, reducing the 

_ impacts of the present air traffic and creating a night curfew 
are all things that must be considered before considering an 
_ airside expansion project. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ The existing flight tracks at Logan Airport have been 
_ developed over a long period of time with community 
_ consultation and provide the best combination meeting both 
_ airport requirements and community needs. The redesign of 
__ existing flight tracks was not included as a part of the 

_ Airside Project. The only new tracks proposed in the 

- Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR are for Runway 14/32 and are 
_ over water. 


_ Service developments at other surrounding airports, including 
_ Manchester Airport, T.F. Green/Providence Airport and 
_ Worcester Regional Airport, preclude the need for a second 
_ major airport. 


The available public health studies for communities adjacent 


to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in Section 


- 6.8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
| 251. 10 Noise _ Monitoring the actual measurements from the microphones are more Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have 
: : : _ descriptive of the impacts than the computer models. . _ been reported in Logan Airport’s various GEIRs and Annual 
_ The noise contours need to be redrawn to reflect the reall _ Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in locations 
_ were significantly reduced in 1996 through modification of 


| noise effects. 
_ source levels to better account for over-water sound 

_ propagation and apparent use of higher engine power settings 
_ than are normally assumed in the noise model's database 

_ (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 Annual 

_ Update). 

» In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 

_ became even less when Massport upgraded its monitoring 

_ system and began to report noise caused only by aircraft -- a 

: metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure levels 

_ predicted by the noise model. 


_ At sites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this 

_ improvement to the monitoring system brought measured and 

_ Modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Referto 
_ Chapter 5 of the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update). Massport 
_ continues to investigate possible causes for remaining : 
_ differences (such as from hill effects) but believes the FAA’s 

_ INM noise model used in the Airside Project noise analyses 

_ accurately represents expected noise exposure. Using results 

_ from a special study of Terrain Modeling analysis ( “hill 

_ effects”) in Orient Heights and Jeffries Point, Massport 

_ applied for and received approval to apply a correction to 

_ 1999 contours to account for increased levels in Orient 

_ Heights. 


_ Also, measurements can only report on the noise that is 

~ occurring, not on what may occur under a future scenario. 

_ Therefore, it is necessary to use the calculated contour 

logy to examine noise from various future scenarios. _ 


Letter 251: Mary Ellen Welch 
Private Citizens: East Boston 


Olympia Mastrocola 
26 Winthrop Street 
Everett, MA 02149 LETTER 252 


April 12, 1999 


Robert Durand 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Sir: 

I strongly oppose the expansion of Runway 14/32 and the Center Strip Taxiway. 

The noise from incoming planes has impacted my family’s quality of life for years, 
(especially in summer months when trying to sit out in back yard, or having friends over 
for cookout, the noise is annoying), you only have to check up on the complaints I have 


made. 


There are other ways to satisfy our region’s transportation needs such as the utilization of 
other airports. 


Sincerely, 


Olympia Mastrocola 


202.1 
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Letter 252 
Olympia Mastrocola 
Private Citizens: Everett 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Regional There are other ways to satisfy our region’s transportation | Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
' Transportation — Airports _ needs such as the utilization of other airports. _ discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
i / : _ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
_ to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
_ recognized and has been a proponent of options to 
_ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 
- has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 
_ options to Logan Airport. In the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport 
_ identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that could be 
_ absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 
_ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 
_ these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 
_ traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 
_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 
_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be 
_ achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play 
_ an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
"at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 
to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 
_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 
_ necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
" regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
_ Logan Airport. 


Letter 252: Olympia Mastrocola 
Private Citizens: Everett 


Dr. and Mrs. Robert F. Belknap 


ee ie ~ LETTER 253 


Hingham, MA 02043 

April 17, 1999 

Re: Opposed to Runway 14/32 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley-EOEA. No. 10 

100 Cambridge St. 20th floor = 

Boston, MA 02205 

Dear Mr. Secretary, 

The agreements of 1987 between Massport and the Massachusetts Executive Office of y 
Environmental Affairs were to limit growth at Logan in a way that would maintain 53.1 
impacts at or below 1987 levels. The current request for runway expansion violates this 
commitment and should be opposed by EOEA. 

Very truly yours, 


Ne, Auge Mrs- Vibeey- t. lar 


Dr. and Mrs. Robert F. Belknap 
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Letter 253 
Dr. and Mrs. Robert F. Belknap 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
(253.1 _ Environmental = MEPA _ The agreements of 1987 between Massport and the Massport disagrees. For all the alternatives, the 
_ Review _ Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs Airside Project analysis determined that the noise-affected 
_ Process _ were to limit growth at Logan in a way that would maintain populations, in both 1999 and in future years, are well below 


impacts at or below 1987 levels. The current request for _ the cumulative noise exposed populations that existed in 
_ runway expansion violates this commitment and should 
be opposed by EOEA. 


— 1987. 


Letter 253: Dr. and Mrs. Robert F. Belknap 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


LETTER 254 “ie Goaonsendl el 


Oupnil 14, 1499 


The Soconserad Titel 


204.3 mM MWALLNG Tes 


/ 

ile 
12. Ringbol? (belkna £ 
hn gaan MA 02048 


Code 


Topic 1 


ransportation 


~ Rare Species 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 2 


Regional 


_ Airports 


Runway 14/32 


Letter 254: Robert F. Belknap, M.D. 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 254 


Robert F. Belknap M.D. 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


Comment 


...Logan Airport will never be large enough or accessible 
| enough to solve the region's transportation problems. 


...Runway 14/32 would dramatically increase traffic over 
_ Hingham and other South Shore communities. 


gp 

_ other migratory waterfowl is inevitable...Dramatically 

_ increasing [air] traffic would damage the quality of life for 
all species in the planes’ path. 


Response 


Developments at the regional airports and their impacts on 


_ Logan Airport are described in Sections 2.3 to Section 2.6 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Massport considers 

_ Logan Airport to be part of a regional system of airports that 
- includes T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester, and 

_ Worcester Regional airports. Massport has long recognized 

_ that service development and increased passenger traffic at 
_ these airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 
_ strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of these 
_ regional airports. Greater use of the regional airports will 

_ provide passengers within the service area of such airports 

_ with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since demand 
_ within Logan Airport’s primary service area will remain strong, 
_ the improvements at other regional airports will not eliminate 


the need for airside projects at Logan Airport. 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

_ Alternative will promote runway use in a manner that is more 
_ consistent with annual PRAS goals. Total arrivals to Runway 
_ 33L and 32 would increase with construction of the Runway 


14/32, but this arrival flight path is primarily over water. This 


_ tunway operating direction is currently running well below the 
_ PRAS goal of 42.3 percent, and the unidirectional Runway 

_ 14/82 would allow the controllers to approach but still remain 
_ below the annual goal for Runway 33 arrivals. The PRAS 

_ goals were established based on a thorough public 
participation process in response to community noise 

_ concerns. 


The Preferred Alternative is a delay reduction program that 
_ promotes the efficiency and safety of airfield operations at 
_ Logan Airport. Runway14/32 enhances operating efficiency 
_ by providing a third available runway in weather conditions 
_ that require northwest-southeast operations. Similar 
_ three-runway configurations exist for all other operating 
- directions. Runway 14/32 would not expand the overall : 
_ capacity of the airport, since Logan Airport’s normal operating 
_ capacity of 120 operations per hour, which is available 
_ approximately 80 percent of the year, is maintained with 
Runway 14/32. Massport is committed to ensuring that the 
_ airfield continues to function as efficiently as possible. The 
_ Preferred Alternative achieves this goal responsibly. 


February 2001 


Code ‘Topic 1 


254.4 Alternatives 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


They have stated in public that increased traffic to runway 
14/32 would be over water. This is not true. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRaFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Refer to Section 8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR Draft 
Section 61 Findings, and the discussion in Section 8.5 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR regarding enforcement of 
unidirectlionality of Runway 14/32. 


The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 

_ Maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 

_ operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 

_ reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 

_ has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 

_ Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. We anticipate that 

_ any state and federal approvals will also strictly reinforce the 
_ unidirectional limitations intended for Runway 14/32. 


_ The significant noise exposure from Runway 14/32 occurs 

_ over water in Boston Harbor. Even the Day-Night Sound 

_ Level 60 dB contour, which extends less than six miles from 
_ the runway, is over water. The DNL on the south shore of the 
_ harbor at 9 miles from the runway should be less, on the 
_ order of 55 dB, which was chosen by the United States EPA 
__as the environmental noise level required to protect public 
_ health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety. : 


Letter 254: Robert F. Belknap, M.D. 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


February 2001 


LETTER 209 


17 Ringbolt Rd. 
‘Hingham, MA. 02043 
. April 21, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
attn.: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 104 
100 Cambridge St. 20th fi. 

Boston, MA. 02205 


Dear Secretary Pugsley, 


We are opposed to the lifting of the ban on expansion of Logan Airport and to the 
construction of Runway 1432 for the following reasons: 


1. Runway 1432 will not solve the problem of Logan’s inadequacy as a site. 
2. Regional solutions have not been given adequate consideration. For example,. 


we find that door to door travel time from Hingham to T.F. Greene Airport in Rhode 
Island is about equal to that to Logan. 


3. Runway 1432 would not be strictly over the water. We are located 9 miles from 
Logan directly in the glide path and already subject to excessive noise when 
Runway 33L is in use. 


We request a delay of the construction of Runway 1432 until alternatives are 
adequately explored. 


Sincerely, 

Suni § Row 
Charles W. Berry 

Susan B. Berry 


290.1 


205.2 
205.3 
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Letter 255 


Charles and Susan Berry 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


Topic 1 Comment 


Alternatives 


Topic 2 
_ Runway 14/32 


' Runway 14/32 will not solve the problem of Logan’s 
| inadequacy as a site. 


Regional —_-—Regional 
| Transportation _ Airports 


_ Regional solutions have not been given adequate 
_ consideration. 


_ Runway 1 
' are located 9 miles from Logan, directly in the glide path 

_ and already subject to excessive noise when Runway 33L 
_ is in use. 


255.3 


~Alteratives Runway 14/32 


ot be strictly over the water. We 


Response 
Logan Airport is currently one of the most delay-prone 


airports in the country, and Massport is striving to achieve the 
_ best performance possible from the existing airport site. The 
_ benefits of Runway 14/32 are significant: (1) it provides a 

_ third runway for operations during northwest winds; (2) it 
_ reduces total annual delay by 21 to 35 percent (Alt. 1A vs. Alt. 
» 4); (8) it reduces delays during VFR conditions by 47to 69 
_ percent (Alt. 1A vs. Alt. 4); (4) it allows controllers to separate 
aircraft of differing size classes during northwest winds; and 


(6) it increases the controllers’ ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


_ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 

_ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
_ Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that 
_ service development and increased passenger traffic at these 


airports are an important part of the region's long-term 


_ strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 

_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
_ analysis supports the conclusion that greater use of the 

_ regional airports will provide passengers within the service 

_ area of such airports with a viable alternative to 

_ Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport’s primary 
_ service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 

_ regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 

_ projects at Logan Airport. 


_ The significant noise exposure from Runway 14/32 occurs 

_ over water in Boston Harbor. Even the Day-Night Sound 

_ Level 60 dB contour, which extends less than six miles from 

_ the runway, is over water. The DNL on the south shore of the 
_ harbor at 9 miles from the runway should be less, on the 

_ order of 55 dB, which was chosen by the United States EPA 
__as the environmental noise level required to protect public 
_ health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety. 


Letter 255: Charles & Susan Berry 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


LETTER 256°. 


JAMES B. CONROY 
28 CROYDON Ro. 
HINGHAM, Ma 


shes gps Tm 
. Abn: Mee Offe 
Ma. Crkhun Prgaly BOE No.10 


Bootn | O2A20e7 


Dra Ay. P ; 


Letter 256 
James B. Conroy 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


Comment 


Response 


_ The proposed new runway at Logan would dramatically In Hingham DNL levels from Logan Airport overflights are 
' increase that noise pollution, for the sake of expanding _ the order of 55 dB or less, some 20 dB below the highest 
_ traffic at a transportation bottleneck that is already full. _ exposure levels experienced by communities much closer to 
: _ Logan Airport. 


Letter 256: James B. Conroy 


Private Citizens: Hingham 


LETTER 201 28 Groidon Road 


Hingham, MA 02043 
April 18, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10 
100 Cambridge Street 

20" Floor 

Boston, MA. 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

I don’t believe I can adequately describe the complete sense of dismay I felt when y 57 
I happened upon the diagram in the March 2, 1999, Boston Globe, showing the effect : 
Runway 14/32 would have on the Town of Hingham. Prior to this, I was not even aware 
that Massport wanted to accommodate more flights into Logan. Really, it never even 
entered my mind that an expansion would even be considered, adding more traffic both in 
the air and on the ground to the mass of congestion we know as the City of Boston. At 
first, I believed the diagram must be in error. | thought that if Hingham were to be 2 57 2 
impacted by the Tunway, certainly the town would be made aware of the situation and : 
state and federal studies would be done to assess its impact on our quality of life. So I 
allayed my fears until further articles in the Globe made it clear that indeed Hingham 
would be severely affected. Massport hadn’t even considered the effects on Hingham. 


Sometimes the noise is so bad here that indoor telephone conversations must be 
interrupted while a plane passes overhead. But, while certainly stressful, the knowledge ) 57 3 
that when the wind direction Changes so will the flight path makes the noise tolerable. : 
However, the proposed 150% increase in flights would result in fewer, if any, periods of 
quiet. 


Please consider the significant impact on the quality of life in Hingham and other 
communities surrounding Logan and reject this proposal. 


Sincerely, 


pe rey 


Lynn Conroy 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
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Letter 257 
Lynn Conroy 


Private Citizens: Hingham 


Topic 1 Comment 


Topic 2 


Code 


| was not aware that Massport wanted to accommodate 


_ traffic both in the air and on the ground... 


hought if Hingham were to be impacted by the 
| runway...[they] would be made aware of the 

_ situation...Massport hadn't even considered the effects on 
Hingham. 


Public process 


_ Review 
_ Process 


_ Impacts 


wind direction changes so will the flight path makes the 
_ noise tolerable. However, the proposed 150% increase in 
_ flights would result in fewer, if any, periods of quiet. 


_ more flights into Logan...[This expansion would add] more _ 
"airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
__ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate — 
_ ononly one or two runways, compared to the typical : 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ tunway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating : 
_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
- Operations. : 


_ The Preferred Alternative is a delay reduction program that 
_ promotes the efficiency and safety of airfield operations at 

» Logan Airport. Runway14/32 enhances operating efficiency 
_ by providing a third available runway in weather conditions 
» that require northwest-southeast operations. Similar 

_ three-runway configurations exist for all other operating 

_ directions. Runway 14/32 would not expand the overall 


while certainly stressful, the knowledge that when the 


Response 


The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 


In Hingham DNL levels from Logan Airport overflights are on 


_ the order of 55 dB or less, some 20 dB below the highest 
_ exposure levels experienced by communities much closer to 
_ Logan Airport. 


capacity of the airport, since Logan Airport's normal operating 


_ capacity of 120 operations per hour, which is available 
_ approximately 80 percent of the year, is maintained with 


Runway 14/32. Massport is committed to ensuring that the 
airfield continues to function as efficiently as possible. The 
Preferred Alternative achieves this goal responsibly. 


Letter 257: Lynn Conroy 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


LETTER 258 


Edward H. D’Alelio 
7 Ringbolt Road 
Hingham, Massachusetts 02043 


April 21, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
- Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10 

100 Cambridge St.. 20" floor 

Boston. MA 02205 


RE: Opposition to Runway 14/32 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


As a family resident of Ringbolt Farm in Hingham. | am strongly opposed to Runway 
1432. The existing noise from aircraft is excessive on my family, beginning in earnest at 
4:00 a.m. every morning. It is disruptive to my family, especially my young children 
who are awakened from sleep. 


I am a frequent business traveler. | have observed no delays in my airline schedule and 
see no need for further airline expansion. If Massport wants to ease delays, they should 
expedite baggage retrieval. Logan is by far the worst-performing airport in the country 
on baggage retrieval. 


Again. I strongly oppose further expansion of Runway 1432. It is unneeded, a costly 
waste of taxpayer money. and a serious aggravation in potential noise pollution. 


Sincerely. 


oe ee 


Edward H. D*Alelio 


2581 


298.2 
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Letter 258 
Edward H. D’Alelio 


Private Citizens: Hingham 


Topic 2 Comment 
Nighttime 
_ Noise » beginning in earnest at 4:00 AM every morning. It is 


| disruptive to my family, especially my young children who 
_ are awakened from sleep. 


' lama frequent business traveler. | have observed no 

» delays in my airline schedule and see no need for further 
"airline expansion. If Massport wants to ease delays, they 
_ should expedite baggage retrieval. Logan is by far the 

_ worst-performing airport in the country on baggage 


Purpose and 
: Need 


"You appear to have been extremely fortunate, but you may 


Response 


_ The existing noise from aircraft is excessive on my family, | The Night Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) was calculated at 


_ 23 selected locations for all fleets and scenarios. Tables 6.2.8 
"and 6.2.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR report these data 
_ for the 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios of the 

' Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The results show that, at most 

_ locations, the LeqN for the future fleets is lower than for the 

| 1993 case. Where there is anincrease inLegN, the reason 
_ was the increase in flights for the No Action Alternative, which 
_ generally was mitigated by the Preferred Alternative. These 
_ results indicate that there will be less sleep disturbance in the 
_ future than that currently experienced. : 


Refer to Section 7.4.1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ discussion of cumulative noise impacts. 


have noticed that the airlines have actually modified their flight 
_ schedules to account for delays at Logan Airport. You may : 
_ have noticed that some carriers now require you to be on board 
ten minutes before the published departure time. 


retrieval. 


Letter 258: Edward H. D’Alelio 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


LETTER 259 


Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 


Robert A. Durand 

Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 

April 21, 1999 

RE: Logan Airport Indi gestion t 
Dear Mr. Durand: 


Massport utilized outdated studies and numbers in its current Study. Further, FAA modeling guidelines 

not adhered to by Massport. In addition, there was a lack of alternative studies in the report. Some of 
these involved the better use of regional airports such as Hanscom, study for a other alternate airports (see 
my Comments below), and the greater use of regional rail transportation planning. 


Ihave attended a public hearing held at the state’s Transportation Building on April 6°, Wednesday 
evening, to discuss the addition of Runway 14/32 to Logan airport’s already crowded Tunway system. The 


 14/32—4f it’s turned on, it will produce a tremendous explosion of noise pollution over my town and 


surrounding towns. This increase will exacerbate the 60-second interval flights that already occur over our 
heads. 


Likewise, since we’re Considering “air’-planes, the “...Port? in Massport must refer to an “air”-port, which 
can be located anywhere on land, not just by the sea. 


Why not go further and have a four-state authority representing Rhode Island, New Hampshire, Maine and 
: Massachusetts? Massport could be eliminated altogether, at least in regard to “air” concems. We really live 


Albert J. Engelhart PE. 

96 Martins Lane vey Van 
Hingham MA 02043 j : 
781.749.7076 


209.1 
299.2 


259.3 


209.4 
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Letter 259 
Albert J. Engelhart 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Analysis Passenger _ Massport utilized outdated studies and numbers in its current The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are not 
| Assumptions/ —_—Forecasts _ study. Further, FAA modeling guidelines were not adhered to based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred during 


| Methodologies _ by Massport. _ 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the Airside Project 

: _ Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective to the delay 
_ problem at Logan Airport and for use in model calibration. The 
_ analysis contained in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has been 
_ updated to include modeled delay results for 1998 to provide 
_ more current context to airfield conditions at Logan Airport. Refer 
_ to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora description of 
_ the delay analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 
_ Logan Airport. 


_ The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are not 

_ based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred during 

_ 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the Airside Project 

_ Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective to the delay 

_ problem at Logan Airport and for use in model calibration. The 

_ analysis contained in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has been 

_ updated to include modeled delay results for 1998 to provide 

_ More current context to airfield conditions at Logan Airport. Refer 
_ to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of 
_ the delay analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 
» Logan Aiport. 


_ Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
_ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and 
__ their limitations, an explanation of computer models for estimating 
__ flight delays, and historical data on delays at Logan Airportand 
_ other major United States airports, by addressing constraints at 

_ Logan Airport, and produces lower delay estimates than FAA 

_ modeling. The FAA approved all the models, which have been 

_ validated in previously published studies of Logan Airport. 


_ The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and 
_ delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report for 
_ Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 
_ reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical i 
Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the RDSIM _ 
_ model and estimated that when activity reached 
_ 804,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 
_ 260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 
_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet 
_ scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 
- Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the 
_ Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that the 
' Airside delays represent “a plausible and conservative 
estimate...” 


_ The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 

_ delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport's 

_ estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA’s : 
20,000-hour threshold for a sev irport. i 


‘Letter 259: Albert J. Engelhart 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ nger Rail 
_ other alternate airports...and greater use of regional rail 
_ transportation planning. 


.Runway 14/32... will produce a tremendous explosion 
» of noise pollution over my town and surrounding towns. 

_ This increase will exacerbate the 60-second interval 
ights that already occur over our heads. 


Altematives Runway 14/32 


egiona 


suggest that a regional authority much less parochial 
Airports 


_ than Massport ...[represent] Rhode Island, New 

_ Hampshire, Maine and Massachusetts... This regional 

: authority could unbiasly consider the former Hanscom air 
_ force base as a candidate for national and international 

_ flights. The same authority could explore existing 

_ airports—Greene in RI, Manchester in NH, and the 

_ Portland airport in ME—for a significant upgrade to 

_ national and international status. 


g 
_ Transportation 


Code _Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
| 259.2 _ Regional » Regional .[T]here was a lack of alternative studies in the 
: _ Transportation _ Airports/Passe _ [Draft EIS/EIR]...Some of these [alternatives] involved the 
i _ better use of regional airports such as Hanscom, study for 


_ Response 


“The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 
| directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 


/ _ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 
- levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
"and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 
_ discussion of regional alternatives. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 

_ and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 

: Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
' Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

_ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
_ analysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 

_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 


_ they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 


_ occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 
_ northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 
_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
' only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

» regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 
reduce the rate of future > growth at Logan Airport. 


“in Hingham DNL levels from Logan Airport overflights ar are on 
_ the order of 55 dB or less, some 20 dB below the highest 
_ exposure levels experienced by communities much closer to 
_ Logan Airport. 


The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 


_ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 
_ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 


_ levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR of 
_ the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of regional 


_ alternatives. 


Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 
and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 


_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
» Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 


__ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
_ analysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 

_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 
_ they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 

_ occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 

_ northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 
_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 

_ reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


Letter 259: Albert J. Engelhart 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


LETTER 260 


April 14, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
ATTN: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10 
100 Cambridge St., 20th floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 
| oppose the proposed runway at Logan Airport which will more than double the 
flights over Hingham from 32,000-82,000 in two years. In addition, I'm concerned that 2 60.1 
there are no assurances of future limits on air traffic and its effect on Hingham — 
32,000 flights is more than enough! 
The issue of noise and air pollution is of tantamount importance. Please block the 
proposed runway. 
Sincerely, 


Robert R. Green 
4 Spring Lane 
Hingham, MA 02043 
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Letter 260 
Robert R. Green 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


Topic 2 


_ Runway 14/32 


Comment Response 


| Alternatives ' | oppose the proposed runway at Logan Airport which will 
_ more than double the flights over Hingham from 32,000- 

_ 82,000 in two years...there are no assurances of future 

: limits on air traffic and its effect on Hingham... The issue 


: Of noise and air pollution is of tantamount importance. 


n Hingham DNL levels from Logan Airport overflights are on 
he order of 55 dB or less, some 20 dB below the highest 
xposure levels experienced by communities much closer to 
ogan Airport. 


Letter 260: Robert R. Green 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


LETTER 261 


HAROLD AND LORRAINE LINCOLN 
5 RINGBOLT ROAD, 
HINGHAM MA 02043 
U.S.A. 
TEL: (781) 740-1190 / FAX: (781),740-8472 
E-mail HGYL@AOL.com: 


20th April, 1999, 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs, 
Attention MEPA Office, 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10, 
100 Cambridge Street 20th Floor 
Boston MA 02205 


Dear Sir, 

We wish to record our Opposition to the proposed new Runway 14/32 at 261 | 
Logan Airport. It is our view that the new runway will increase noise and air ; 
pollution significantly and lower the quality of life for the people of Hingham and 
many other areas. . 

It is our conclusion, having last week made use of T.F. Green Airport at 
Providence for the first time, that the solution to increased air traffic requirements 2 6] vy 


for the Boston area is to develop and make greater use of other airports in the 
region. T.F.Green Airport is, for example, totally under utilised. 


Yours sincerely, 
A 


Harold and Lorraine Lincoln 
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Letter 261 
Harold and Lorraine Lincoln 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


Comment Response 


_ ...the new runway will increase noise and air pollution 
| significantly and lower the quality of life for the people of 
_ Hingham and many other areas. 


...the solution to increased air traffic requirements for the 
_ Boston area is to develop and make grater use of other 

_ airports in the region. T.F. Green Airport is, for example, 
_ totally under utilized. 


: In Hingham DNL levels from Logan Airport overflights are on 
| the order of 55 dB or less, some 20 dB below the highest 
_ exposure levels experienced by communities much closer to 


Logan Airport. 


Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 


_ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
_ Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that 
_ Service development and increased passenger traffic at these 
_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 

_ strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 
_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This : 
" analysis supports the conclusion that greater use of the 
_ regional airports will provide passengers within the service 

- area of such airports with a viable alternative to 

_ Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport’s primary 
_ Service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 

_ regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 


rojects at Logan Airport. 


Letter 261: Harold and Lorraine Lincoln 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


LETTER 262 


Adrienne F. Richardson 
10 Ringbolt Road 
Hingham, MA 02043 


April 17, 1999 
Re: Opposed to Runway 14/32 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No.10 

100 Cambridge St. 20th floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Secretary, 

The work of the Logan Growth and Impact Study, begun in 1987 and the Second 262.1 
Airport Study are the future of air traffic in the Boston area. The current proposal 

to expand Logan Airport asks the EOEA to abandon past environmental 

agreements because regional solutions are difficult. 

Massport regularly is quoted as saying that much of the traffic added under the 262 2 
14/32 proposal will be “over water”. This is misleading. These flights are over : 
water for a short time and then over Hingham, Hull and Cohasset. 


Please uphold the commitment to maintain Logan environmental impacts at or 
below 1987 levels. 


Very truly yours, ; 
CS pp 


Adrienne F. Richardson 
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Letter 262 
Adrienne F. Richardson 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ MEPA | The work of the Logan Growth and Impact Study, begun 

_ in 1987 and the Second Airport Study are the future of air 
| traffic in the Boston area. The current proposal to expand 
_ Logan Airport asks the EOEA to abandon past : 
_ environmental agreements because regional solutions are 
| difficult...Please uphold the commitment to maintain 
ogan environmental i 


: Environmental 
_ Review 
_ Process 


a detailed discussion of Massport’s success in meeting its 
_ project-related mitigation commitments. 


_ Alternatives 


he operations of Proposed Runway 14/32 would be over the 


Runway 14/32 : Massport regularly isq uch of the 


ying 
| traffic added under the 14/32 proposal will be “over 
: water’. This is misleading. These flights are over water for 
_ a short time and then over Hingham, Hull and Cohasset. 


_ water. The departures on Runway 14 would turn over the 
_ inner harbor and proceed out the harbor mouth, as do the 
_ departures on Runway 15R, the nighttime preferential 


| runway. Similarly, the last several miles of the approach path 
_ to Runway 32 would be over water and largely uninhabited 

_ islands. When Runway 14/32 is in operation, it would reduce 
_ the noise exposure over populated communities. 


Letter 262: Adrienne F. Richardson 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


LETTER 263 


April 19, 1999 
Re: Opposed to Runway 14/32 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No.10 

100 Cambridge St. 20th floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Secretary, 


I am writing in opposition to the Runway 14/32 expansion proposed at Logan 
Airport. The fact that the Boston area would continue to grow was given full 
consideration when airport expansion was banned. This necessary 
environmental action put Massport on notice that future expansion would have 
to be part of a regional plan. None of the problems being touted by Massport 
today, including flight delays, are new. They should serve to illustrate 
Massport’s failure to deal effectively with regional solutions. All such problems 
were considered, none were found to be more compelling than the 
environmental need to ban expansion. 


Environmental protection, by its very nature, must avoid the shortsighted 


thinking that brings this type of temporary relief to your office. Please Oppose 
14/32 or any Logan expansion. 


Very truly yours, 


John E. Richardson 


263.1 
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Letter 263 
John E. Richardson 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


Comment 


: Regional 


_ Regional 


: The fact that the Boston area would continue to grow was 
_ Transportation —_ Airports 


given full consideration when airport expansion was 

' banned [putting]...Massport on notice that future 

' expansion would have to be part of a regional plan. ...the 
_ problems...today, including flight delays,...were 

_ considered, none were found to be more compelling than 
the environmental need to ban expansion. 


Response 


| The Preferred Alternative is a delay reduction program that 
_ promotes the efficiency and safety of airfield operations at 

_ Logan Airport. Runway14/32 enhances operating efficiency 
_ by providing a third available runway in weather conditions 
_ that require northwest-southeast operations. Similar 

_ three-runway configurations exist for all other operating 

_ directions. Runway 14/32 would not expand the overall 
_ Capacity of the airport, since Logan Airport's normal operating 
_ capacity of 120 operations per hour, which is available 
_ approximately 80 percent of the year, is maintained with 

_ Runway 14/32. Massport is committed to ensuring that the 
_ airfield continues to function as efficiently as possible. The 
_ Preferred Alternative achieves this goal responsibly. 


Letter 263: John E. Richardson 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


15 Seal Cove Rd. 
Hingham, MA 02043 
April 19, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office LETTER 264 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. 10 

100 Cambridge St. 20" Fioor 

Boston, MA 02205 


Re: Proposed runway expansion Logan 


Dear Sir: 


| do not work for Massport, the government or the airlines. | have never 
been connected in any way with them. However, | have lived for twenty-seven 
years on World’s End in Hingham, directly under the approach into Runway 33 at 
Logan. | recently received a flyer asking me to protest the runway expansion 
because of the projected noise and air pollution. 


I do not see the problem. While { can sit outside and watch the airplanes 264.1 
on their approach path, they are SO powered back that one must focus to hear 


The easiest solution has probably already been done, namely, 
determination of actual sound levels by monitors on the ground. | Suspect the dB 
level is quite low. 


Sincerely, 


Elliott Schiff 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 264 
Elliott Schiffman 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


Comment Response 


_ Ido not see the problem with the runway _ Comment noted. 
_ expansion...Doubling or tripling the aircraft would not : 

_ increase the intensity of the noise, only the frequency...I 
| do not see it as a problem. 


The easiest solution [is]...determination of actual sound 
: levels by monitors on the ground. | suspect the dB level is 
quite low. 


Letter 264: Elliott Schiffman 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


LETTER 265 


Stephen K. Thress 
8 Weir Street Ext. 
Hingham, MA 02043 


April 20, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley- EOEA No. 10 
100 Cambridge Street 

20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Sir: 


I am writing to express my opposition to Massport's proposal to build Tunway 1432 which we 
were told is being built in order to ease airline congestion and reduce delays, 


traffic to alternative.sites to make room for more passenger carriers. What about other regional 


The noise and pollution we already endure is at a critical Stage and the increase in air traffic as a 
result of this Tunway will significantly reduce the quality of life and Safety for the thousands of 


residents who reside near Logan. 


What we need is a long term plan that Provides the citizens of this Commonwealth a first class 
airline transportation System. This "band-aid" approach will not cut it! 


Sincerely yours 


oo, (Uta LL 
Stephen K. Thress 


200.3 
265.4 
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Letter 265 
Stephen K. Thress 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ ...[Runway 14/32] is a short term fix and does not in any Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
: way address the more important long term issue of - 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 

: creating efficient air travel for the New England area. "are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 

: » as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not — 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 

_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 

_ levels increase. 


_ The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 
_ directives. The impact of the regional altematives has been 

_ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 

_ levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
- and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive : 
' discussion of regional alternatives. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 

_ and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 

_ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

_ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 

_ analysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 

_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 

- they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 
occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 

_ northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 

_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 

reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


_ Alternatives Other Non- why [has] ‘Massport.. not significantly increased landing Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides ar an 
: - Construction - fees to push non-commercial traffic to altemative sites to updated discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis 
_ Alternatives i | make room for more passenger carriers. _ of the implications of an illustrative conceptual small 

_ community exemption program. 


265.2 


_ PPP was included among the Airside Project alternatives to 

_ address delays caused by over-scheduling. The potential 

_ impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport is discussed 

_ in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption program = 


_ Transportation Airports 


Letter 265: Stephen K. Thress 
Private Citizens: Hingham 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


| Noise, Air _ Impacts .the increase in air traffic as a result of this runway will. Implementation of the recommended Airside Project, 

_ Quality ' significantly reduce the quality of life and safety for the specifically unidirectional Runway 14/32, would not increase 
: _ thousands of residents who reside near Logan. | Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of 

: approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity is 

_ available at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the 

_ time. Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 

_ this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that 

_ Now require controllers to operate on only one or 

_ two runways, compared to the typical three-runway 

_ configurations used at Logan Airport. 


Letter 265: Stephen K. Thress 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


LETTER 266 


OPPOSED TO RUNWAY 14/32 
~ April 17, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 

Attention MEPA Office 4 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. 10 

100 Cambridge St 20" floor 

Boston, Ma. 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 
The plan to develop Runway 14/32 is unacceptable to us in Hingham. 


My neighbors and I have made repeated calls complaining about incoming flights under 
the glide path and the high volume of flights over us when runway 33 is in use. 


To add 26,000 more incoming flight which would be over Hingham would be 
unacceptable. 


We are opposed to the Runway 14/32 plan and believe the time has come to start using 
regional airports. 


9 Ringbolt Rd. 
Hingham, Ma. 02043 


266.1 . 


266.2 
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Letter 266 
Bradford S. Tripp and Jane L. Tripp 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


Code Topic i Topic 2 Comment Response 


| Alternatives _ Runway 14/32 | ...[{Concerned about] incoming flights under the glide path Hingham is not directly under the approach path for Runway 
i _ and the high volume of flights over us when Runway 33is 33. 
| in use; adding...26,000 more incoming flights [with : 
: Runway 14/32] which would be over Hingham would be 
' unacceptable, 


_ There is no evidence to suggest that the levels of 

_ environmental noise generated by Logan Airport are a health 

_ tisk to residents. This is especially true in Hingham where 

» DNL levels from Logan Airport overflights are on the order of 

_ 55 dB or less, some 20 dB below the highest exposure levels 
experienced by communities much closer to Logan Airport. 


_ Regional Regional _ ...the time has come to start using regional airports. The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 

| Transportation — Airports _ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 
_ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 
_ levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 
_ discussion of regional alternatives. 


Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 
and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 
_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
_ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 
_ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
_ analysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 
_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 
_ they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 
_ occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 
northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 
_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 
_ reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


Letter 266: Bradford S. Tripp and Jane L. Tripp 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


LETTER 267 


Mr. Robert A. Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street - Rm 2000 
Boston, MA 02202 
March-April 1999 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


L urge you to oppose Runway 14/32, which has very little to do with delay reduction and everything to do with 

expansion of capacity at Logan. According to Massport’s MEPA EIS report, the runway would reduce delays only 61 | 
20% of the time and would be effective only until the year 2003, when delays at Logan will be at or above today’s : 
levels. This short-sighted, ineffective proposal cannot justify the permanent environmental damage it will cause 

residents throughout Greater Boston. Please work with local residents to ensure that the present court injunction 

against 14/32, placed there to protect us from dangerous environmental impacts, remains in place. 


Residents of Boston and surrounding areas who already bear an unfair portion of the noise, air pollution and auto 26/ 2 
traffic caused by Logan will be permanently impacted with triple the amount of planes passing over our homes, if 267 3 
14/32 is built. We need airport RELIEF, not additional negative impacts! Massport’s present noise contour lines ; 
(used to determine sound proofing qualification) have not been updated to reflect the actual noise levels suffered by 26] 4 
abutting communities. Noisy night flights at Logan have increased dramatically, violating Massport’s previous 
agreement to voluntarily limit night flights. 


Massport should direct significantly more flights to Hanscom Aurport located just 25 minutes from Boston and 267.9 
presently utilized at only a third of its capacity. Hanscom presently has the runway capacity to handle commercial 
commuter planes. Massport could redesignate Hanscom as a commercial commuter airport instead of an elitist 267 6 


“small corporate jet” airport, as it is now designated. By increasing air traffic at Hanscom, Worcester, Manchester 

and Providence to the maximum capacity possible, Massport can avoid future delays at Logan AND allow Boston 

residents to maintain some semblance of a healthy quality of life. Another altemative which Massport must 67 7 
unplement is Peak Hour Pricing, a demand management tool which is very successfully used in the hotel and tourism ; 
industry as well as the electric utility industry. For profit reasons, airlines prefer to increase capacity rather than 

manage demand, and will not voluntarily adopt Peak Hour Pricing unless forced to by public officials. 

Massport misleads the public when it claims that Logan has “notorious delays.” Since 1992. delavs at Logan have 267.8 
gone down, according to data in the Federal Aviation Administration’s 1998 ACE (Airport Enhancement Capacity) 
Report. The only reason that Massport claims that Logan has a “delay problem,” is because Massport uses 
exceedingly high “maximum capacity” goals. Located in such a densely populated urban area, Massport’s maximum 267.9 
capacity goals should be 90 rather than 120 planes per hour. Massport’s EIS represents the interests of airlines and 
aurport-related businesses, all of whom stand to make big profits if Logan’s overall capacity is increased by runway 

14/32. None of these groups care about the impact 14/32 will have on human beings, because few if any of them live 

in the impacted communities. 


267.10 


The EIS does not take into account health impacts (Boston’s inner city neighborhoods already have the highest 
asthma, emphysema and respiratory infection levels in the State - conditions aggravated by plane and car fumes). 
Recent studies done by DPH also associate increased risk of brain tumors in communities abutting airport mmways. 
The EIS does not take into consideration the environmental and quality of life issues of Boston’s inner city residents, 
nor does it mention the devaluation of real estate prices for the thousands of homes under the flight paths. It also 267.1 | 
does not take into consideration the lost municipal tax revenues when families living in inner city neighborhoods are 

forced to leave the area because they can no longer stand the persistent and excessive plane noise and fumes. Please 

Teject Massport’s EIS, support the present court injunction against 14/32. and encourage Massport to seek 267.1 2 
altemative, responsible methods to handle projected air travel increases. 


Sincerely, 
(Me (Hhomnwnan 
135° Waonh bes 
Hhuaham. MA 6204% 
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Letter 267 


Catherine Goldhammer, Alice Granahan, 
Mary Furlong, Mike Furlong, 

Bridget Marganelli, John Tardif, 

and William Falcetano 

Private Citizens: Hingham 


Topic 2 
: _ Airfield y , which has very little to 
_ Need _ Capacity | do with delay reduction and everything to do with expansion 


_ of capacity at Logan. According to Massport’s MEPA EIS 
' report, the runway would reduce delays only 20% of the 
time and would be effective only until the year 2003, when 
_ delays at Logan will be at or above today’s levels. 


| Alternatives =. Runway 14/32 
| _ bear an unfair portion of the noise, air pollution and auto 

| traffic caused by Logan will be permanently impacted with 

_ triple the amount of planes passing over our homes if 14/32 


- is built. 


Letter 267: Catherine Goldhammer, Alice Granahan, Mary Furlong, Mike Furlong, 
Bridget Marganelli, John Tardif, and William Falcetano 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


Response 


_ Residents of Boston and surrounding areas who already 


Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 


_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
_ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 

_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours inthe | 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
"expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside : 
_ @fficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 

_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
_ levels increase. 

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the : 
_ Preferred Alternative would promote runway use ina manner 
_ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 

_ number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 


Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number _ 


_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 

_ same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 

_ nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 

_ Same noise impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and 

_ arrivals to Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) 
_ would increase, but most of these are non-jets. These runway 
_ operations are currently running well below the PRAS goals, 
and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow the 


controllers to approach, but still remain below the annual 


_ goals for these operations. Additionally, by increasing the 
_ number of operations over water, Runway 14/32 would 
_ reduce the total annual hours of dwell and persistence over 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code _Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


267.3 _ Sound : Massport’s present noise contour lines (used to determine 
_ Insulation ! soundproofing qualification) have not been updated to 

: reflect the actual noise levels suffered by abutting 

' communities. 


- Noise 


Response 


_ Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have 
_ been reported in Logan Airport’s various GEIRs and 
_ Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 

_ locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 

| modification of source levels to better account for over-water 


_ sound propagation and apparent use of higher engine power 
settings than are normally assumed in the noise model's 

_ database (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 

_ Annual Update). In 1998, differences between measured and 

_ modeled noise became even less when Massport upgraded its 
_ Monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 

_ aircraft - a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 
levels predicted by the noise model. At sites having exposure 
_ levels of 60 dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring 

_ system brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 
_ 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 
_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR)). Massport continues to 
"investigate possible causes for remaining differences (such as 
from hill effects) and continues to pursue FAA approval of 

| noise model adjustments that would permit expansion of its 

_ sound insulation program to include the effects of terrain. 

_ Massport also expects to extend eligibility lines to include 

_ boundaries that follow local streets rather than strict noise 


_ Nighttime 
' Noise 


_ Noisy night fights at Logan have increased dramatically, 
_ violating Massport’s previous agreement to voluntarily limit 
night flights. 


2674 


contour lines. Nevertheless, Massport continues to believe that 
_ the FAA’s INM noise model used in the Airside Project noise 
analyses accurately represents expected noise : EXPOSUTE. 


able 6.2-17 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 


_ nighttime jet operations projected to increase from 144 in 
_ 1998, to as many as 231 under the No Action Alternative with 
_ the 2015 High Regional Jet Fleet. However, regardless of the 


_ fleet, many of the future night operations are the result of 

_ delays that will occur as demand at Logan Airport continues 
_ to increase. One of the direct benefits of the Preferred 

_ Alternative is that it will reduce these night operations by 32 
_ to 43 flights depending on the fleet forecast, though any 

_ alternative to the No-Action scenario will help alleviate some 
_ of the projected delays. 


In addition, Massport is committed to exploring other 


” Bridget Marganelli, John Tardif, and William Falcetano 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


| measures to reduce nighttime noise whether or not the 


Preferred Alternative is implemented. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


_ 267.5 — Regional 
_ Transportation _ Airports 


_ Massport should direct significantly more flights to Hanscom 
Airport ... presently utilized at only a third of its capacity. 

_ Hanscom ... has the runway capacity to handle commercial 
| commuter planes. Massport could redesignate Hanscom as 
: acommercial commuter airport ... 


_ Regiona egional 
_ Transportation _ Airports 


_ and Providence to the maximum capacity possible, 

_ Massport can avoid future delays at Logan AND allow 

_ Boston residents to maintain some semblance of a healthy 
quality of life. 


Letter 267: Catherine Goldhammer, Alice Granahan, Mary Furlong, Mike Furlong, 
Bridget Marganelli, John Tardif, and William Falcetano 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


y increasing air traffic at Hanscom, Worcester, Manchester 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


| The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
_ in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
_ serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 

_ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 

_ operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 

_ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

_ newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

| Operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

_ services to short-haul regional markets - Trenton, Buffalo, 

_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 

_ operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

- commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
_ aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
_ commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 

_ a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 


= 


passengers on Logan Airport’s commuter flights connect to 


_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 

_ passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

_ commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

_ (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 
_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

_ Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
_ of Hanscom Field. 


Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 


_ discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
_ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
_ to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long ; 
_ recognized and has been a proponent of options to 

_ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 

_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 

_ options to Logan Airport. In the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport 

_ identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that could be 

_ absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 


T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 


_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 

_ these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 

| traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 

_ Passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 

_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be 

_ achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play 

_ an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 

_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 

_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 

_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 

_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 

_ necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
_ Logan Airport. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_Code Topic 1 Topic 2 __ Comment 


Alternatives | Peak Period 


| Another altemative which Massport must im implement i is Peak 
_ Hour Pricing ... 


_ Pricing 


_Response 


" Section 4.5 of the Supplemental | DEIS/FEIR provides an 
_ updated discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis 
of the implications of an illustrative conceptual small 


_ community exemption program. 


_ PPP was included among the Airside Project alternatives to 
_ address delays caused by over-scheduling. The potential 

_ impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport is discussed 
_ in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Purpose and Massport misleads the public when it claims that Logan has 
_ Need | “notorious delays.” Since 1992, delays at Logan have gone 
: down, according to data in the Federal Aviation 

: » Administration” 1998 ACE (Airport Enhancement Capacity) 
| Report. 


_ Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ contains a discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay 

_ measures and historical data, along with comparisons of 

_ Logan Airport with other United States airports. The delay 

_ situation is not at equilibrium. FAA Opsnet delays at 
_ Logan Airport peaked in 1993, declined for two years and are 


_ Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 


analysis of a PPP Exemption program 


_ tising again. Arrival delays, which would be directly affected 
_ by Runway 14/32, have risen steadily since 1994. In fact, 


The only reason that Massport claims that Logan has a 

_ “delay problem,” is because Massport uses exceedingly 

_ high “maximum capacity” goals. Located in such a densely 
_ populated urban area, Massport’s maximum capacity goals 
_ should be 90 rather than 120 planes per hour. 


The EIS does not take into account health impacts 

_ (Boston's inner city neighborhoods already have the highest _ 
_ asthma, emphysema and respiratory infection levels in the 
_ state--conditions aggravated by plane and car fumes). 

_ Recent studies done by DPH also associate increased risk 
__ of brain tumors in communities abutting airport runways. 


267.10 PublicHealth Effects. 


/ Airfield capacity i is a function of the | runways in service, ‘the fleet 
_ mix using them, prevailing weather conditions, and FAA air : 
_ traffic control procedures. Massport cannot arbitrarily define the 
_ runway capacity or airline schedules. The highest capacity : 
_ configuration at Logan Airport today for three runways in good 

weather i is about 120 ) operations per hour. 


_ Logan Airport is the second most delayed airport in the nation 


for arrivals. 


Massport has provided the City of Boston and public health 
agencies with air quality and emissions data. 


_ In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health 

_ data, including mortality and morbidity from each 

_ neighborhood in Boston and cancer incidence data available 

_ from the Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These 
_ data indicated that causal relationships cannot be determined 


_ at this time. A review of the 1999 Report to the Mayor, Health 
__ of Boston prepared by the Boston Public Health Commission 
_ leads to a similar conclusion. In addition, Massport has 


shared the results of the Soot Deposition Study with public 


_ health agencies and is cooperating with the Harvard School 
_ of Public Health on the South Boston Particle Source 


Apportionment Study. 


_ The 1999 Massachusetts budget included $150,000 to fund 

_ an environmental assessment of the health impacts of Logan 
_ Airport on any community located within a five-mile radius of 
_ the airport. The final protocol for the study is being 


developed. The study is expected to be completed in summer | 
2002. 


_ Information on public health issues is provided in Chapter 6 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter 267: Catherine Goldhammer, Alice Granahan, Mary Furlong, Mike Furlong, 
Bridget Marganelli, John Tardif, and William Falcetano 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT . SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
— 267.11 | Cumulative Socio- The EIS does not take into consideration the environmental Refer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
| _ Impacts _ economic _ and quality of life issues of Boston’s inner city residents, nor discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. Noise was 
_ does it mention the devaluation of real estate prices forthe found to be the only adverse impact from the 
: thousands of homes under the flight paths. _ Preferred Alternative with the potential for 


_ Environmental Justice impacts. Additional demographic 
analysis of the noise-affected areas was conducted to 
_ determine if minority and/or low-income populations would be 
_ disproportionately affected by the Preferred Alternative. This 
_ analysis found that there is no high and 

_ adverse disproportionate impact caused by the 

_ Preferred Alternative. 


_ Noise was identified as the only off-airport impact from the 

_ Preferred Alternative with the potential for environmental 

: justice impacts. The environmental justice analysis found no 
_ disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income 

_ and minority populations from direct project impacts. 

_ However, because the area added to the 65 dB DNL contour 
_ is primarily within the City of Chelsea, other environmental 

_ and health issues were also considered in an effort to assess 
her cumulative or multiple adverse exposures. 


_ [The EIS] also does not take into consi 


| Cumulative @ los' ‘omment noted 
| Impacts © economic _ municipal tax revenues when families living in inner city 
: | neighborhoods are forced to leave the area because they 
_ can no longer stand the persistent and excessive plane 
noise and fumes.] 


Bridget Marganelli, John Tardif, and William Falcetano 
Private Citizens: Hingham 


LETTER 268 


April 18, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10 
100 Cambridge Street 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

Tam writing to you to voice my opposition to Runway 1432. I feel that it will strongly 268 { 
impact the peace and quiet of my Hingham neighborhood and will negatively impact the ; 
quality of life that I now enjoy. 


Stop runway 1432! 


es T. Norris 
Wompatuck Road 
ingham, MA 02043 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 268 

James T. Norris, Doris M. Hogan, 
Kathleen Fitzgerald 

Private Citizens: Hingham 


Code ‘Topic 1 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ Runway 14/32 


_ Alternatives | am writing to you to voice my opposition to Runway In Hingham DNL levels from Logan Airport overflights are on 


© 1432, [which]...will strongly impact the peace and quiet of __ the order of 55 dB or less, some 20 dB below the highest 


_ my Hingham neighborhood and will negatively impact the 
! quality of life that | now enjoy. 


' exposure levels experienced by communities much closer to 
- Logan Ai 


Letter 268: James T. Morris, Dorris M. Hogan, Kathleen Fitzgerald 
Private Citizens: Hingham 
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Code ‘Topic 1 


Topic 2 


Alternatives 


Letter 269: Nancy Brayton 
Private Citizens: Hull 


SUPPLEMENTAL DraFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 269 
Nancy Brayton 


_ Private Citizens: Hull 


Comment 


-opposed to the runway expansion at Logan Airport. 
_ There are too many flights now without adding more. The 
_ noise will be unbearable. 


Response 


_ The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
_ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

- 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
__ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating 
_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 
_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 
_ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
_ by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 
_ aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 

_ construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
_ more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 

_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hull is 

further from the airport than those communities impacted by 
_ arrivals to Runway 15L/R, 4L/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 

_ call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate in this 
_ direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 
_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 


northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 


_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 
"allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 
_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 

_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 
_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 
_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 


Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 


_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-11, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 
_ exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 
_ runway would help to improve. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ Regional _ It's time to find an alternative site for additional flights. Because the development of a second major airport would 

_ Transportation Airports / _ require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 

: review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 

» Option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
' demand over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field’s potential 

_ service area overlaps with the service areas for 

_ several airports that already have the necessary 

_ infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 
_ Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 

_ Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 

_ improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside 

_ facilities and airfields. 


Letter 269: Nancy Brayton 
Private Citizens: Hull 


| LETTER 270 


Madeleine Carlson 
39 Vautrinot Avenue 
Hull, MA 02045 


April 12, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 20° FI. 

Boston, MA 02205 


RE: Opposition to Proposed Logan Runway Expansion 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Tam a long-time Hull Village resident and realize that we have to bear our fair share of 
airplane traffic over our home, after all, we occasionally fly, too. 


270.1 


I feel we do already have our fair share and I urge you not to allow for any additional 
runway at Logan. Please!!! 


Thank you for your consideration of this request. 


Sincerely, 


bY Oa bp. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 1 Topic 2 


_ Runway 14/32 


Code 


_ over our home] and | urge you not to allow for any additional _ 
_ runway at Logan 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 270 
Madeleine Carlson 


Private Citizens: Hull 


Comment 


| feel we ... already have our fair share [of airplane traffic 


Response 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 
Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 


_ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
_ by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 


' aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 

_ construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
_ more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 
_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hull is 

_ further from the airport than those communities impacted by 
_ arrivals to Runway 15U/R, 4U/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 
call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate in this 
_ direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since : 
_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been undetutilized as demand 
_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 
allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 
» but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 

' Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 
_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 
_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 
_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 


Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 


_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 


_ exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 
runway would help to improve. 


Letter 270: Madeleine Carlson 
Private Citizens: Hull 
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Letter 271 
Corinne Case 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Comment Response 


' Peak Period —__ Instead of building a new runway...have smaller planes Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
_ Pricing | pay higher fees during peak hours to help ease airplane _ updated discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis 
| traffic... _ of the implications of an illustrative conceptual small 


- community exemption program. 


' PPP was included among the Airside Project alternatives to 
_ address delays caused by over-scheduling. 


_ The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport 
_ is discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. | 
_ Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption program. 


2 271.2 


: Ground _ Access to __...have shuttle buses that are centrally located to take Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
_ Transportation — Regional » people to Green RI and Manchester NH airports. _ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
_ Airports : Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 
_ development and increased passenger traffic at these 
_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 
_ strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 
_ regional airports and full use of other options, including 
_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 
_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
_ analysis supports the conclusion greater use of the regional 
_ airports will provide passengers within the service area of 
_ such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 
_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 
_ remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 
_ will not eliminate the need for airside projects at Logan 
_ Airport. 


Letter 271: Corinne Case 
Private Citizens: Hull 


LETTER 272 


Lory Newmyer and Steve Cooper 
52 Highland Avenue 
Hull, MA 02045 


April 22, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office, Arthur Pugeley 
EOEA 10458 

100 Cambridge Street, 20th floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Mr. Pugeley: 

We are 20 year, home-owning residents of the town of Hull writing to express our 
Strong opposition to the proposed new runway at Logan. The evidence of excellent, viable 
alternatives, compounded by the evidence of quantifiable duress, is incontrovertible. Please 
weight the well-being of the many as heavily as the pocket-books of the few, and without 
cynicism oppose this action. 


Sincerely, 


Lory Newmyer and Steve Cooper 


212.1 
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Letter 272 
Lory Newmyer and Steve Cooper 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Topic 2 Comment Response 
: Alternatives Other Non- _ We...express our strong opposition to the proposed new ‘The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 
; _ Construction runway at Logan. The evidence of excellent, viable _ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 
_ Altematives —__ alternatives, compounded by the evidence of quantifiable _ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 


' duress, is incontrovertible. _ levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive : 
_ discussion of options to Logan Airport. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 
and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 

_ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

_ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 

- analysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 

_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 

_ they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 

_ occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 
northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 

_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits wil 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 

_ reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


Letter 272: Lory Newmyer and Steve Cooper 
Private Citizens: Hull 


1181 Nantaket Ave LETTER 273 


Hull, MA 02145 
April 14, 1999 


Arthur Pugsley 

MEPA Office 

100 Cambridge Street — 20" floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr, Pugsley: ai 


conversation has to stop because of the sound. The addition of another runway, which Mr. Blute has 
described as having planes “fly over the harbor”, is not a reasonable expectation. He must have spent too 
much time in Central Mass because he doesn’t know there are people and towns existing across the harbor. 


The elected Officials, community activists and citizens of Hull have united with Boston neighborhoods and 
other communities in strong opposition to the new Tunway/taxiway proposal being made by Massport. We 
are extremely upset that the Governor has changed his original position and is now officially endorsing the 


273.1 


I work in Boston everyday and am concerned about the entire Boston area as much as with Hull. 
Regardless of a new Tunway, and according to Massport’s own projections, demand for passengers and 
aircraft to come to the area is expected to grow significantly, and flight delays are expected to soar. Asa 
physically small inner-city airport, Logan has exceeded reasonable capacity and cannot handle the dramatic 
projected demand without putting Boston, the Harbor and surrounding communities in extreme danger. 


Please know that we support economic growth for Boston, the Commonwealth and New England. There 
are answers to the problem which could bring economic benefit outside of Boston, but trying to increase 


Sincerely, 


2s, 
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Letter 273 
Pauline DePari 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Alternatives / Runway 14/32 [Concerned with]...this specific proposal, as wellas the Anticipated future passenger and operations levels can be 
: core problem of dealing with the projections for significant | accommodated by Logan Airport without any airside 


| increases in air traffic demand for the region. Regardless improvements but not without delays and resulting adverse 


| of anew runway, and according to Massport's own _ environmental impacts. The goals of the Airside Project are to 
| projections, demand for passengers and aircraft to come _ reduce delays, increase the airport's efficiency and improve 
: to the area is expected to grow significantly and flight airfield safety in an environmentally responsible manner. 

| delays are expected to soar...putting Boston, the Harbor Long-term aviation growth is a recognized worldwide 


"and surrounding communities in extreme danger. _ condition, based on economic and demographic factors, and 
i _ is not under Massport’s control. Massport estimates that up to 
_ 7.3 million Logan Airport air passengers may be divertedto 
_ other modes/airports or eliminated through advances in 
_ telecommunications. This estimate is based on analyses of 
_ passenger origins/destinations and mode choice decisions 
_ conducted for other studies. While these alternatives can play 
_ a role in providing relief to Logan Airport, they do not 
eliminate the need for airside improvements. 


Letter 273: Pauline DePari 
Private Citizens: Hull 
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Letter 274 
David Foss 


Private Citizens: Hull 


Comment 


_ Please do NOT allow the area to be further polluted by the 
building of the unnecessary Runway 14/32. 


Response 


_ The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 

_ environmentally responsible manner. The construction of 
_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 would prevent the significant 
_ drop in airfield capacity that now occurs during 


jorthwest wind conditions. The runway would not increase 
ogan Airport’s normal operating capacity of 

pproximately 120 operations per hour which is available 
early 80 percent of the year, but rather would allow this 
apacity to be maintained more consistently. 


_ The emissions inventory and dispersion modeling indicate 
_ better air quality conditions with Runway 14/32 and the 


Centerfield Taxiway than with the No Action Alternative. 


Letter 274: David Foss 
Private Citizens: Hull 


LETTER 275 


April 5, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthut Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 
We are opposed to the Runway 14/32 for the following reasons: 


275.1 


e Increased traffic and resulting noise 


¢ Fear of catastrophic air collisions 275 2 
¢ Time is now to look for another area for an airport, while the land is still available ; 
and within reach financially 15.3 


Thank you for your consideration. 


Sincerely, 
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Letter 275 
Frank and Eileen Furey 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
275.1 


[Oppose Runway 14/32 because of] increased trafficand The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

_ resulting noise. _ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
: airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of : 
_ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate : 
_ ononly one or two runways, compared to the typical / 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating : 
" capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. 


ppose Runway 14/32 because of] fear of catastrophic ‘The first goal of the FAA and Massport is always to provide 

_ air collisions. _ Safe air transportation. Logan Airport has a tightly controlled 

: _ system of flight tracks and procedures to prevent aircraft 

_ accidents. Runway 14/32 and the other proposed Airside 
improvements are designed to enhance safety and efficiency 

_ Of traffic operations in the air and on the ground. The runway 

_ will segregate smaller aircraft and reduce congestion during 

_ northwest wind conditions, reducing the possibility of 

_ mistakes and potential for accidents. 


275.3 | Regional _ Regional _ [Oppose Runway ecause Of] time is now tolook Because the development of a second major airport would 
| Transportation — Airports _ for another area for an airport, while the land is still _ require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
_ available and within reach financially. _ review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 
_ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
_ demand over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field's potential 
_ service area overlaps with the service areas for 
_ several airports that already have the necessary 
_ infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 
_ Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 
_ Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 
_ improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside 
facilities and airfields. 


Letter 275: Frank and Eileen Furey 
Private Citizens: Hull 
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Letter 276 
Diana Goode 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


| Runway 14/32 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 
_ exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 
ould help to improve. 


_ | protest and oppose Runway 14/32...from noise pollution. 


_ [Ms. Goode expresses concerns about the impact o _ As evidenced by the extensive and varied bird population at 
: Runway 14/32 on nesting osprey...common tern and _ Logan Airport, airport noise has not been found to be a : 
"arctic tem, which occasionally are present in Hull.] _ significant deterrent to avian species. In fact, most airports : 
_ find it necessary to manage the airfield in a manner to reduce 
_ the habitat attractiveness for birds. Furthermore, the addition 
_ of Runway 14/32 would not result in overflights to new areas 

_ in Hull. As such, the Preferred Alternative is not expected to 

_ have an adverse impact on osprey and tern populations in 


276.2 Ecosystems 


"Rare Species: 


Hull has nesting osprey and some years common tern 
_ and occasionally an artic tern. 


Letter 276: Diane Goode 
Private Citizens: Hull 


LETTER 277 


Mark P. Ingaciola 
20 Newton Street 
’ Hull, MA 02045 


Prd 


April 21, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 20" Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


I am writing to inform you that I am opposed to Massport’s plan to expand Logan Airport 
and build a new runway - 14/32. 


residents of Hull. Iam asking you to please prevent Massport from lowering the quality of life in 
Hull, and to oppose the proposed expansion of Logan Airport. 


Thank you for your attention to this matter. 


Sincerely, 


Me CLG Do 


Mark P. Ingaciola 


217.1 


f 
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Letter 277 
Mark P. Ingaciola 


Private Citizens: Hull 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


_ Runway 14/32 


| am opposed to Massport's plan to expand Logan Airport 
_ and build a new runway - 14/32...the proposed runway at 
_ Logan will more than double the flights over Hull each 

_ year, seriously impeding upon the quality of life for the 

_ residents of Hull. 


_ Impacts 


Response 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 


_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is : 
_ More consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
_ by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 
__ aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 

» construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
| more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 
_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hull is 

_ further from the airport than those communities impacted by 
_ arrivals to Runway 15L/R, 4L/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 

_ Call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate in this 
_ direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since ; 
_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 

_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 

_ allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 
_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 

_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
__ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 
_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 
- either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 
_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 


below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 


_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 
_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 


exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 


runway would help to improve. 


Letter 277: Mark P. Ingaciola 
Private Citizens: Hull 


LETTER 278 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs March 30, 1999 


Att: MEPA: Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge St. 
20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Sir: 


I feel the need to express my opposition to the Logan Airport 

runway expansion. My husband and I are senior citizens. After Owning a 
business in Boston for many years, we have retired and purchaseda home 
in Hull. We fell in love with the sea views, and the quiet slower- 
paced approach to life which we found here. 78.1 

Prior to moving here last summer, we had lived in the North 
End of Boston. But the noise and pollution from the destruction and con- 
Struction in that area took away all the beauty of the waterfront. 

Te croura be a shame to have the same noise and air pollution 
here which we feel will come from increased flights over Hull as a result 


of an added runway. 


Very sincerely yours, 


Mploe Mea flan 


Marjorie Rilleau Kallman 
15 Spinnaker Hill Lane 
Hull, MA 02045 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 278 


Marjorie Rilleau Kallman 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Topic 1 Topic 2 


_ Runway 14/32 


Code 


I...express my opposition to the Logan Airport runway 

_ expansion. It would be a shame to have the ...noise and 
: air pollution here which we feel will come from increased 
_ flights over Hull as a result of an added runway. 


Letter 278: Marjorie Rilleau Kallman 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Response 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L, However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 

_ exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 
runway would help to improve. : 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 
_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 
' More consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
_ by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 

_ aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 

_ construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
_ more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that — 
_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hull is 
_ further from the airport than those communities impacted by 
- arrivals to Runway 15L/R, 4U/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 

- call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to Operate inthis 
_ direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 
_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 
_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 

_ allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 
_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 

_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


~ LETTER 279 


April 22, 1999 


Stephen Lathrop 
14 Western Avenue 
Hull, Massachusetts 02045 


DRAFT EIR 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20th Floor 

Boston, MA 022025 


Dear Mr. Silva: 
Enclosed please find my reply to the Draft EIR for Massport's 14/32 runway 


Project. I would like to note that the time allowed for comment was too short to 
permit much of what I would have liked to research. Given the complexity of the 219 | 


compounded by the fact that no copy of the EIR was available at the Hull Public 
Library, apparently because none was ever provided there by Massport. 


Sincerely 


Stephen Lathrop 
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COMMENTS OF STEPHEN LATHROP 
ON ; 
DRAFT EIR: EOAE NO. 10458 
AND 
DRAFT EIS: ANE-600 
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COMMENTS ON: EOEA #10458 AND ANE-600 
LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT S TATEMENT/REPORT 
WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO NOISE IMPACTS 
IN THE VICINITY OF HULL, MASSACHUSETTS 


OPENING COMMENT 


A Boston Globe report (March 2, 1999), based on Massport's projected data, shows 

that if Massport's new runway is approved, approximately 82,540 airplanes per year 

will fly low over Pemberton Point in Hull, the site of Hull High School. Almost 

all of these airplanes will fly within 1700 feet of the High School, many closer than 

1600 feet. These distances are measured upward from the school to the airplanes 219.2 
themselves, not to the paths of the airplanes projected on the ground. No airplane 

on any runway ever comes so close to the FAA control tower at Logan airport. 

Massport's Report presents tables Which, taken together, seem to assert that under 

such conditions noise at Hull High School would then be equivalent to that 

experienced by residents of a "Small Town Cul-de-Sac." 


SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 


There are 5 principal objections to acceptance of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report contained in this reply: (1) that the Report fails to study noise 
impacts in the vicinity of Hull, Massachusetts, even though such study is 
warranted and mandated; (2) that data presented in the report which appear 

to justify the exclusion of Hull from the study area are in fact incorrect and 
insufficiently documented, and that noise modeling methods used by Massport 
to exclude Hull from the study area are also incorrect and insufficiently docu- 
mented; (3) that exclusion of Hull from the study area forecloses consideration 
of the harm which Massport's runway expansion plans might do to future noise 
abatement using new technology in the vicinity of Hull; (4) that Operation of 
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Reply of Stephen Lathrop to: 
Draft EIR: EOEA No. 10458 
and to: Draft EIS: ANE-600 


the proposed runway is likely to cause shifts in air traffic patterns which will 
cause more airplanes to fly over Hull, but this possibility is not examined in 
the Report; (5) that the people of Hull have not been adequately notified of 


Massport's plans because no copy of the report has been delivered to the Hull 
Public Library. 


SUMMARY OF OBJECTION 1: The Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report, hereafter called the Report, is inadequate because it fails to study 
noise impacts in the vicinity of Hull, Massachusetts. There are compelling 

reasons to believe that Hull meets the criteria for study established by Massport and 
by Federal regulations. Accordingly, the Report should not be accepted as written. 


Reasons to believe that Hull falls within the mandated study area are the following: 


1. In Volume IV of the report, containing Technical Appendices L—O, numerous 
figures appear which place Hull on the very edge of the study area modeled by 
Massport as the area within the 60dB DNL contour. This suggests that even 


small data or modeling errors, if corrected, might put Hull within the mandated 
study area. 


2. Actual noise measurements at Hull High School, where Massport has for years 219. 
maintained a noise monitoring station, contradict the Report's noise projections. 

The Report places Hull outside the 60dB noise con:our adopted by Massport as 

the threshold for environmental study. The historical measurements say Hull is 

already deeply within the contour, although it has yet to experience the increase in 

aircraft operations projected by the Report. 

According to Massport data, noise measurements at Hull High School, after 
adjustment to remove exceptional noise events such as winter storms, exceeded 
60dB in each of a sample of 24 summer months save one, and in all of a sample of 
23 winter months without exception. The monthly measurements were for the sum- 
mer months June, July, and August, and the winter months December, January, and 
February, beginning in June of 1991 and ending with February 1999. 

The highest monthly average measurement result was 68.4dB in February of 
1992, the lowest 59.7dB in August of 1997, the only figure below 60dB. All figures 
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were monthly averages. Of these monthly averages, 13 exceeded 65dB, mostly in 
the years before 1996, but also twice in 1997. 

The general pattern of the figures seems to show a decline in monthly noise 
from 1991 to 1996, followed by an apparent increase in 1998. There are only 
2 months in the 1999 sample and these are lower than the equivalent 1998 years, 
but still far above the 60dB threshold at 63.4dB and 63.9dB. 

Perhaps more to the point, Massport has recently begun measuring what it 
thinks is the actual contribution of noise from airplanes at Hull High School. This 
involves the removal of other noise sources from the overall noise measurement to 
derive an airplanes-only figure. Such figures are now available for months Starting in 
January 1998 and ending with January 1999. These are Massport's monthly average 
airplanes-only noise levels at Hull High School: January 1998: 59.2dB; February 
1998: 58.5 dB; March 1998: 59.4dB; April 1998: 59.3dB; May 1998: 58.6dB; 
June 1998: 59.3 dB; July 1998: 59.5dB; August 1998: 57.7dB; September 1998: 
59.2dB; October 1998: 59.8dB; November 1998: 59.8dB; December 1998: 
59.8dB; January 1999: 59.5dB. These figures, which represent only noise which 
can be correlated with specific aircraft Operations, establish clearly that an increase in 
aircraft operations much smaller than the Report's Preferred Alternative would put 
Hull within the 60dB contour on the basis of airplane-related noise alone. 

Probably, however, the figures noted in the Previous paragraph are too small, 
and Hull is already within the 60dB contour on the basis of aircraft noise, if that 
could be properly measured. Hulls unique location in Boston's air traffic pattern 
complicates correlation of aircraft Operations with noise monitor data, something 
which anyone who wishes to isolate and remove background noise must do. 
Unfortunately, in Hull, background noise is airplane noise. 

The noise monitor at Hull High School is commonly affected by 4 or more jet 
Operations simultaneously, because airplanes departing Logan via Runways 22L/R 
fly a semicircular pattern around the monitor. It is an ordinary occurrence to see 
one jet approaching the monitor from the west over Boston Harbor, while another, 
which has just passed the monitor, turns south over Nantasket Beach, as yet 
another, which preceded the first off the runway at Logan by perhaps 90 seconds, 
turns west over Hull Bay and approaches once more toward the monitor on the side 
Opposite its original pass. In addition, takeoff thrust and thrust reversals at Logan 
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itself are often clearly audible at Hull High School, and sometimes they are loudly 
audible. It seems unlikely that all of this noise activity can be successfully correlated 
to specific aircraft operations; perhaps only one operation at a time can be so corre- 
lated. If so, then a large aircraft-related noise component is being assigned to back- 
ground noise, and all of the figures which Massport has computed for airplanes-only 
noise are smaller than they should be. 

To think of the problem another way, consider this: without Logan and its 
airplanes, Hull Village would surely be one of the quietest communities in eastern 
Massachusetts. Hull Village has no commercial zone, so trucks are rarely seen on its 
streets. It doesn't have through traffic, because no one can drive through Hull 
Village, only to it, or from it; it is on the end of a small peninsula. There isn't any 
industry to make noise. And yet a noise monitor in Hull Village stays constantly 
above 60dB, often pushing 65dB. According to the Report's Figure 5.2-2 a typical 
small town suburban environment ought to measure somewhere in the high 40s. 


There isn't any obvious reason why Hull Village would be any noisier, except 
Logan Airport. : 


3. The Report contains significant data errors. The flight tracks offered by the 
Report to represent the historical pattern of aircraft operations in the vicinity of 
Hull do not reasonably approximate the patterns of aircraft Operations in the vicin- 
ity of Hull during the previous 10 years, nor at the present time. 

Figures 5.2-5, 5.2-6, 6.2-1, and 6.2-3, which purport to show the historical 
and projected paths of aircraft in the vicinity of Hull are all drawn in such a way 
that no aircraft are shown crossing the upper end of the Hull Peninsula. In a brief 
course of observation which I conducted on Saturday, April 17, between the hours 
of 11:43 a.m. and 12:35 p-m., (when observation was interrupted by rain), and 
again between 5:53 p.m. and 6:28 p-m., I observed 31 airplanes which departed 
Logan on Runway 22 and then flew toward Hull. Of these, 4 flew directly over the 
upper end of the Hull Peninsula, and 4 more skirted its shoreline so closely that 
essentially nothing of either side of these airplanes could be seen as I stood on the 
seawall. I have documented these observations photographically. 

In another brief course of observation which I conducted on Monday, April 19, 
between the hours of 8:22 a.m. and 10:15 a.m. I observed in the vicinity of Hull 
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Gut as 34 airplanes approached runway 33L. Of these, all but one flew directly over 
the end of the Hull Peninsula or skirted its shoreline so closely that essentially noth- 
ing of either side of these airplanes could be seen from my point of observation on 
the shoreline at Hull Gut. I have documented these observations photographically 
as well. - 

On the basis of personal experience gathered while living for 10 years in 
Hull Village, which is on the end of the Hull Peninsula, I estimate that these two 
observation sessions fairly represent the usual pattern of aircraft operations to be 
found there, although the accuracy of the conclusions could surely be improved by 
more extensive observations, or better yet by study of FAA radar track data. 

All of the airplanes noted in these two observations sessions were jet 
airplanes; I saw many turboprop airplanes during the second observation session, 
but they were not counted for the purpose of these comments. 

There is nothing in the Report to suggest that planned changes will cause 
future aircraft operations in the vicinity of Hull to conform to the patterns of opera- 
tion presented by the Report. These inaccurately presented patterns of Operation are 
identified in the Report as the basis of Massport's modeling of both historical and 
projected noise in the vicinity of Hull. 


4. The actual patterns of aircraft Operations in the vicinity of Hull bring aircraft 
closer to Hull, and over Hull, more often than the Report's modeling data show. 
This raises noise levels in Hull above those shown by the Report's modeling. 


5. The actual patterns of aircraft operations in the vicinity of Hull are not as dis- 
persed as the Report's modeling data show. The more concentrated actual character 
of these operations tends to raise noise levels in the vicinity of Hull as compared 

to the Report's modeled operations, 


6. The Report presents no actual measurements of airplane noise in Hull, even 
though Massport has operated noise measurement equipment in Hull for many 
years, a fact which is noted in the Report. Citing actual historical measurements of 


high noise levels in Hull would call into question the validity of the noise modeling 
results presented by the Report. 
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7. The report presents modeled estimates of airplane noise in Hull, but these ] 
estimates appear to defy common sense, and also contradict measurements actually 

made in the past. For instance, Figure 5.2-2 in the Report (Typical Outdoor 

Day/Night Sound Levels (dB)) presents a graph which indicates that 54dB is a typ- 

ical DNL sound level for a "Small Town Cul-de-Sac." In Volume IV of the Report 
a table appears (Table 2.3, Day-Night Sound Level Values (Ldn) in dB From Flight 
Operations at 23 Selected Locations, 2010 37.5 Million Low). This table presents 
modeled sound levels for Hull High School under Massport's Preferred Alternatives 
Alt 1 and Alt 1A. Sound levels under both alternatives are shown to be 54.6 dB, 
essentially as quiet as the small town cul-de-sac of Figure 5.2-2. 

It is difficult to credit the notion that Hull High School, which would then be 
experiencing more than 100,000 equivalent air operations a year, the majority of 
them low-level overflights and near-overflights at altitudes under 1600 feet, would 
then be as quiet as a small town cul-de-sac. Hull High School is not that quiet 
now. Massport has sound measurement data collected throughout the 1990s which 
show much higher monthly noise levels at Hull High School produced by many 
fewer equivalent operations. These data are discussed briefly under Number 2 
above, but they are not published in the Report. The Report does not discuss 
these contradictions. 


? 


SUMMARY OF OBJECTION 2: Methods used by Massport to develop data for 

the Report are not sufficiently documented. This makes it impossible to assess the 
likelihood that the data used accurately represent the cases they are claimed to repre- 
sent. Even if the data are accurate and representative, the methods used by Massport 

to process the data into noise models are largely undocumented. The Report does 

not allow a reasonable person to assess whether the resulting noise models accu- 219.4 
rately reflect the data inputs. Some. data presented in the Report could lead to a 
conclusion that the modeling software used by Massport lacks the sophistication 
necessary to model accurately the complex noise situation in the vicinity of Hull. 

For these reasons too, the Report should not be accepted as written. 
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Reasons to question the Report's noise modeling data and methods are the following: 


1. In its modeled flight tracks for arrivals and departures, past and future, the 
Report shows multiple flight paths per runway. The Report is vague about the basis 
for choosing the particular tracks shown. It offers no explanation of whether these 
tracks represent sampled actual tracks of real flights, or composites, nor any discus- 
sion of whether the tracks Properly represent particular seasonal conditions and 
states of airport activity. The Report also does not indicate whether all tracks from 
each runway are weighted equally when computing noise models. 


2. In some areas near Hull flight tracks from different runways are shown 
intermingling. One such case involves takeoffs from Runway 22L, Runway 22R, 
Runway 15R, and Runway 9, as shown in Figure 5.2-5 (Modeled Departure Flight 
Tracks for Existing Runway Configurations) In all, 20 tracks seem to be involved, 
five per runway (the quality of Massport's presentation of these tracks is so poor 
that track count must remain an estimate), of which 17 intermingle. The Report 
does not answer this question: In computing noise models in the intermingled area, 
does each track from each runway count equally? Runway 15R sees very few depar- 
tures; Runways 22L and 9 are the busiest departure runways at Logan. Even 
assuming that all the tracks are properly located, if they are not weighted properly 
to reflect the different intensity of traffic each track experiences there will be distor- 
tions in any resulting noise model. If these tracks are weighted equally, the resulting 
distortion would tend to improperly move modeled noise away from Hull. 


3. Figure 5.2-6 in the Report (Modeled Arrival Flight Tracks for Existing Runway 
Configurations) shows most arriving flights destined for Runway 33L crossing 
either the Northern end of Peddocks Island or the western side of Hull Gut. None 
are shown crossing the end of the Hull Peninsula. 

An electronic beacon marking the approach path for Runway 33L is located on 
the end of the Hull Peninsula, and is approximately 500 yards east of the eastern- 
most point on Peddocks Island. The Report does not answer the obvious question: 
why would arriving airplanes destined for Runway 33L be more likely to fly above 
Peddocks Island than above the beacon put on the Hull Peninsula for that purpose? 
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If the Report has misrepresented the approach situation at Hull Gut, as seems 
obvious, then correcting that misrepresentation would result in a noise model that 
would predict more noise in Hull. 


4. Figure 5.2-6 (Modeled Arrival Flight Tracks for Existing Runway Configurations) 
shows a broad fan of 10 approach paths which converge at a point over Boston 
Harbor, about a mile northwest of the end of the Hull Peninsula. Opposite Hull Gut 
this fan is shown with a width of approximately .6 mile. 

Visual observation at Hull Gut shows that a large majority of airplanes destined 
for Runway 33L have already converged along an axis southeast of Hull Gut before 
overflying the end of the Hull Peninsula at Hull Gut. With the sun standing in the 
south southeast, directly behind approaching airplanes, it is possible for an observer 
to sit still on the cobbled beach while the shadow of airplane after airplane passes 
over her. 

Rather than being fanned out as shown in Figure 5.2-6, airplanes cross the end 
of the Hull Peninsula in an intensely focused stream. This pattern of operation, which 
requires no special equipment or expertise to observe, if entered as data into noise 
modeling software, would yield larger noise values for Hull than the fan of approach 
tracks presented by the Report. 


5. The fan of approach tracks for Runway 33L at Hull Gut, which is presented in 
Figure 5.2-6 in the Report, is marked by a dog-leg a short distance before the point 
of convergence. The Report shows no similar dog-leg in -he approach tracks to any 
other runway. The Report offers no explanation for the do -leg shown on the 
“approach to Runway 33L. There is no apparent purpose for a dog-leg in that posi- 
tion. If the dog-leg were not Present in the modeled approach path for Runway 33L, 
the resulting noise model would Predict more noise in Hull. 


6. When arrivals are destined for Runway 33L, residents of Hull Village, near the 
end of the Hull Peninsula, usually experience multiple direct overflights per hour, but 
Figure 5.2-6 shows no arrival paths crossing Hull Village. If direct overflights of 
Hull Village were among the modeled approach tracks for Runway 33L the resulting 
noise model would predict more noise in Hull. 
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7. Figure 5.2-5 of the Report (Modeled Departure Flight Tracks for Existing Runway 
Configurations) shows a large number of modeled flight tracks from 4 runways inter- 
mingling over Boston Harbor north of Hull. Some of the difficulties of this modeling 
situation were noted in Number 2 above. 

Another question arises because of the locations of the tracks themselves. 
Among 15(?) tracks departing Runway 22L, 22R and 15R, the Report shows no 
track directly over Hull Village. Overflights of Hull Village are a common occurrence, 
usually seen multiple times per hour, and sometimes nearly continuously, whenever 
Runways 22L and 22R are used for departures. The Report shows 1] track skirting the 
north shore of the Hull Peninsula, and 2 in the vicinity of the south shore of Georges 
Island, approximately .8 nautical mile north of Hull. The Report shows 4 modeled 
paths distributed northward from the middle part of Lovell's island, 1.5 nautical miles 
north of Hull 

The visual observations discussed above make it seem doubtful that many air- 
planes from 22L and 22R fly so far north. If Massport's noise modeling software 
assigns equal weight to each of these tracks, then Figure 5.2-5 shows modeling inputs 
that seem to under-represent the number of flights which travel close to Hull, or over 
Hull, while over-representing those that miss Hull by a large distance. Correcting 
such a misrepresentation would result in a noise model which would predict more 
noise in Hull. 


8. Although Massport has access to Federal Aviation Administration radar tracking 
data, no statistical samples of such data appear in the Report. A statistically rigorous 
sampling of FAA radar tracks, presenting cases to represent common airport operating 
conditions, would provide the soundest possible basis for noise modeling because it 
would provide a historically based and geographical accurate characterization of the 
patterns of aircraft operation around Logan Airport. and in the vicinity of Hull. The 
fact that Massport has not documented a statistically rigorous application of this 
obviously powerful tool calls into question the validity of all the flight track data upon 
which the Report's noise modeling is based. 


9. Close examination of the noise contours produced by Massport's noise modeling 
software shows striking failures to predict obvious and inescapable noise effects that 
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would be not only apparent, but even intrusive, for most observers. For instance, 
Volume IV of the Report presents numerous graphical representations of modeled 
Noise contours. One presentation, titled "Day-Night Sound Level Contours 2010 
49M High, Alternative 1," shows perfectly symmetrical sound contours at the depar- 
ture end of Runways 22L and 22R. The fact that 109,000 equivalent departures 
(Volume II, "Aircraft Operations by Fleet, Alternative, Runway End and Operation" , 
otherwise unnumbered and unpaginated) are modeled to make sharp left turns over 
Castle Island seems completely unrecorded in any of the contours except (possibly) 
the 60 dB contour, which bulges almost imperceptibly near Thompson Island. 
However technically accurate this model might or might not be, it seems obvious 
that in this case it has produced a result that would confound the expectations of any 
human observer with normal hearing. 

Similarly, the contours projecting from the departure end of Runway 15 remain 
undisturbed by the substantial cross-traffic of Runway 22 departures, but a human 
observer on a boat in the vicinity would surely find the noise intrusive. If Massport's 
modeling program does not make models which closely match real human experi- 


ence, then the presence of those models in this Report should be a reason to reject 
the Report as misleading. 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION OF OBJECTION 3: Previously, representatives 
of Massport and of the Federal Aviation Administration have offered the prospect 
that future technological improvements would facilitate more efficient noise abate- 
ment in the vicinity of Hull. The Report does not discuss such future improvements 
and it seems reasonable to believe that implementation of the Preferred Alternative 219.5 
would complicate or preclude their implementation. 

One technology so mentioned was the application of approach procedures 
based on the satellite-based Global Positioning System to Runway 33L, guiding 
incoming airplanes farther from Hull along curved approach paths. It seems possi- 
ble that construction of Runway 14/32 would complicate or preclude such an 
improvement, but the issue of Global Positioning System approach paths is not dis- 
cussed in the Report. 

Another approach to the same goal would be to install glide slope and locator 
electronics on Thompson Island, to project their beacons eastward over Shag Rocks. 
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Under VFR conditions such an installation would enable an accurate approach to 
Runway 33L that begins as a westward leg roughly parallel to the north shore of 
Hull, but offset more than a mile to the north. This track intersects the current 
approach path at its current altitude almost 3 miles from the touchdown point 

on 33L. A 55 degree turn at the point of intersection would put airplanes on the 
Current track, to land as they always have. This Proposed new track is almost per- 
fectly parallel to Runway 9/27, and more than 3 miles south of a line projected 
eastward from Runway 9. Use of such an approach would enormously benefit the 
people of Hingham, Hull, and Weymouth, who would all be freed of probably half 
or more of the airplane noise they now experience, while adversely affecting no one. 
Unfortunately, this approach path would also put incoming airplanes on an inter- 
secting course with airplanes approaching projected Runway 32, so construction 

of 14/32 might preclude or complicate future implementation of this improvement. 


There is no discussion of these issues in the Report. For this reason too, the Report 
should not be accepted as written. 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION OF OBJECTION 4: It seems reasonable to 
suppose that construction of Runway 14/32 would alter existing patterns of aircraft 
Operations, as both air controllers and pilots adjusted to the presence of a new fac- 
tor in the navigational mix. As can be seen by comparing Figures 6.2-2 and 6.2-3 19.6 
with Figures 5.2-5 and 5.2-6, the Report asserts that jet operations in the vicinity of 
Hull will continue to follow the tracks they have used historically, except that new 
tracks will be added to the west of the present inbound approach to Runway 33L. 

The inaccuracy of the tracks Presented in all four of these figures has already 
been discussed. With regard to the tracks of inbound airplanes destined for Runway 
33L, FAA radar tracking data which is available from Massport reveal what may be 
a relevant point: airplanes headed for the axis of the Runway 33L approach-path 
from the west do so at oblique angles; those from the east much more nearly at 
right angles. 

If an approach path to Runway 32 is established as shown in the Report, 
approximately 1 mile to the west of 33L, it seems logical to suppose that use of the 
approach to 33L might change in the following ways: First, airplanes which might 
previously have approached the 331. axis from the west might then choose to 
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approach from the east, to avoid crossing the paths of airplanes destined for 
Runway 32. Because many airplanes which approach 33L from the east fly directly 
over Hull, as the FAA data show, such a change would add to noise in Hull. 
Second, pilots approaching from the east might choose to use more oblique 
approach angles than they now do, in the hope that they would thereby reduce the 
danger of overshooting the axis of the Runway 33L approach path and straying too 
close to airplanes approaching Runway 32. This would have the effect of directing 
the tracks of these airplanes more nearly parallel to the axis of the Hull Peninsula, 
keeping the airplanes over Hull for longer times and distances, and causing them to 
descend to lower altitudes during their overflights. Noise in Hull would increase as 
a result. 

Neither of these plausibly foreseeable effects is addressed by the Report. 
For this reason too, the Report should not be accepted as written.. 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION OF OBJECTION 5: The people of Hull have 
not been adequately notified of Massport's plans regarding Runway 14/32, nor have 
they had sufficient opportunity or time to respond to the Report. A document 
accompanying the Report (RE: Transmission of Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Draft Environmental Impact Report ("Draft EIS/EIR") and signed 
by Betty J. Desrosiers and John C. Silva states on its second page: "The document 
will be made available for public review at local libraries in the following communi- 
ties: Boston, Braintree, Brookline, Cambridge, Chelsea, Everett, Hingham, 

Hull, Melrose, Milton, Quincy, Revere, Somerville, Swampscott, Weymouth, and 
Winthrop." On April 19, 1999 librarians at the Hull Public Library said this had 
not yet been done in the case of Hull. For this reason, the Report should not 

be accepted until the people of Hull have had adequate notification, time, and 
Opportunity to respond to the Report. 


219.7 


HULL HIGH 
Me eat MOS VSLALY Mrs STE 77 SHOWN A THE FRONT OF TS EPO THE ANE TEU FOF 
PHOTOGRAPH, IS USING THRIST TO CLIMB OUT OF LOGAN, AND WAS EVEN LOUDER ON THE GROUND —AND THE 747 WAS PLENTY LOUD. THES BUNWAY 22 


= 
= 
=> 
a 
= 
a) 
=) 
=) 
=) 
=) 
> 
=) 
2 
=] 
2 
2 
a 
2 
» 
) 
» 
» 
9 
2 
2 
9 
 ) 
, 
D 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 


Environmental 
| Review 
' Process 


Public Process 


| Imapcts 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
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Letter 279 
Stephen Lathrop 


Private Citizens: Hull 


Comment 


.the time allowed for comment was too short to permit 


» much of what | would have liked to research...2 weeks is 
| nota reasonable time to develop researched rebuttal 

" arguments following hearings. The difficulty in my case 

_ was compounded by the fact that no copy of the EIR was 
_ available at the Hull Public Library, apparently because 


none was ever provided there by Massport. 


- ABoston Globe report (March 2, 1999), based on 

_ Massport's projected data, shows that if Massport's new 
_ runway is approved, approximately 82,540 airplanes per 
_ year will fly low over Pemberton Point in Hull, the site of 

_ Hull High School. ...[Many] of these airplanes will fly within 
_ [1600 or] 1700 feet of the High School...[as] 

| measured...from the school to the airplanes... Massport's 
_ Report presents tables which...seem to assert that under 
» such conditions noise at Hull High School would then be 

_ equivalent to that experienced by residents of a "Small 

© Town Cul-de-Sac." 


The Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report... fails 


_ to study noise impact in the vicinity of Hull... There are 

» compelling reasons to believe that Hull meets the criteria 
_ for study established by Massport and by Federal 

_ regulations...[including: noise measurements at Hull High 
_ School that consistently exceed 60 dB and approach 60 
_ dB in noise directly attributable to specific airport 

_ operations. Observations of aircraft indicate many low- 

- altitude over flights, and near over flights, which are not 

_ presented in the report. Noise monitors in Hull Village 

_ consistently exceed 60 dB with no contributing factors 

» except Logan Airport. The report contains no noise 

| measurements for Hull] 


_ Operations in the vi 
_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 
_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 


Response 


_ A copy of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR will be available at 
_ the Hull Public Library. 


from these increased operations remains several decibels 


_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 


exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 


_ runway would help to improve. 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 


_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is : 
_ More consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
- by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 
aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 

_ construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
_ more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 
_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hullis 
_ further from the airport than those communities impacted by 
_ arrivals to Runway 15L/R, 4L/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 
call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate in this 
» direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
- percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 
_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 
_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 

_ allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 
_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 

_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

. Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

- from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 

_ exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 
runway would help to improve. 
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Topic 1 Topic 2 


_ Runway 14/32 


279.7 Environmental Public Process 
_ Review 
Process 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


_ Itseems reasonable to suppose that construction of 
| Runway 14/32 would alter existing patterns of aircraft 

| operations...the Report asserts that jet operations in the 

- vicinity of Hull will continue to follow the tracks they have 

_ used historically, except that new tracks will be added to 

_ the west of the present inbound approach to Runway 33L. 
_ [Based on FAA tracking data, it appears that the new 

' runway configuration would result in different approach 

_ paths, increasing approaches from the east and affecting 

_ Hull more.] 


Comment 


: Methods used by Massport to develop data for the Report 
' are not sufficiently documented [including: representatives 
_ of flight tracks that are presented without adequate basis, 
_ representations of flight tracks over the beacon on Hull 

: Peninsula, Flight paths that converge over Hull Peninsula 
_ rather than over Boston Harbor, flight paths with 

_ inexplicable dog leg patterns, omission of over-flights 

: experienced in Hull, and failure to predict obvious noise 

_ effects]. This makes it impossible to assess...[whether] 

_ the data...accurately represents the cases they are 

_ Claimed to represent....the methods used by Massport to 
_ process the data into noise models are [also] largely 

_ undocumented. The Report does not allow a reasonable 

_ person to assess whether the resulting noise models : 
_ accurately reflect the data inputs. Some data presented in 
_ the Report could lead to a conclusion that the modeling 
_ software used by Massport lacks the sophistication...to 
_ model accurately the complex noise situation in the 


..fepresentative of Massport and of the Federal Aviation 


| Administration have offered the prospect that future 

_ technological improvements would facilitate more efficient 
_ Noise abatement in the vicinity of Hull. [For instance, using 
_ GPS to guide incoming flights along curved flight paths 

_ and installation of guide slope and locator electronics on 
_ Thompson Island to assist in off-setting approach paths, 
_ by more than 1 mile to the north.] The Report does not 

_ discuss such future improvements and it seems 

_ reasonable to believe that implementation of the 

_ Preferred Alternative would complicate or preclude their 


plementation. 


_ The people of Hull have not been adequately notified of 
_ Massport's plans regarding Runway 14/32, nor have they 
_ had sufficient opportunity or time to respond to the Report. _ 
» [The report was not made available to the Hull Library.} 


Letter 279: Stephen Lathrop 
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Response 
_ Refer to response to Comment 279.3. 


Use of GPS in both arrival and departure procedures is : 
» beginning to be utilized but is still a relatively new technology. 
_ When it does come into wider use (both as instrumentation 
onboard the aircraft as well as in published procedures used 
_ by Air Traffic Control), it may well allow more versatile routing 
' Of traffic north of Hull. However, it is not a part of this 
_ assessment. 


ty of Hull increase with the Preferred 


P' 
_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 
_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 
_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 
_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 
_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 
_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 
' Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 
_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 
' exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 
_ runway would help to improve. 


| The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR will be available at the Hull 
_ Public Library. 


_ Everyone who wrote a comment letter will be notified of the 


availability of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


LETTER 260 mache, 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


We are writing to you in an effort to protect the quality of life in Hull, which is being threatened by the proposition 
of building runway 14/32 at Logan Airport. The Proposed runway would more than double the present number of 
planes flying over Hull overstressing the area. The constant plane traffic will ruin several beautiful and thriving 
neighborhoods in Hull along with other communities in the greater Boston area already shouldering the burden of 
constant noise and pollution caused by heavy air traffic. Iam not alone in opposing the constant push to expand 
Logan’ air traffic capacity. We hope that the interests of residents preside over the narrow, short term, solution of 
Massport and the business community. We are all gearing up for a fight and hope to have your support. 


Dowel ja tn, 


Jacqueline Llewellyn 
11 James Avenue 
Hull, MA 02045 
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Letter 280 
Daniel and Jacqueline Llewellyn 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


280.1 i Runway 14/32 the quality of life in Hull...is being threatened by the _ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

: : : | proposition of building runway 14/32 at Logan _ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is : 
| Airport...[which] would more than double the present _ More consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
| number of planes flying over Hull overstressing the area. —_by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 
| The constant plane traffic will ruin several beautiful and _ aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 
_ thriving neighborhoods in Hull along with other _ construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
_ communities in the greater Boston area already _ more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 
_ shouldering the burden of constant noise and pollution _ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hullis ~ 
_ caused by heavy air traffic. further from the airport than those communities impacted by 


arrivals to Runway 15L/R, 4U/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 

Call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate inthis 

_ direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 

_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 

_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 

_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 

_ allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 

_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 

_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 
exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 

_ runway would help to improve. 
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Letter 281 
Dr. Jo Loughnane 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


| 281.1 Regional Regional | am opposed to the proposed runway 14 
Transportation — Airports _ endorse the Worcester plan. 


Letter 281: Dr. Jo Loughnane 
Private Citizens: Hull 


LETTER 282 / 


April 19, 1999 


To Whom It May Concern: 


Iam a resident of 8 HarborView Road Hull, Ma. I am writing to inform you of 
disapproval of runway 14/32 


I have lived at this address for 3 4 years and I still wake up every night because a jet has 

flown too low and the noise is very loud. I have called numerous times to Massport 

Noise Abatement, however I feel that my complaints means nothing. How will I live 

with additional Noise Pollution!! 2 82.1 


At times we lie in bed and the lights from the jets actually shines in my children’s and my 
own eyes. 


Hopefully the new runway will receive enough negativity to stop the once quiet and 


remote town of Hull. 


Sincerely, 


Cpecnntl 1) eSeralgl— 


Jeannette MacDonald 
8 HarborView Road 
Hull, Ma 02045 
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Letter 282 
Jeannette MacDonald 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Code = Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Disapproval of Runway 14/32 and concerns about The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 
' additional noise and bright lights from airplanes. _ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is i 
i _ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
_ by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 
_ aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 
_ construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
_ more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 
_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hullis 
_ further from the airport than those communities impacted by 
"arrivals to Runway 15L/R, 4L/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 
call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate in this 
_ direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 
_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 
_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 
has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 
allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 
_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 
_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 
Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 

_ exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 

runway would help to improve. 


Alternatives 


_ Runway 14/32 
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Letter 283 
James McCaffery 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Opposes Runway 14/32 because of noise, low flying The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

_ planes. _ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is : 
i _ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
_ by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 
"aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 
construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
_ More than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 
_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hull is 

_ further from the airport than those communities impacted by 
arrivals to Runway 15U/R, 4U/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 

- call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate in this : 
_ direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 

- Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 

_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 

_ allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 

_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 

_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 

_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


"Impacts 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 

_ exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 
runway would help to improve. 
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~ LETTER 284 


Kimberly Iris Mills 
8 Beacon Road 
Hull, Massachusetts 02045 


April 17, 1999 
. 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 20" Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


2841 


Tam writing to you in response to the Proposed runway at Logan Airport. I am for 
the expansion of Logan airport 100%; however, the effect of the runway to my 


by adding noise pollution. Hull already has at least 70,000 flights causing noise and air ? 8 4 ? 
pollution. The proposed funway would add 50,000 mn--- °* ” rappens not only would our . 
quality of life suffer, but our property v-l- 'L 


pattern that flies almost directly ove tn attendance at Hull 
High there were numerous times th: - The additional runway 
would direct flights directly over thre not acceptable and 
neither is the new Proposed runway. 


Already in Hull the schools avr) ray) JA ion. There is a flight 


We are a small, quite, working _..53 community and J feel that the state is targeting 28 4 3 
Hull because we are in a lower social economic class then other towns. Please do not : 
disrupt our peaceful town. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 284 
Kimberly Iris Millis 


Private Citizens: Hull 


Topic 2 Comment 


_ Lam for the expansion of Logan airport...however, the 

_ effect of the runway to my neighborhood in Hull might 

_ Negate any benefit...planes [flying] directly over the length 
_ of Hull. I believe this would lessen the quality of life...by 

_ adding noise pollution. 


_ Hull already has at least 70,000 flights causing noise and 
_ air pollution. The proposed runway would add 50,000 
ore... 

eel that the state is targeting Hull because we are ina 
_ lower social economic class than other towns. 


Justice 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

- Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

' from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 
- exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 


_ Refer to response to Comm 


Response 


runway would help to impro 


Refer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora. 


_ discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. Low-income 

_ and minority populations were defined in accordance with : 
_ Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, 

» and the Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 

_ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of 
_ low-income populations was expanded to include households 
_ at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there 
_ is no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income _ 
_ and minority populati 


rred Alternative. - 


Letter 284: Kimberly Iris Millis 
Private Citizens: Hull 


LETTER 285 


WILLIAM M. REID 
Post Office Box 877 - Allerton Station 
Hull, Massachusetts 02045-0877 
E-Mail: billjan@mediaone.net 


(781) 925-0236 


April 14, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 02205 


Gentlemen: 

I write in opposition to the construction of Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport. 

The proposed expansion of Logan follows from the conclusion that the Boston metropolitan area 
needs more space for increased air traffic. I have no basis for doubting the assumption. However, 
I think it makes no sense to burden the people who live in existing flight corridors with more noise 
and pollution. Instead, why not do what other cities faced with similar concerns have done? 

New York has three major airports. Houston has three (note that Houston has taken advantage of 
the closed military airport at Ellington Field south of the city). Dallas has two (note that DFW is 


further away in time than Worcester), Chicago has two. Washington-Baltimore boasts three. So 
*t we build a new regional airport like Denver? Or use Hanscom. Or why not make 285.1 


. Runway 14/32's flight path will put aircraft directly over the Hull peninsula thereby exacerbating the 28 4) ? 


Please don’t build Runway 14/32 and degrade my life. Thank you. 


Sincerely, 


William M. Reid 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 285 
William M. Reid 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
_ Regional | ...why don't we build a new regional airport like Denver? Because the development of a second major airport would 
_ Transportation _ Airports : Or use Hanscom. Or why not make Worcester Airport an _ require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
: : _ alternative destination by building an access route to it _ review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 
: from the Mass Pike? _ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 


_ demand over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field’s potential 

_ service area overlaps with the service areas for 

_ several airports that already have the necessary 

_ infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 
_ Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 

_ Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 

_ improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside 

- facilities and airfields. 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental : 

_ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 

_ inthe analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 

_ Serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 

"already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 

» operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 

_ activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 

_ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 
newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

_ services to short-haul regional markets ~ Trenton, Buffalo, 

_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 

_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 

' operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

- commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its : 

_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 

_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 

_ aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 

_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 

_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 

- commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 

a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

_ passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 

_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 

_ passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

_ commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

_ (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 

_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

_ Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 

__ of Hanscom Field. 


_ Massport supports improved access to the Worcester 

_ Regional Airport. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR for the status of the Worcester Access Road 
_ project. 


Letter 285: William M. Reid 
Private Citizens: Hull 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Comment Response 
Runway 14/32's flight path will...[exacerbate] already The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 


| pervasive noise. | Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 
: _ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 
_ aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 
' construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
_ More than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 
_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hull is 
_ further from the airport than those communities impacted by 
_ arrivals to Runway 15U/R, 4L/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 
call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate inthis 
_ direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 
_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 
northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 
has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 
allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 
_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 
_ Runway 33/82 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
__ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 

_ exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 
_ runway would help to improve. 


Letter 285: William M. Reid 
Private Citizens: Hull 


LETTER 286 / 


Seecctowy oS Envivenmenta\ AG. Tres I Op (99.2 
Ate on: Me OfRece. 

exe) Com|ovalye Sheet 20M Flop 

TBoston MA O2205 ‘ 


ease Tugsley: 
Lam wating 1h eppeosthiy +t runwoy Yf/a2, 
hiving close +e A MALS cry haadts assets mel liallttes, 
Loegnn Aurport is bat ond vtently hae become move Maloubd, Rhea 
MSidents at {hoo , 086 4 
Le do not mind planes Rying ovchead sup) up high nthe 
sky. Bat they Ae getting lower, Skimming roof tops , a slit 
Axasgetohen., -. but sounds Like Ub, 
Masspot claims ub does not heave Conbyol ovsc planes hes 
Veer lb Flo lt paths o- fu +sn low, theceSwe the Whousht NN Mave 
planes ove tll that no ene seems sto be able He combo\ és very 
Upsethig Sede they cannot allewate the Present Impact, pnw does 
Mass pot Claim this new Unway will rst cause US move problems? 
“There ave so many comceens such as the high Petenty< ef 286.2 
VOC - volatile Cryana Compomido, whic we Understand already Surpass 
| Shite ome- how shindards at tyes. The trae im pact is already 
Send ing, Many Havelecs to Areex etn though we have sone. aou a 286.3 
ophoms with the water bamnsit. 
Mass poet claims this Vana Foe ee smallee ayy, fees 
Why Mot use other Girputs Ge dyat 7 Vases tank tan e bush ess, 086 4 
os itis, Spread the lourdew ent yrther than hirthing (oom ya 


Communi tres Lutn harder, 


Ee Pisin dneceoeetns 8) the Proper term, but know toe 


sa beacon’ at the Geast oak shien is Hal. Th used 
te be at Caste sland. A pilet Prrcnd <etch Hie eurn moving 286.5 
hat ty teddeckes contd help alleurale part i the Problem, 
Masspnt admits itt has Problems vote stevminal SPace , 
treke-hag , banage handling - Mh Some Pont, it worth «een 286.6 
Haw has to be a lidad 4 jean many Passensecs and planes Lo Aw 
Can handle. They should cencertberte on hav to Provide. quak, 
Sewices i shead 4 burlding Ont he nunusciy whi they call a 
Shurvt-temn NINA: hey swuuld we Planning eta: eevee: 
Our Wahi That they Cannes} handle, otk peale pricing onck roach 
yo othee airports. There's only so big they can qet.T. de wet 286.7 
Believe they ore planing Well ee Aes IncveaSes aoWeast+ Tee 
home not eommuniceted Hrd. 
Sa er Massput needs +s deal ochre ds Problems and 
tt witl be beneRetal to sueuyone- 1f ob Can do that wrtrect creah rg 
Fiethe problems while many Gus are SHU ying to get some, 
velvet Rom present Problems we Mink they Con clo pore. bo 
Alleviate. 7 
ease, de vot let Them Seed Camage the quabcy dh ee 
mM Hak 
Sincerely. 
~ Roberh KJ, 
IS & Syreet 
ull MA o2621 5 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 2 


/ AirQuality 


286.2 


_ NAAQS 
286.3 | Ground Access to 
: _ Transportation 


» Logan 


Letter 286: Robert Ridolfi 
Private Citizens: Hull 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 286 
Robert Ridolfi 


Private Citizens: Hull 


Comment 


| am writing in opposition of runway 14/32. | do not mind 
planes flying overhead—up high...But they are getting 

: lower...Massport claims it does not have control over 

: planes that veer off flight paths or fly too low, therefore, 

_ the thought of more planes over Hull That no one seems 
: to be able to control is very upsetting. 


_ The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
_ the airport’s efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 
_ environmentally responsible manner. The construction of 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 would prevent the significant 

_ drop in airfield capacity that now occurs during 

_ northwest wind conditions. The runway would not increase 

_ Logan Airport’s normal operating capacity of 


Response 


_ approximately 120 operations per hour which is available 
» Nearly 80 percent of the year, but rather would allow this 
_ capacity to be maintained more consistently. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is : 
_ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
_ by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 
_ aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 

_ construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
_ more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 
_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hull is 

_ further from the airport than those communities impacted by 

_ arrivals to Runway 15L/R, 4U/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 
call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate in this 
_ direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 
_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 

_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 

_ allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 


but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 


» Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 
"exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 


_uthe high percentage of VOC - Volatile Organic. 
_ Compounds... already surpass state one-hour standards 
at times. 


The traffic impact is already sending many travelers to 
_ Green even though we have some good options with the 


water transit. 


_ runway would help to improve. 


. _ There is no state or federal standard for VOCs for any . 
» averaging time. 


| Comment noted. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
286.4 Regional Regional .why not use other airports for [smaller aircraft]? There are two categories of small plane activity at : 
_ Transportation Airports _ Logan Airport. One category is general aviation activity which 


: : : i ' consists of private, business, and air-taxi operations. 
_ Hanscom Field effectively serves as a general aviation 

: _ teliever airport to Logan Airport, accommodating 

_ 183,000 general aviation operations compared to 

_ 32,000 general aviation operations at Logan Airport. The 
_ second category consists of scheduled commercial 
_ Operations by regional airlines with non-jet, commuter aircraft. 
_ In 1998, there were over 200,000 regional airline commuter 

_ operations at Logan Airport. However, Massport plays no role 
_ in the decisions of these private airlines and is prohibited by 
_ federal statutes to regulate the air service routes or service 

_ levels of the airlines. Regional airlines are unlikely to move a 
_ significant number of these flights to other airports, since 

_ these airlines are either owned by larger airlines or have 

_ marketing agreements with the larger airlines which allow 

_ regional airline passengers traveling to Logan Airport to 

- connect to flights operated by the larger airlines. 

_ Approximately 50 percent of passengers on regional airline 
flights connect to other flights at Logan Airport. 


| Alternatives = Other Non- __...but | know there is a "beacon" at the Coast Guard 
_ Construction Station in Hull. It used to be at Castle Island... even 
_ Alternatives moving that to Peddocks could help alleviate part of the 
| problem. 


_ Unable to discern the commentors concern. 


Runway 14/32 


Massport...has problems with terminal space, ticketing, The Airside analysis evaluates delays related to inefficiencies 

_ baggage handling...there has to be a limit to how many _of the airfield and does not include delays related to aircraft 

| passengers and planes Logan can handle. They should » waiting to access gates or outmoded terminals and terminal 

_ concentrate on how to provide quality services instead of facilities. Massport and individual airlines are currently 

© building another runway which they call a short-term _ undertaking redevelopment of the landside portion of the 

' remedy. ' airport (i.e., terminals, roadways, etc.). These projects are 

_ also required to undergo environmental review. For 

_ Terminal A, Delta Air Lines received environmental approval 

_ for its proposed terminal replacement project in late 1999. 

_ Logan Airport's 1999 ESPR (formerly GEIR) reports on 

- cumulative impacts of Logan Airport’s landside and airside 
operations. 


[Massport] should be planning how to decrease air traffic The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ Pricing that they cannot handle, with peak pricing and routingto © DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 
: © other airports. _ demand management alternative at Logan Airport. The 

_ analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 
- airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 
_ capacity of the airport, and provides an assessment of the 
- extent of benefits form PPP under such circumstances. 
_ Additional analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 of this 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 
_ and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 
_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
_ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 
efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
_ analysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 
_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 
_ they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 
_ occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 
_ northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 
_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 
_ reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


"286.6 Altematives 


Letter 286: Robert Ridolfi 
Private Citizens: Hull 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 


287.2 Regional ~=———=Regional 
_ Transportation —_ Airports 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 287 
J.D. Russell 


Private Citizens: Hull 


Comment 


_ We are opposed to the runway expansion at Logan 
_ Airport. There are too many flights now without adding 
_ more.The noise level will be unbearable. 


Response 
The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 


_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 
_ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
_ by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 
_ aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 

_ construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
' more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that | 
_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hull is 

_ further from the airport than those communities impacted by 
arrivals to Runway 15U/R, 4U/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 
Call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate inthis 
"direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 
_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 
_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 

- allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 
_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 

_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22 and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 


exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 


» runway would help to improve. 


_ It's time to find an alternative site for additional flights. 

i _ and congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed 
_ Project to reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport 
_ must be implemented in the near term to address current and 
_ future operating conditions. 


A second major airport is not a solution to the current delay 


Letter 287: J.D. Russell 
Private Citizens: Hull 


LETTER 288 


7 Christine Rd. 
Hull, MA 02045 
April 9, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental A ffairs 
ATT: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No.10458 
100 Cambridge Street 20" Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Sir: 


The townspeople of Hull, especially those at the northern tip of Hull, have been 
bombarded with the sound of departing and arriving aircraft for more than 30 2 88.1 
years. No amount of calls to the Massport complaint line has ever made any kind 

of difference or change. 


I feel that no matter how many letters you receive in protest of Runway 14/32, 
Massport will do whatever it feels like doing-but I am protesting and I am 
opposed to the expansion and building of Runway 14/32. 


Cordially, 


fon Mg 


Anne M. Rogers 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 288 
Ann M. Rogers 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


88.1 = Alternatives The townspeople of Hull, especially those at the northern | The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 
| tip of Hull, have been bombarded with the sound of _ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 
| departing and arriving aircraft for more than 30 years... more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
| am protesting and | am opposed to the expansion and _ by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 


» building of Runway 14/32. ' aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 

i _ construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
_ more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 
_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hull is 
_ further from the airport than those communities impacted by 
arrivals to Runway 15L/R, 4L/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 
- call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate in this 
' direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since : 
_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 
_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 
_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 
_ allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 
_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 
_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 
either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 
' exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 
runway would help to improve. : 


Letter 288: Ann M. Rogers 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Lisa J. Scannell LETTER 289 


24 Channel Street 
Hull, MA 02045 


April 20, 1999 
‘ 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley — EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 20" floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Re: OPPOSED to Runway 14/32 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Tam writing to express my strong opposition to Massport’s proposed new runway, 14/32. 
My concern is that the new runway will allow more flights into and out of Logan Airport. 
As a resident of Hull, I already have too many airplanes flying over my house, beginning at 
4:54 a.m. each day. Runway 14/32 will substantially increase the air traffic over my 
neighborhood. 


In addition to my own Personal concerns, I have other reservations regarding any efforts 
to increase capacity at Logan. One is the traffic on the ground. Getting to and from Logan 


airport traffic will only make the current situation worse. 


As a frequent user of Logan Airport, I applaud efforts to make the Operation more 
efficient. However, increased air traffic will mean longer waits at ticket counters, baggage 
_ Carrousels, and taxi lines. I would rather see Massport continue to pursue alternatives to 
Logan such as Worcester and, possibly, Hanscom. 


Please consider the negative impact that Runway 14/32 will have in terms of noise and air 


pollution for all‘of the surrounding communities, Thank you. 


Sincerely, 


isa J. Scannell 


289.1 


289.2 


289.3 


289.4 
289.5 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 289 
Lisa J. Scannell 


Private Citizens: Hull 


Code 


Topic 1 


Topic 2 


» Runway 14/32 


_ too many airplanes flying over my house, beginning at 
| 4:54 a.m. each day. 


Access to 
_ Logan 


_ Ground 
Transportation : increase capacity at Logan. One is the traffic on the 

i | ground. Getting to and from Logan can be a nightmare 
_ even with the new tunnel and increased water 


_ transportation. 


Access to 
Logan 


[Traffic to Logan] has a negative impact on the air 
Transportation 


quality in Boston. 


Letter 289: Lisa J. Scannell 
Private Citizens: Hull 


| am writing to express my strong opposition to Massport's 
| proposed new runway, 14/32...the new runway will allow 
_ more flights into and out of Logan Airport...I already have 


I have other reservations regarding any efforts to. 


Response 


' The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 

_ by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of : 

_ aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 

" construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 

_ more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 

» impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hull is 

_ further from the airport than those communities impacted by 

arrivals to Runway 15L/R, 4U/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 

_ call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate in this 

_ direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 

_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since : 

_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 

_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 

allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 

_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 
Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 

_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 
either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 
Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 

- exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 

runway would help to improve. 


_ The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
"airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 
Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
» strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 
_ runway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating 
_ Capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
operations. 


_ Refer to response to Comment 289.2. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 


Comment Response 


289.4 Alternatives As a frequent user of Logan Airport, | applaud efforts to The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

_ make the operation more efficient...increased air traffic _ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
will mean longer waits at ticket counters, baggage airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
| carrousels and taxi lines. . _ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 


_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
__ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 

_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating 
"capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. 


Regional | would rather see Massport continue to pursue Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
| Transportation —_ Airports _ alternatives to Logan such as Worcester and, possibly, _ discussion of the specific role played by the regional : 
: / : Hanscom. _ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken : 
: _ to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 

_ recognized and has been a proponent of options to 

_ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 

_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 

_ Options to Logan Airport. In the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport 

_ identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that could be 

_ absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 

_ TF. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 

_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 

_ these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 

__ traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 

_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 

_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be : 

_ achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play | 

_ an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 

_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 

_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 

_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 

_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 

| necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 


Letter 289: Lisa J. Scannell 
Private Citizens: Hull 


LETTER 290 


Arthur Puglsey Franklyn and Barbara Schafer - 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs: 28 Standish Avenue 

100 Cambridge Street , 20" Floor P.O. Box 502 

Boston, MA 02205 Hull, MA 02045 


8 
s 


21 April 1999 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 
We wish to register our opposition to proposed runway 14/32. 


The noise level over our home, at this time, is already unbearable. We do 
not want it to be increased. 


We seriously question the validity of an additional runway and feel the 


present advertising campaign being circulated, by those in favor, is very 
misleading with 2. to the facts. 


Hu . if él 
A n “LL (ul Cr wary 


Code  Topici Topic 2 


_ Runway 14/32 


Alternatives 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 290 


Franklyn and Barbara Schafer 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Comment 


: We wish to register our opposition to proposed runway 
: 14/32. The noise level over our home, at this time, is 
_ already unbearable. We do not want it to be increased. 


Letter 290: Franklyn and Barbara Schafer 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Response 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 


_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

_ More consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 

_ by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of : 

_ aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 

_ construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 

_ more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that | 

_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hullis 

_ further from the airport than those communities impacted by 

_ arrivals to Runway 15L/R, 4L/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 

_ call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate inthis 
direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 

- percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 

_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 

_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 

_ allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 

_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 

_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 

_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

- below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 

~ exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 
_ runway would help to improve. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 291 
Sean Shanahan 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


: Lam writing to voice my opposition to...Runway 14/32, _ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 
: due to the increase in noise... _ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 
: _ More consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hullis affected — 
_ by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 
_ aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 
_ construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
_ more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 
impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hull is 
_ further from the airport than those communities impacted by 
arrivals to Runway 15L/R, 4U/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 
call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate inthis 
» direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
" percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since ; 
- Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 
_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 

has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 
_ allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 
_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 
_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 
_ exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 
_ runway would help to improve. 


— 291.2 == Ground ' Access to _ Lam writing to voice my opposition to...Runway 14/32, _ The Preferred Alternative, and specifically un ona 
_ Transportation — Logan _ due to the increase in traffic... _ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 

_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

- 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 

_ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 

_on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 

_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating 

_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft _ 

_ operations. 


, _ The growth in emissions over time will occur with or without the 
Airside Project. However, the Preferred Alternative presents a 
_ significant decrease in emissions compared to the 
- No Action Alternative. 


Dispersion modeling shows no violation of the NAAQS. 


Letter 291: Sean Shanahan 
Private Citizens: Hull 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
291.4 _ General 1am writng to voice my opposition to...Runway 14/32 due The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
: Opposition _ to the... detrimental effects [the increase in noise, traffic,  DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 
: _ and pollution will have] upon the Boston and surrounding —_ Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
_ communities qualities of life. _ scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 


_ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 

_ programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 

_ associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
are described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 


Letter 291: Sean Shanahan 
Private Citizens: Hull 


aperry =i) Group 
Marketing « Design © Production 
43 Farina Road Hull, MA 02045 


i - a ile: 781 367-7939 
all Sparyocan te 2213 LETTER 292 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge St. 

20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

I am strongly Opposed to Massport's Proposed runway, 14/32. 

When | moved here from Winthrop 10 years ago, the primary reason was to escape the 
Constant noise from Logan. 

Most Hull residents | have spoken to feel as | do. We have far more noise from the air- 821 
port now, than we did just a few years ago, and it is already at a borderline intolerable 

level. I live and work here and it makes too many hours of my day unpleasant, unpro- 

ductive and perhaps unhealthy. 


| would suggest that you watch the videotape of the April 13 Hull Selectmen’s meeting 

to get a full understanding of the issue as it affects Hull residents. If you do, you will 

see Massport's representative Ms. Betty Derosiers’ attempt to talk her Way around the 

direct questions of a very frustrated board of selectmen. She dodged questions about 

intended growth in flights. She said it was impossible to “cap” operations and could 

not consider changing the laws (policy's) that govern such caps. (How did they manage 292.2 


path of pilots using Logan. Most frustrating was the totally bogus charts Massport 999 9 
Derosiers doa very bad job explaining away the faulty noise monitors put in place in 290.4 
Hull. . 

You will see an Organization so determined to make this runway a reality that they are 29) A 
willing to ignore the 17 of 19 CARE communities who Oppose the runway. If your office . 
made decisions based on arrogance, this case would be closed. The operational fact is 

that Hull is subject to noise levels that should motivate your Office to block this runway. 


Thank you for your concern for the envirionment in which we live. 


Yours truly, 


Crete SL erey 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 292 

Gerard J. Sperry 
Sperry Group 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 
_ We have far more noise from the airport now, than we did just _ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is more 
_ afew years ago, and itis already ata borderline intolerable  _ consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected bythe 
level. use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of aircraft arriving 
_ to the northwest does increase with construction of the runway, 

_ but this is due to the PRAS goals more than any other factor. 

_ Since the Runway 33 arrivals that impact Hull approach primarily 

_ over water, and since Hull is further from the airport than those 

_ communities impacted by arrivals to Runway 15L/R, 4U/R, or 

_ 22UR, the PRAS goals call for 42 percent of the equivalent 

_ arrivals to operate in this direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted 

_ for approximately 27 percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, 

_ and since Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand has 

_ increased over the years. Construction of the runway allows 

_ better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, but even 

_ with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the Runway 33/32 

_ direction never reach the goal of 42 percent under any fleet 

- scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 
_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, either 
_ onnew Runway 32 or because of greater use of Runway 33L. i 
_ However, the noise exposure levels resulting from these 
_ increased operations remains several decibels below 60 DNL as 
indicated by the specific point analysis at Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 
- 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These 
levels are nearly 20 dB below the highest exposure in Winthrop 
__ and 15 dB below the exposure in parts of East Boston and 
Revere, which the new runway would help to improve. 


292.2 . Altematives 4 Other Non- Why is it not possible to cap growth in flights as was done in The Airside Project will not change Logan Airport's airfield 
: _ Construction Washington, D.C.? _ capacity of approximately 120 aircraft operations per hour. 
_ Alteratives _ Regarding caps on airport operations, federal constitutional 


_ provisions (preemption, commerce clauses, equal protection), 

_ federal aviation statutes and regulations, and contractual 

_ provisions related to covenants in connection with the Federal 

_ Airport Improvement Program grants which Massport receives, 
restrict Massport's ability to control the number of aircraft 

_ operations at Logan Airport. Massport has undertaken a 

_ comprehensive mitigation program, such as Logan Airport Noise 

_ Rules, for those areas that fall within its powers as proprietor of 

irport, which are not preempted under federal law. 


Masspor's charts incorrectly show fight paths that miss Hull Graphics have been updated, supplemented and corrected, 


and | 


Environmental _ Public Process | Massportis ignoring 17 of the 19 CARE communities 
_ Review Process _ _ opposing the runway. 


Letter 292: Gerard J. Sperry, Sperry Group 
Private Citizens: Hull 


LETTER 293. 


11, Crest Road 
Hull, MA 02045 


April 21, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 


Attention: MEPA Office 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley — EOEA No. 10458 


100 Cambridge Street 20" floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Re: OPPOSED to Runway 14/32 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


I am writing to express my strong opposition to Massport’s Proposed new runway, 14/32. 
As a resident of Hull, I already have too many airplanes flying over my house. Runway 


Please consider alternatives to Logan expansion such as improved access to Worcester 


Airport and other regional airpo 


Thank you. 


rt solutions, 


Sincerely, 


Mas Sullivan 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 293 


E. Vincent Sullivan 


Private Citizens: Hull 


Comment 


| proposed new runway, 14/32...1 already have too many 
"airplanes flying over my house. 


“Alteratives Runway 14/32 
i : over my neighborhood. This will increase noise and air 


pollution for our entire town. 


| am writing to express my strong opposition to Massport's 


: piney vl CEERI CCR aE - ere Dacre tt na 


Response 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 
_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is : 
_ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
_ by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of : 
- aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 

_ construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
_ more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 
_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hullis 
further from the airport than those communities impacted by 
" artivals to Runway 15L/R, 4U/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 

- call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate inthis 
_ direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 
_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 
_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 

_ allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 
_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 

_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 
_ exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 


nway would help to improve. 


Letter 293: E. Vincent Sullivan 
Private Citizens: Hull 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code Topic 1 Comment Response 

293.3 Regional Please consider alternatives to Logan expansion suchas _ Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 
| Transportation Airports | improved access to Worcester Airport and other regional _ City of Worcester to aggressively market the 
i : _ airport solutions. - Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 


involvement with Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 

operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 

Since January 2000 Massport has attracted three new 

airlines to Worcester Regional Airport. Delta Connection 

began serving Worcester Regional Airport with two daily 

nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta on 

_ February 1, 2000 and will be increasing its service to three 

_ daily flights in April 2001. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle 

» began service to New York JFK Airport with three daily 

_ Nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. In February 

- 2001, PanAm began daily scheduled service from Worcester 

© to Orlando International Airport. Massport is in ongoing 

_ discussions with other carriers regarding potential new 

_ services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition to the 

_ Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has pursued a variety 

_ of initiatives to promote the use of other regional airports and 

_ travel modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth 

_ pressures at Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, 

_ Massport and Governor Cellucci co-sponsored a 

_ Regional Transportation Summit of the New England 

' Governors and transportation officials. The Summit focused 

_ on joint marketing among the New England commercial 

_ service airports and the joint promotion of rail and road 
initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced regional 
transportation system. A second summit was held in Rhode 

_ Island in December 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 

_ Masspor'’s regional transportation planning initiatives. 

_ Massport disagrees that its record in diverting traffic to other 

_ airports is unsuccessful. Since 1996 eight out of 

_ ten new passengers in New England were directed to 

_ regional airports, which include T.F. Green/Providence, 

_ Worcester Regional, and Manchester airports. In 1999, 

_ Massport estimates that regional airports attracted 2.4 million 

_ passengers, that would have otherwise used Logan Airport. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 

and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 

_ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

_ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
analysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 
reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 
they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 

_ occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 
northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 

_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to : 

_ reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


Letter 293: E. Vincent Sullivan 
Private Citizens: Hull 


LETTER 294 


2 Christine Road 
Hull, MA 02045 
April 1, 1999 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge St. 
20" Floor 


Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Sir: 
I wish to go on record as strongly opposing the expansion of Logan Airport with the addition of 
Runway 14/32 as Proposed. 


Currently, air traffic patterns route airliners directly over our neighborhood, instead of over the 
Ocean as we understand was Suggested by Massport in the past. The air traffic over our home on the Hull 
Peninsula is unbearable now without the additional burden such as the introduction of a new runway would 
bring. 


Thank you for your attention to this matter. 


Geraldine M. Townsend 
2 Christine Road 
Hull, MA 02045. 


2941 
294.2 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 294 
Geraldine M. Townsend 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Comment Response 


294.1 Alternatives = Runway 14/32 ___ | wish to go on record as strongly opposing the expansion _ Runway 14/32 would shift 75,000 flights over water, while 
: : of Logan Airport with the addition of Runway 14/32 as _ reducing total number of nighttime flights. Additionally, by 
: proposed. Currently, air traffic patterns route airliners _ increasing the number of operations over water, 


_ Runway 14/32 reduces the total annual hours of dwell and 


' directly over our neighborhood, instead of over the ocean 
persistence over populated areas. 


as we understand was suggested by Massport in the past. 


The air traffic over our home on the Hull Peninsula is Refer to response to Comment 294.1. 
| unbearable now without the additional burden such as the _ 


_ introduction of a new runway would bring. : 


Letter 294: Geraldine M. Townsend 
Private Citizens: Hull 


LETTER 295 


2 Christine Road 
Hull, MA 02045 
April 1, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley — EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge St. 

20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Sir: 
I wish to go on record as strongly opposing the expansion of Logan Airport with the addition of 
Runway 14/32 as proposed. 


Thank you for your attention to this matter. 


Sincerely, 
Zz a 


. a 4 ° , ee 
William E. Townsend POLL 
2 Christine Road 


Hull, MA 02045 


295.1 
295.2 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 295 


William E. Townsend 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Code Topic1 Topic 2 Comment 


| wish to go on record as strongly opposing the expansion 
_ of Logan Airport with the addition of Runway 14/32 as 
: proposed. Currently, air traffic patterns route airliners 
' directly over our neighborhood, instead of over the ocean 


The air traffic over our home on the Hull Peninsula is 
_ unbearable now without the additional burden such as the 
_ introduction of a new runway would bring. 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred — 

_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is : 
_ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
_ by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 

_ aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 

_ construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
_ more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 
_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hullis 
further from the airport than those communities impacted by 
arrivals to Runway 15L/R, 4L/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 

_ call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate in this 
_ direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 


Response 
Runway 14/32 would shift 75,000 flights over water, while 


_ reducing total number of nighttime flights. Additionally, by 

_ increasing the number of operations over water, 

_ Runway 14/32 reduces the total annual hours of dwell and 
as we understand ‘was suggested | by ‘Massport i in the Past. 


persistence over populated areas. 


percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 


_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 

_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 

_ allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 
_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 

' Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 


_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 
_ exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 
_ runway would help to improve. 


Letter 295: William E. Townsend 
Private Citizens: Hull 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Cod Topic 1 Topic 2 


96.1 


Runway 14/32 


Alternatives 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 296 
William A. Weiser 


Private Citizens: Hull 


Comment 


lam "opposed to Runway 14/32". On some days for hours 


: on end (like 12) planes go over my house every 60 to 90 
seconds. 


Letter 296: William A. Weiser 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Response 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 


_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 
| more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
_ by the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 
_ aircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 

_ construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
_ more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that 
_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hullis 
further from the airport than those communities impacted by 
arrivals to Runway 15U/R, 4U/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 

_ Call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate in this 
_ direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 

_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 
_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 

_ allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 
_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 

_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
_ under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Alternative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, 

_ either on new Runway 32 or because of greater use of 

_ Runway 33L. However, the noise exposure levels resulting 

_ from these increased operations remains several decibels 

_ below 60 DNL as indicated by the specific point analysis at 

_ Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, and E-1 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 20 dB 

_ below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 
- exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 
_ runway would help to improve. 


LETTER 297 


Robert M. Carney 
Wanda C. Willard — 
45 Farina Road 
Hull, MA 02045 


April 20, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


Re: Proposed Runway 14/32 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


We are writing to express our strong Opposition to proposed Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport. As 
residents of Hull, we are somewhat accustomed to aircraft traffic and its associated noise. 
However, the recent proposal to add a runway 14/32 to Logan and increase the air traffic over our 
community and other communities will clearly have a substantial adverse impact on the citizens of 
the affected communities including the diminished quality of life and the diminution of property 
values. We are not alone in our concern. All of our friends and neighbors have felt the effects 
from the aircraft noise. 


Depending on weather conditions and on certain days, there is a seemingly unending parade of 
aircraft over the Hull Village area of town where we live. Although the hours for such flights were 
to be limited to “waking” hours, we have been awakened after 11:00 p.m. and before 6:00 a.m. 
countless times. In fact, we have taken to sleeping with a fan on in our bedroom to mask the 
sound of planes. On Sunday afternoons in Particular, the aircrait noise often prevents the use of 
our deck and the enjoyment of our yard due to the frequent and repeated roar and whine of 
airplanes approaching and departing Logan. To give you some perspective, most large commercial 
aircraft are low enough for us to clearly see the aircraft landing gear being deployed or retracted. 
We would agree to have noise measuring instruments in or on our home so the real effect could be 
recorded for analysis. 


As you can imagine, this barrage of noise is extremely disruptive. The proposed runway will more 
than double the number of flights over our home and surrounding neighborhoods and 
communities. The effect of this traffic will turn our home, our town and the affected communities 
into a noise ridden string of flight paths. We ask you to imagine sports fields where childrens’ 
Soccer games are interrupted because a referee’s whistle can’t be heard over the din of planes, or a 
day at the beach punctuated not by waves crashing or the cry of sea gulls but by an endless roar of 
a line of aircraft across the horizon. Please consider this community and other similarly situated 
communities in performing the MEPA review process. 


Apart from our personal feelings and the personal effects described above, we are equally 
concerned about the approval process Massport has embarked on. Massport has sought to 
abrogate its agreements with affected communities and to overturn a court order to undertake what 
appears to be a flawed and short-sighted plan of disruptive expansion. There have been very few 
real opportunities to be heard on a local and/or a regional level. Information disseminated by 
Massport has been short on objective analysis and/or inconsistent with recognized methodologies. 


297.1 


297.2 


297.3 
297.4 


Ly 


April 20, 1999 
Page 2 


What’s even more shocking about this approach is that it is supported to large extent by public 
funds. : 
We and our neighbors recognize that Boston, as a major city and a tourist and business destination, 


Proposed new runway is a costly -- on both fiscal and societal levels ~ and poorly-devised plan. 
Moreover, by increasing air traffic into Boston Massport runs the very real risk of diminishing the 


noise. As frequent travelers, we find that most major U.S. cities have at least two significant 
‘commercial airports in the near vicinity, one of which is located outside of the congestion of the 
city. It strikes us that Hanscom Airport, with its almost immediate accessibility to Route 128 and 
other major arteries, could serve this role and should be reviewed. 


We urge you to reconsider the expansion of Logan and consider our community and other Boston 
area Communities. We do not make this appeal as a NIMBY argument. Rather, we ask that the 


throughout the metropolitan Boston region and not simply on Boston’s neighborhoods and the 
surrounding towns and communities. 


Cobbler | wif 


Robert M. Carn d Wanda C. Willard 
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Letter 297 
Robert M. Carney and Wanda C. Willard 
Private Citizens: Hull 


Topic 2 Comment 


: Runway 14/32 | Weare writing to express our strong opposition to proposed 
| Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport...the recent proposal to add a 
_ tunway 14/32 to Logan and increase the air traffic. ..will clearly 
|_...[diminish] quality of life and.. property values 


Response 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred Altemative 

would promote runway use in a manner that is more consistent with 

nnual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected by the use of Runway 

33/32 arrivals. The total number of aircraft arriving to the northwest 

loes increase with construction of the runway, but this is due to the 

PRAS goals more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 

_artivals that impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since 

_ Hullis further from the airport than those communities impacted by 

__aiivals to Runway 15U/R, 4U/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals call for 

_ 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate in this direction. 

Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 percent of the 

_ equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since Logan Airport has a limited 

» capacity in this direction, the northwest configuration has been 
underutilized as demand has increased over the years. Construction - 

__ of the runway allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS 

goals, but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 

_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent under 

__any fleet scenario or altemative. 


_ Operations in the vicinity of Hull increase with the Preferred 

_ Altemative primarily due to aircraft landing to the northwest, either 

_ onnew Runway 32 or because of greater use of Runway 33L. 
However, the noise exposure levels resulting from these increased 

_ operations remains several decibels below 60 DNL as indicated by 

the specific point analysis at Site 26 in Tables 6.2-8, 6.2-9, 6.2-22, 

_ and E-1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These levels are nearly 
20 dB below the highest exposure in Winthrop and 15 dB below the 

_ exposure in parts of East Boston and Revere, which the new 

"runway would help to improve. 


...We are... concemed about the approval process Massport —_—‘In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft EIS, 

_ has embarked on. Massport has sought to abrogate its _ the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS to 

_ agreements with affected communities and to overtum a court address specific issues identified by the FAA following input froma 
_ order to undertake. ..a flawed and short-sighted plan of _ SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA's direction, three 
_ disruptive expansion. _ SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the Govemor of the 
_ Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three were appointed by the 
_ Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the direction of the New England 
_ Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then 
_ met at least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000.A 
_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

» background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

_ Supplemental Drait EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters 

_ written by members of the public, concerned agencies and public 
Officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual 

_ and written presentations from the Project's technical consulting 

_ team and other independent industry experts. 


“eae 


_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the : 
_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this project 
_ adequately and properly complies with the Massachusetts 
_ Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the Certificate of the Secretary 

_ of Environmental Affairs on the DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. / 


Letter 297: Robert M. Carney and Wanda C. Willard 
Private Citizens: Hull 
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Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


297.3 | Environmental = Public Process_| There have been very few real opportunities to be heard _ There was an extensive public participation and review 
' Review | : ona local and/or a regional level. _ process during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public 
: Process _ comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 
_ the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public 

: : _ scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the — 
' subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To : 
"assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with 
_ awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport _ 
_ Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), 
| which consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 
' representatives from 24 communities surrounding 
_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry : 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
© for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to : 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 
_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 
_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 
_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 
_ CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 
_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
_ Logan Airport’s neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 
- comment period on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held 
_ two public hearings. 


' In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. Atthe 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 
_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
__and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 
_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 
_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
_ industry experts. 


‘Letter 297: Robert M. Carney and Wanda C. Willard 
Private Citizens: Hull 
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Code  Topic1 _Topic 2 Comment __ Response 
Environmental _ Public Process Information disseminated by Massport has been short on. "The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
_ Review i _ objective analysis and/or inconsistent with recognized : Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ Process | methodologies. | project adequately and properly complies with the 


_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
- by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 
_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
"and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, anda 
_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 
_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
( industry experts. 


_..studies have shown that the projected i increase ir inair — Basedon simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
_ traffic will outstrip Logan's capacity in the relatively near 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
future and that the proposed new runway is a costly--on are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
both fiscal and societal levels--and poorly-devised plan. _ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
i _ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the © 
future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
- efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
_ levels i increase. 


Runway 14/32 


Open Space! Impacts 


297.6 -by increasing air traffic into Boston Massport runs the ~The Preferred A Altemative, and | specifically unidirectional 
_ Parkland : very real risk of diminishing the value of the Boston area = Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
i : ' as a destination. Its harbor and historic neighborhoods will _ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
_ be materially affected by the increase in flights and _ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
_ resulting noise. _ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 


_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of : 
_ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate _ 
_ ononly one or two runways, compared to the typical 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating 
_ Capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. i 
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Private Citizens: Hull 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 2 


Comment 


_ Process 


| Space/Parklan _ 


_ objective analysis and/or inconsistent with recognized 
| methodologies. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


| The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 


_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. Atthe 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and _ 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
' Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 


...Studies have shown that the projected increase in air 
_ traffic will outstrip Logan's capacity in the relatively near 
_ future and that the proposed new runway is a costly--on 
_ both fiscal and societal levels--and poorly-devised plan. 


_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, anda 

_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 

_ industry experts. 

_ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 

_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions | 
__ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 

_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Altermative produces immediate and long-term 


_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 

_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the © 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 

_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
"expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 

_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows _ 


by increasing air traffic into Boston Massport runs the 

_ very real risk of diminishing the value of the Boston area 
_ as a destination. Its harbor and historic neighborhoods will 
' be materially affected by the increase in flights and 
_ resulting noise. 


"The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
- Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 


_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
_ levels increase. 


airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 


_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 
_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 


_ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating 


_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. 
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Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
| 297.7 Regional Regional __...Hanscom Airport, with its almost immediate accessibility The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
ransportation Airports | to Route 128 and other major arteries, could serve this _ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
: role [of alternate significant commercial airport in the _ in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
_ Vicinity] and should be reviewed. | Serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 


_ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 
_ operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 
_ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 
| newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 
_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 
_ services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, i 
| Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
_ operations between Hanscom and 
_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
» aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will preventits 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
_ commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
_ asignificant number of flights from Logan Airport to 
_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 
_ passengers on Logan Airport’s commuter flights connect to 
_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 
_ passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 
- commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 
_ Shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 
_ (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 
_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 
_ Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
_ of Hanscom Field. 
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Letter 298 
Unknown Commentor (illegible Signature) 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
298.1 Alternatives Peak Period _Instead of building a new runway, wouldn't it be more : pplemental R provides an 
_ Pricing © economically and environmentally sound to have smaller ©. updated discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis 
: planes pay higher fees during peak hours to help ease __ of the implications of an illustrative conceptual small 
airplane traffic[?] _ community exemption program. 


_ PPP was included among the Airside Project alternatives to 
_ address delays caused by over-scheduling. 


_ The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport 

_ is discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
analysis of a PPP Exemption program. 


298.2 ~~ Regional ~ Regional _ Instead of building a new runway, wouldn't it be more Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
| Transportation Airports © economically and environmentally sound to have shuttle _ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
_ buses that are centrally located to take people to Green RI Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 
_ and Manchester NH airports? _ development and increased passenger traffic at these 


_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 

_ strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and full use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. 

_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 
_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
_ analysis supports the conclusion greater use of the regional 
_ airports will provide passengers within the service area of 

_ such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 

_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 

_ remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 

_ will not eliminate the need for airside projects at Logan 

_ Airport. 


mmentor (Illegible Signature) 


LETTER 299 


4 


% 
We would like to register our Support for the construction of runways 
14-32 at Logan International Airport. 


ignore a basic need of our International Airport. Our airport needs a 
second runway when the winds favor the northwest. Flight safety 


Increased noise cannot possibly be used as an excuse. This 299 2 
unidirectional runway is approached over water. This fact alone should 

have residents enthused. Instead of having to stack up planes during ; 
these wind conditions for landing on the Single existing runway, the 299.3 


much less time. There are now delays which mean late evening arrivals 
that would not have to happen. 


facts are that Our airport, Streetside and airside are congested. There 
is limited terminal Space and the parking lots cannot handle more cars. 


The purpose of this runway is simple. There is a demand during all wind 
conditions and it needs to be met. Please ignore the headlines and 
stick to the facts. 


Please support this construction project. 


Robert and Katherine Strojny 
40 Murphy Road 
Hyannis, MA 02601 
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Letter 299 
Robert and Katherine Strojny 
Private Citizens: Hyannis 


Comment Response 


We would like to register our support for the construction — Comment noted. 
| of runways 14/32 at Logan International Airport. Our 

- airport needs a second runway when the winds favor the 
cry out for it. 


ly be used as an excuse. 
: This unidirection funway is is approached over water. 


Instead 0 ofh having to stack up planes during these wind 

: conditions for landing on the single existing runway, the 
_ tower will be able to space and land the same number of 
: airplanes in much less time. There are now delays which 


299.4 Alternatives _ Runway 14/32 | We cannot see...how the construction o' he Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

_ possibly be labeled as a means of increasing the flow of | Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
| traffic into Logan [since]...our airport, streetside and - airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
| airside are congested. There is limited terminal space and This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
_ the parking lots cannot handle more cars. - 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 


_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of : 
_ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 

_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating : 
_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
operations. 


Letter 299: Robert and Katherine Stronji 
Private Citizens: Hyannis 


LETTER 300 


April 20, 1999 


MEPA 
100 Cambridge Street, 20° Floor 
Boston MA 02202 


Dear Arthur Pugsley: 


Please include the following letter as written testimony AGAINST the Logan Airport 
Runway Extension. 


I purchased property and moved to Jamaica Plain last November. The purchase was preceded by careful 
research to choose a home that would afford a high quality of life. I thought I had checked out everything 
necessary to support this quality of life. 


Within ONE HOUR of moving to this property, I was devastated. The sound of airplanes was deafening. 
Planes begin flying at6 AM EVERY DAY OF THE WEEK. This noise severely impacts our home. The 
ongoing damage to hearing and nervous systems is causing serious medical problems. 


I invite anyone to come to my home at 6 AM any day of the week and listen to the thunderous sound at the 
rate of one plane avery 60 seconds. 


The Runway extension is shortsighted. The only real solution is a new airport. In lieu of this, all citizens 
of MASSACHUSETTS should share the burden via a REGIONAL solution. 


CheryTBalukonis 43 Boynton Street 3L Jamaica Plain 
617 983-9147 


300.1 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 


Regional 
_ Transportation Airports 
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Letter 300 
Cheryl Balukonis 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment 


Please include the following letter as written testimony 


Response 


_ Asecond major airport is not a solution to the current delay 
: AGAINST the Logan Airport Runway Extension...The only 
real solution is a new airport. In lieu of this, all citizens of 

: Massachusetts should share the burden via a REGIONAL 
- solution. 


and congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed 


_ Project to reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport 
_ must be implemented in the near term to address current and 
_ future operating conditions, Even if a second major airport : 
_ were to be pursued, the planning period for site selection and 


"environmental review would require ten to 15 years, in 

_ addition to a multi-year construction period. Rather, 

_ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that : 
_ includes the T.F. Green/Providence, the Manchester, andthe 
_ Worcester Regional airports. Service development and 
_ increased passenger traffic at these airports are an important 
_ part of the regions long-term strategy to accommodate 

_ passenger and activity growth. Greater use of the regional 

_ airports will provide passengers within the service area of 

_ such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 
_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 

_ remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 


_ will not eliminate the need for airside projects at 
» Logan Airport. 


Letter 300: Cheryl Balukonis 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifving numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOFA file number mav not be considered. LETTER 301 
nO fie EVEA file number mav not be considered | 


All comments must be reccived April 22. 1999 


All mail concerning the environmental impact revicw process including filings. cor ~ents. anda associated matcnals 
must be addressed to: 


Bob Durand. Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 
Boston. MA 02202 


“pe : . . awe . 
Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay of action on cominents Of no action on comments at all. 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 


Thee Olg dee a Ce adn AS dtye hon 


Name Daniel Cc. Barnet+ 
Address | 6 Aly, Paiva 
JQAMaA‘Ce OLarn, mA 


Phone O?SI2D 


o6f7 S522 O14? 
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Letter 301 
Daniel L. Barnett 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
- 301.1 | Noise, Air _ Impacts he Preferred Alternative is not expected to lead to an 
| Quality, Traffic _ impact of the ground and air congestion. The noise from increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 


» the airplanes alone is overwhelming when you add the no effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
| ground transportation problems, it is clear that proposed _ Refer to Section 4.2. 
' runway is unworkable. 


Letter 301: Daniel L. Barnett 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


VICI 40. Ural LUgaN Airside improvements EOEA #10458 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOKA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the one which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number mav not be considered. LETTER 302 


All comments must be received Apnil 22, 1999 
All mail concerning the environmental i impact review process including filings. comments, and all associated materials: 
must be addressed to: 

Bob Durand. Secretary: 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor. 

Boston. MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this Manner may result in delay of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 
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Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 
/ 302.1 Itematives Other Non- 
_ Construction 


_ Alternatives 


_ Review 
_ Process 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Letter 302 
Sarah Buchmann 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment 


: Massport has left out reasonable alternatives to Logan's 
_ plan to add more runway area. 


The 3-year deadline to file a change or project notice 
_ expired 8/98. Massport should not be allowed to file now. 


_ Massport's plan contains no 2010 noise contour. = 


| The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 


Response 


| directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 
_ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 


» levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR | 


_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 
_ discussion of regional alternatives. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 

_ and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
_ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 
efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
- analysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 

_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 
they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 

_ occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 


northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 


_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 

» reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


projections are considered to represent the range of 


_ operations and their impacts that are likely to occur over the 


_ next ten years. 


"The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “..the 


Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 


_ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs onthe 
_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


Letter 302: Sarah Buchmann 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


| Noise contours have been produced for the 29M Low, 375M 
_ High, and 2015 High Regional Jet Fleets. These various 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


3024 | Analysis _ Base Year This EIS uses outdated data from 1993 in its base case ‘The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides updated information 
' Assumptions/ _ information. | for 1998—the latest year for which actual Logan Airport data 


_ Methodologies : _ are available. 1993 was adopted as the base year when the 
| Airside Improvement studies commenced in 1994. The 
_ primary function of the Base Year analysis is to calibrate the 
airfield operation models and environmental impact models. 
_ The benefits and impacts of the action alternatives 
_ (Alternatives 1, 1A, 2 and 3) are assessed by comparing 
| these not with the base year, but with Alternative 4, the No- 
_ Action Alternative. The planning scenarios for 37.5 and 45 
_ million passengers represent a range of future activity at 
_ Logan Airport expected in the 2010 to 2020 time frame. 


_ Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
_ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
_ and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 

_ estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 

_ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 

_ methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
_ of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 

_ estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 

_ Models, which have been validated in previously published 

_ studies of Logan Airport. 


_ The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and 

_ delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report 

» for Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 

_ reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 

_ Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the 

_ RDSIM model and estimated that when activity reached 

_ 504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 

- 260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 

| forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 

_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet 

_ scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 
Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the 

_ Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that 

_ the Airside delays represent “a plausible and conservative 

estimate...” 
The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 

» delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport’s 

_ estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA’s 

20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport, 


302.5 = Purposeand Delay : While Massport calc! st per delay hour in the air he Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
| Need _ it refuses to attach a cost to problems caused by the _ DEIS/FEIR documents comply with all applicable NEPA and 
i _ negative products of its current plan-traffic, pollution, _ MEPA requirements. A cost benefit analysis is not required 
' Noise and so on. _ by federal or state law and would not provide appropriate 


- context. Cost information mentioned in the Airside Project 
_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is intended 
_ to provide analytic context. 


Letter 302: Sarah Buchmann 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


LETTER 303 


April 21, 1999 


Robert A. Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Enviromental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street — Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 A 


Prd 


Attention: MEPA Office 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


I am writing to Oppose Massport's plan to construct Runway 14/32 at 303 { 
Logan Airport as I believe this Proposal will be harmful to the Greater ‘ 
Boston area in the following ways: 


in The Commonwealth. Airplanes are not regulated for pollution control; 

more flights means more pollution. = 
Increased vehicles traveling to and from Logan will, IN EVERY INSTANCE 303. y) 

travel through these same communities. Many of these vehicles will be deisel 

which are also not regulated and which release a large amount of parti- 

culate matter. 
The economic arguments advanced for this expansion are fallacious. They 

rest, in part, on the assumption that a new Convention Center served by an 

expanded airport, luxury hotel and restaurant industry will create a regional 

economic boom with an expansion of jobs. 303 3 
Tne truth is that the increase in noise and traffic will devastate many . 

small and medium-sized businesses such as local restaurants, nightclubs and 

offices, theatres, arts and music venues, the film/location industry. aspects 

of the tourist industry which will no longer stay in local bed-—and-breakfasts 


having an airport at Logan was no help because our economy had been based 

on a few, large industries that relocated. Diversification, not airplanes, 

resurrected our economy. 3 

Airport expansion will create jobs but these jobs are likely to be 03.4 

low-wage, no benefits, dead-end jobs such as Chambermaid, airport security, 

' dishwasher etc. which don't create prosperity for anyone other than large 

banks, large developers and construction companies, large hotel and res- 

taurant owners. These industries Pump money OUT of the Boston area because 


most of the owners and/or corporate headquarters are not located in the 
Greater Boston area. 


MASSPORT, RUNWAY 14/32 
PAGE 2 


serve the majority of Logan Airport users; people who live between Routes 
128 and Route 495. Expanded airport traffic will travel over already 303 5 
Saturated roads before reaching the Central Artery and the Third Harbor : 
Tunnel¥further delaying travelers. " 
I hope you consider these and other reasons‘ sufficient to reject 
Massports MEPA EIS on the proposal to build Runway 14/32. Many alter- 
native sugestions have been offered. I ask that you encourage Massport 
to work with the Greater Boston communities and with their own Community 
Advisory Board to seek true and reasonable solutions to increasing 
air traffic. 


Thank you for this Opportunity to comment on this matter. 


Sincerely, 

Constance R, Cecil 
Lnstene te Leet 

8 Glenside Avenue 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 303 
Constance R. Cecil 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment 


_ Lam writing to oppose Massport's plan to construct Runway 
_ 14/32 at Logan Airport. .. Runway 14/32 will allow Massport to 
' operate Logan Airport at a greater capacity than at 
present. ...increasing air pollution in communities already 

: Suffering the highest rates of asthma in The Commonwealth. 
Airplanes are not regulated for pollution control... 


Response 


The Preferred Altemative, and specifically unidirectional 
Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal airfield 
capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity is 
vailable at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the time. 
Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain this capacity 
luring periods of strong northwest winds that now require controllers 
lo operate on only one or two runways, compared to the typical ‘ 
three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The runway will 
_ Not increase Logan Airport's normal operating capacity, nor will it 
"encourage or induce an increase in aircraft operations. Emissions 
"are shown to decrease with the Preferred Altemative when 
_ compared to the No Action Altemative. 
_ Neither Massport nor the FAA has a program to increase passenger _ 
_ demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of both organizations 
_ isto accommodate demand safely and efficiently. The 
_ recommended Airside Project is intended to enable Logan Airport to 
ccommodate current and future aircraft activity with 
minimum delay. The construction of Runway 14/32 would 
significantly reduce delays associated with northwest wind 
_ conditions, but would not be expected to induce additional aircraft 
traffic or passenger activity at Logan Airport. 

The principal effect of the Centerfield Taxiway is to reduce the 
__ number of aircraft waiting on taxiways, reducing ground noise and 
_ emissions for close-in residents of East Boston and Winthrop. i 
_ Dispersion modeling indicates no violations of the NAAQS at any of 
_ the sites shown on Figure 6.4-1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
including those at public beaches and residential areas. 


“Access to Logan 


Ground _ Increased vehicles traveling to and from Logan will INEVERY Diesel emissions from motor vehicles are included in the air quality 
| Transportation _ INSTANCE travel through these same communities. Many of analysis. 
these vehicles will be diesel...which release a large amount of 

: _ particulate matter. 

- 303.3 Altematives Runway 14/32 The economic arguments advanced for this expansion are _ Section 1.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the 


_ fallacious. ..the increase in noise and traffic will devastate many importance of Logan Airport to the regional economy. 
__ small and medium-sized businesses such as local restaurants, 
nightclubs and offices, theatres, arts and music venues, the 
: filmlocation industry. ..tourist industry which will no longer stay in 
local bed- and breakfasts and the booming real estate industry. 


3034 "Preferred 


Altematives Airport expansion will create jobs but these jobs are likely tobe ° ‘Section 1.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Section 1.30fthe 
: _ Altemative _ low-wage, no benefits, dead-end suchas chambemaid, Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discuss the importance of Logan Airport 
— tt inns on QllPortsecurty, dishwasher etc... _...,<0 the regional economy. sn 
303.5 Ground _ AccesstoLogan — Expanded airport traffic will eval over already saturated road Implementation of the Preferred Altemative would not increase 


| Transportation before reaching the Central Artery and the Third Harbor Tunnel - capacity, but rather it would correct a series of deficiencies in the 
: "and further delaying travelers. - airfield geometry and operation. Masspor''s plans to handle the 
» ground access requirements of future passenger levels are 
_ discussed in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and 
_ its subsequent Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates), 


Letter 303: Constance R. Cecil 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a, Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifving numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number may not be considered. LETTE R 304 


All comments must be reccived Apmil 22. 1999 
All mail concerning the environmental impact review process including filings. comments. and all associated materials 
must be addressed to: 


Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 
Boston. MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Durand, 
My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 
TM en a Lyn pa fo A Me inc henre 1A 304.4 
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Name PETAR CLARKE 
Address 7 Awesro WT 


ey i CAV A AEN?) 


‘Phone 6, = 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 304 
Peter Clarke 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment 


| The cumulative impact of the increase in flights on ground 
' traffic congestion was not sufficiently addressed in the 
» study. 


The solution is temporary, and does not fully address the 
| transportation needs. We'll be back to the same position 
_ in five years. 


_ The number of delays has been art 


304.3 
_ exaggerated. 


Response 


he Preferred Alternative is not expected to lead to an 
increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 

(0 effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
Refer to Section 4.2.. 


_ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
_ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 


$ 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
referred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
enefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 


_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not : 


xpected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
fficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 


over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic ; 


levels increase. 
efer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
iscussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 


_ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
__and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 

_ estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 

_ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 

_ methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 


_ of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 


estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 


_ models, which have been validated in previously published 
_ studies of Logan Airport. 


Letter 304: Peter Clarke 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


Se, 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA fi 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOFA file number may not be considered. 


All comments must be received Apni 22. 1999 


All mail concerning the environmental impact review process including filings. com.:.-nts. EMD Ss qniaged matcrials 
must be addressed to: 


le number. There may be other 


Bob Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 


Attention: MEPA Off 
LETTER 305 Nahe rigee EOEA No. #10458 


100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 
Boston. MA 02202 


Pre . ‘J : om, is a 
Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay: of action on comments or no‘action on comments at all. 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 305 
Nancy Doherty 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Code Topic1 Topic 2 Comment 


| Ground ' Access to 
_ Transportation — Logan 


Response 


he Preferred Alternative is not expected to lead to an 
increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 

0 effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
Refer to Section 4.2. 


efer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
iscussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
nd their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 
stimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 
ogan Airport and other major United States airports. The 
methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
f constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 
stimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 

_ models, which have been validated in previously published 
studies of Logan Airport. 


How will you address the cumulative impacts such as 
: additional ground traffic in the tunnels and above ground. 
_ How will you address additional traffic to the MBTA? 


Your delay reports are insupportable, especially to my 
_ area of the city. 


We are currently under attack with environmental The available public health studies for communities adjacent 

_ diseases; i.e., asthma, cancer in the area. _ to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 

_ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 

_ Status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 

- comparable public health reports were not available from the 

_ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 

_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 

_ airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health ; 
_ concern. The available public health studies for communities _ 
_ adjacent to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in | 
_ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 
_ Status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 

- comparable public health reports were not available from the 

_ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 

_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 

_ airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 

- concern. 


305.3 -PublicHealth Effects 


Letter 305: Nancy Doherty 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


‘vuuncuts wu: ural Logan Aurside improvements EOEA #10458 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EQEA #10458 
All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifving numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOFA file number mav not be considered. LETTER 306 
eens. to tie EUEA file number may not be considered 


All comments must be reccived April 22. 1999 _ 
All mail conceming the environmental impact review Process including filings. comments. and all associated matcrials 
must be addressed to: 

Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsiey EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor - 

Boston. MA 02202 a 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 


— 


Address ne ag ie 
Phone So 25 C7 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 306 
Jack Dolan 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Topic 2 Comment Response 
Access to The ground environmental impacts were not looked at, The Preferred Alternative is not expected to lead to 
_ Transportation _ Logan _ these will be increased, traffic through the city and the _ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 


_ airport clog downtown and add monoxide to the air. _ no effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 


Refer to Section 4.2. 


Massport delay data is not accurate, delays have been : Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
"reduced. _ also contains a discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay 
_ Measures and historical data, along with comparisons of 
_ Logan Airport with other United States airports. The delay 
_ Situation is not at equilibrium. FAA Opsnet delays at 
Logan Airport peaked in 1993, declined for two years and are 
__ rising again. Arrival delays, which would be directly affected 
_ by Runway 14/32, have risen steadily since 1994. In fact, : 
_ Logan Airport is the second most delayed airport in the nation — 
for arrivals. 


- 306.3 | Regional ' Regional _ Regional solutions have been half looked at but in the » In October 1996, the civilian Naval Air Station Planning 
_ Transportation Airports "70s, the reason was they were not able to do anything _ Committee rejected redevelopment the South Weymouth 
: _ because the military owned the airports; now that they can Naval Air Station as a commercial airport because of 
| be used they are not. opposition from the surrounding communities - Weymouth, 


_ Rockland, and Abington. 
» 306.4 == Alternatives Runway 14/32 | Once again Massport is jamming an unacceptable The Environmental Justice analysis in Section 6.8 was 
: : : _ solution down the throats of poor communities at the _ expanded for the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and 
_ expense of Lexington and Route 128. _ Minority populations were defined in accordance with Federal 


_ Executive Order 12898, the Final United States Department 

_ of Transportation Order, and the Council on Environmental 

- Quality's guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the 

_ analysis of low-income populations was expanded to include 
_ households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 

_ found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate 

_ impact to low-income and minority populations caused by the 
_ Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ Of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 

_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 

_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 

_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 
increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change _ 

_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and 

- low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

_ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 

_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 

_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

_ sound insulation. 


Letter 306: Jack Dolan 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comments to: Dratt Logan Airside Improvements EOEA #10458 
COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number: There may be other 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. L ETTER 3 07 


Comments not referring to the EOFA file number may not be considered. 


All comments must be reccived April 22. 1999 - a 
All mail concerning the environmental impact review process including filings. comments. and all associated materials 
must be addressed to: 

Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsiey EOEA No, #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th F loor 

Boston. MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 
Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 


tT, 7 in, WA { 
Phone 5 -0 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 307 
Marty Epp 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment 


Code 


Topic 1 


| Access to : 
: | the doubling of the number of passengers will increase 
_ the Boston area traffic. 


...the planes go over the water for only a mile and then 

_ turn to go over the new Seaport area ...[which will] have 
: an Opera House...[The planes going overhead will 

: adversely affect the Opera House. 


“Preferred 
_ Alternative 


- This document presents a short term “solution* which will 
_ end up in the same place within 5 years...with triple the 
_ plane noise and no long term solution. 


“3073, 


"Alternatives 


the ground environmental impacts are not looked at and 


Response 


The Preferred Alternative is not expected to lead to an 


_ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 
_ No effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
_ Refer to Section 4.2. 


The departure paths from Runway 14 are shown in Figures 


_ 6.2-3 and 6.2-4. The jet departures from Runway 14 (which 

_ would generate the most noticeable noise impacts) continue 

_ over water for more than one mile, and the flight tracks are 

_ bounded by the existing departures tracks from Runways ; 
_ 22U/R and 33R. Examination of the noise contours in Section — 
_ 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that the changes 
_ inthe 65 dB and 70 GB contours due to Runway 14 

_ departures and Runway 32 arrivals occur only over water. 

_ Further discussion of the noise impacts of Runway 14/32 can 


be found in Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
- 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions | 
_ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
» as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the | 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not | 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows _ 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 

_ levels increase. 


Letter 307: Marty Epp 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_Code Topic 1 _ Topic 2 _Comment Response 


| r Noise _ Impacts asking the Inner City to accept and endure more noise The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 

: | goes against the Code of Environmental Justice. _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 

i i | populations were defined in accordance with Federal 

_ Executive Order 12898, the Final United States Department 
_ of Transportation Order, and the Council on Environmental 

» Quality’s guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the 
_ analysis of low-income populations was expanded to include 
_ households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 

_ found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate 

_ impact to low-income and minority populations caused by the 
_ Preferred Alternative, 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a : 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The — 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour | 
_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an i 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and : 
_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

_ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

~ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 

_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 

_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

_ sound insulation. 


A discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 
_ presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Massport needs to consider other alternatives...to look at The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 

: a secondary airport that incorporates more modes of _ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 

_ transportation, including ground, sea and air. _ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity : 
: _ levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 

_ discussion of regional alternatives. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 

_ and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

_ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
analysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 

_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 

_ they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 

_ occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 

_ northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 

_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 
benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 

....feduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


Letter 307: Marty Epp 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


LETTER 308 


April 15, 1999 


Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge St. 20 FI. 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Sir, 

- Weare registered voters in the city of Boston, specifically the neighborhood of Jamaica 3 if] 8 1 
Plain. We are writing to let you know that we support the conclusions within the enclosed report . 
prepared for the Community Advisory Committee regarding the proposed Runway 14/32 at 
Logan Airport. 

We strongly urge you to publicly stand with us in Opposition on this issue. Please see 
that the Logan Environmental Impact Statement recommending the new runway be withdrawn. It 308.2 
should be redone with a complete study of all alternatives and a realistic focus on regional 
transportation and long-term planning. 


Thank you for yeur attention to this matter. 


Judy K.'Mencher 
12 Revere St. 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 
(617) 983-0182 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 308 
Marty (Martha) Epp & Judith K. Mencher 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment Response 


: We are writing to let you know that we support the 

: conclusions within the enclosed report prepared for the 

: Community Advisory Committee regarding the proposed 
» Runway 14/32. 


_ Comment noted. 


he alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 
irectives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 
dressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 
levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
nd the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive : 
iscussion of regional alternatives. 


The Logan Environmental Impact Statement 

| recommending the new runway should be redone with a 
_ complete study of all alternatives and a realistic focus on 
_ regional transportation and long-term planning. 


Q 


Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 

nd high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 
Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
ogan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

fficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
nalysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 

educe aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 
hey will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 

ccur because of a third operating runway during periods of 
_ Northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically — 
_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 
_ reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


Letter 308: Marty (Martha) Epp & Judith k. Mencher 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


LETTER 309 


DON EUNSON 
34 Jamaica Street, Jamaica Plain, Massachusetts 02130-3819 Tel: (617) 522-4112 


April 19, 1999 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA # 10458 

100 Cambridge St — 20" floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Re: EIR—Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOQEA # 10458 
Dear Mr. Durand: 


As a Boston resident I am vehemently opposed to the Proposed expansion of Logan 3 09 1 
airport with Tunway 14/32. This is both an environmental issue and a social equity issue. ‘ 


peaceful communities. 


Contrary to what business leaders say, this airport expansion and its resulting impact on 
_ the makeup of the city would not be good for Boston—neither good for business nor 
good for tourism. If Boston is to remain a vital economic and cultural hub of New 
England it must be a livable city. 


I urge you to Oppose Runway 14/32 and reject Massport’s EIS. 


Sincerely yours, 


Donald H. Eunson, Jr. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 309 
Donald H. Eunson 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


' lam...opposed to the proposed expansion of Logan 
' airport with runway 14/32...[the] environmental issue [is 
increased noise and air pollution.] 


Alternatives - unway 14/32 


' Environmental — Impacts 


: [The social equity issue is that] residents of Boston and 
_ Justice 


' neighboring communities cannot be expected to tolerate 
| the increased noise [and air] pollution ...from tripling the 
number of planes passing over our homes. 


Response 


Comment noted. 


_ Current traffic trends at Logan Airport and the 

_ regional airports indicate that Logan Airport may not reach 

_ 29 million passengers, presented in the Airside Project Dratt 
_ EIS/EIR as a “1999” projection, until 2003. Continued air 

_ Service expansion at the regional airports and the introduction _ 
_ of high-speed rail to New York in December 2000 is expected : 
_ to further slow Logan Airport’s passenger traffic growth. With 
_ these developments, Logan Airport is expected to reach 

_ 37.5 million passengers in 2015 rather than 2010, and the 

_ 45 million passenger forecasts will not be achieved until 

_ 2024. Thus, the planning forecasts that underlie the delays 
__and environmental analyses cover a planning period of 

_ atleast 20 years. Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of the planning 

_ forecasts. 


The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR in Section 6.8. Low-income and 
_ minority populations were defined in accordance with Federal — 


Executive Order 12898, the Final United States Department 


' of Transportation Order, and the Council on Environmental 

_ Quality’s guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the 

_ analysis of low-income populations was expanded to include 
_ households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 

_ found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate 

_ impact to low-income and minority populations caused by the 
_ Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 


of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 


- the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

» predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
' predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and 

_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

_ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 
_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 
_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 
_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential : 
_ sound insulation. 


Letter 309: Donald H. Eunson 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
309.3 | Regional _ Regional _ Massport must...explore a truly regional air transportation — Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
/ | Transportation — Airports : plan that includes expansion and better utilization of _ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
: _ Hanscom, Worcester, TF Green and Manchester _ Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that 

» airports—and perhaps the construction of a second major _ service development and increased passenger traffic at these 
: Metropolitan Boston airport...Other major cities...are airports are an important part of the region's long-term 
_ successfully served by airports that are an hour outside strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
the city. ' Massport has actively encouraged the development of 


regional airports and use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the conclusion that 

_ greater use of the regional airports will provide passengers 

_ within the service area of such airports with a viable 

_ alternative to Logan Airport. Since demand within 

_ Logan Airport's primary service area will remain strong, the 
_ improvements at other regional airports will not eliminate the 
need for airside projects at Logan Airport. 


_ Because the development of a second major airport would 

_ require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 

_ review in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 

_ Option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
demand over the next 20 years. 


_ Regional _ Passenger Rail | ...the City, the Commonwealth, and Amtrak must move —_The restoration of Portland-Boston rail service was analyzed 

| Transportation _ forward with the construction of a North-South Rail Link, _in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. According to the 

i _ and the continuing expansion of high-speed inter-city rail Portland Rail study, more than 99 percent of travel in the 

_ service (serving Boston-Worcester, for instance). We rely Portland-Boston corridor is by automobile. The same study 

_ disproportionately on air transportation. _ estimated that restoration of the rail service would have 

: _ no impact on the amount of travelers using air because the 
_ fail travel time is not competitive with the air mode. 
_ Additionally, the air market is estimated at 
_ only 100,000 annual passengers. This is less than 
_ one-half of a percent of Logan Airport's total passenger traffic 
_ in 1999. Refer to Section 2.4 of the Airside Project Draft 
_ EIS/EIR. 


_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides 
_ discussion of the entire region's air transportation system and 
_ includes a discussion of alternative modes, specifically, 
_ high-speed rail and the extent of Massport’s active 

involvement in this area. Refer to response to Comments 6.6 
and 6.7. : 


Letter 309: Donald H. Eunson 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10453 
_-~. All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 


é 


“~ identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number may not be considered, | | LETTER S10 


All comments must be received April 22. 199° 
All mail concerning the environmental impact review process including filings. comments, and all associated materials 
must be addressed to: wie © . 

Bob Durand. Secretary ‘ 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Strect - 20th Floor 

Boston. MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this manner may 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 310 


Magdalena Fernandez 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Topic 2 Comment 


_ loppose the plan to build the runway because | disagree 
_ that it will reduce delays in the long run. 


310.2 — Regional Regional += ..development of another major airport, outside. ..Boston 


_ Transportation _ Airports 


to "share equally" the noise, delay, and high demand 
problem./ 


Response 


_ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
__ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside / 
_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows | 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
_ levels increase. 
_ Because the development of a second major airport would 

_ require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 

_ review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 

_ Option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
_ demand over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field’s potential 

_ service area overlaps with the service areas for 

_ several airports that already have the necessary 

_ Infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 

- Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 

_ Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 

_ improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside 


facilities and airfields. 


Letter 310: Magdalena Fernandez 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comments to: vrait Logan Airside Improvements EOEA #10458 
COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number: There may be other 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number mav not be considered. LETTER 31 | 


All comments must be reccived April 22. 1999 ; 
All mail concerning the environmental impact review process including filings. comments. and 3lJ associatéd-matcrials 
must be addresscd to: 

Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 

Boston. MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 
Dear Mr. Durand, Oe 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 
E@ ity of Lite bov people ho 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 311 
Gerard M. Finch 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment 


__...for people who already feel the impact of the noise, 
_ increased noise will make the city an unbearable place to 
live. 


_ Runway 14/32 


“Environmental Blue Ribbon 


This is a short term solution. The problem will stil be here 
| Review _ Panel _ if the runway is built. An...impartial panel is needed to 
| Process 


_ Study...another solution. 


Response 


the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced : 
_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
_ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The : 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 

: efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue : 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
- levels increase. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
" input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the : 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 


Letter 311: Gerard M. Finch 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


_ Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 

_ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


Refer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-8 of 


Comments to: urait Logan Airside Improvements EOEA #10458 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number: There may be other 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the FOFA file number may not be considered. ; LETTER 3 2 


All comments must be reccived Apmil 22. 1999 me 
All mail concerning the environmental impact review Process including filings. comments. and associated matcrials 
must be addressed to: 


Bob Durand, Secretary: 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 


Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. # 10458 
4 / bv 100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 


Boston. MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this Manner may result in delay: of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 
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Letter 312 
Jacqueline Gambarini 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment Response 


he Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 
Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
coping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 
_ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 
_ programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 
ssociated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 

re described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 


: |am...concerned about the impact Runway 14/32 will 

: have on the environment. Massport has not studied the 
: cumulative environmental impact...on the ground and in 
: the air...Massport must do a much more thorough and 

' accurate study on the impact...on the environment. 


Letter 312: Jacqueline Gambarini 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the one which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number Mav not be considered. LETTER 31 3 


All comments must be reccived April 22, 1999 
All mail concerning the environmental impact review process including filings. comments. and all associated matcrials 
must be addressed to: 

Bob Durand, Secretar: = 

Fxecutive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsicy EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 

Boston. MA 02202 


. 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay: of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 313 
Thomas Harrigan 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Topic 2 Comment Response 
_ Preferred | [Runway 14/32] is ill conceived and short sighted. _ The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
_ Alternative _ Please...develop a more comprehensive transportation Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan 


_ plan for a long term solution. _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 

! _ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 

_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 

_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 

_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

_ Numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 

_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

_ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other : 

_ studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 

_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995.Basedon 

_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected and the 

_ most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives _ 

- considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The : 
alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 

_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 

_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 

_ that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 

_ provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 

_ ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Letter 313: Thomas Harrigan 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


~All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There mav be other 


~ identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. LETTER 31 4 


~ Comments not referring to the EQEA file number Mav not be considered. 


All comments must be received April 22, 1999: 


All mail conceming the environmental impact review process including filings. comments. and all associated matcrials 
must be addressed to: 


Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th F loor 
Boston. MA 02202 


4 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside: Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 
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Letter 314 
Eleanor Horner 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment 


_ We in the Bourne section [of Jamaica Plain] oppose 14/32 
| [because of flight volumes and noise]. 


_ Our once quiet neig y 
_ Massport/FAA unwillingness to disperse planes in multiple 
_ paths over other parts of Jamaica Plain and Boston's 
| Runway 27. 


Letter 314: Eleanor Horner 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Arthur L. Johnson 

48 Robeson Street 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 
617-524-7911 


facsimile transmittal [ere 315 


To: Arthur Pugsley, Analyst, MEPA Fax: e-mail arthur.pugsley@state.ma.us. 
From: Arthur L. Johnson, Esq. Date: 04/19/99 

Re: Comments on FAA & Massport EIS Pages: 3 

cc: Legislators, City Councilors, EPA 


x Urgent O For Review x Please Comment x Please Reply C) Please Recycle 


et ee 


e e e e e e e 


| Could not attend the Airport meetings but want to voice my concems re: 


1. 


Fair distribution of flight increase - Massport means a more equal distribution over current flight parths; not 


@ fair and equal distribution of fights across ail neighborhoods. Among those effected, some ighborhoods 315.1 
a am amt EL a EAS 

Will have less, others more, but many will have none! Is that fair? I cannot imagine my family's quality of 
—__ eee 


ife or the plummeting real estate values in the Parkside neighborhood of J.P. once there are 56,000 more 
fights overhead every year, and that increase is only the beginning of a business that is intent on growth. 
On weekend momings in cur neighborhood, outdoors one has to stop talking when the planes fly over 
because of the excessive noise. After the community's 20 year fight, a law suit and an environmental impact 
Study, Massport aligned all Runway 27 fights over Frankin Park - an area set aside to provide a retreat 
from urban noise and activity. The decision to move the fight path over Franklin Park was Massport’s 
answer to a quality of life comlaints. So, Instead of accessing the source of and qualty of nose impact 
Massport just moved the noise to an area where it effected 6,000 fewer people. Is that intelligent problem 
solving. And in reality, it doesn't affect fewer people-the planes fly over my house. 

Noise levels: The FAA states that noise levels willimprove as of 2000, because of new requirements on jet 


engine noise levels. However, the FAA states they have no jurisdiction over small planes or helicopters. 


315.2 


315.3 


3. No. of fights per day: Curenty, those of us in the northwest fight path have a relief from the constant drone 
runway will alow Massport to schedule fights over Jamaica Pain at any time. | start hearing the planes at 
6:09 on weekend momings, and the intervals between planes seems as brief as 1-2 minutes apart 

4, Increase in number of fights, unacceptable noise levels and intervals between flyovers. These are the key 
impact issues. But my research has unearthed problems that interfere with resolving any of these issues to 
the community's satisfaction. Juisccion — there is no one entiy wth the authority to make al the decisions 3155 
The FAA has control over fight paths but not the number of planes allowed to land at any one aiport 
Apparently, no entity can say — enough is enough. We cannot acoommodate any more planes at Logan, 

The FAA and Massport daim they have to accommodate every plane that wants to land. 

5. Community Input opportunities — the environmental impact community process — By the time the : 
environmental impact process is in place, we are all lacked into a procedure that does not alow for problems 31 56 
solving. There are rules and regulations on procedures and authority that keep plans fixed in place. This 
means the community raises questions, Massport answers by defending its positions and plans. Whats 
the point. 

6. When Ital tothe FAA, they answer one question at aime with answers framed by their regulatory 
authority. They respond with limited, specific information to each question, They are not organized or 
authorized to solve problems. They only give out information . They have no obligation to paint the whole 
picture — or to give alll the facts and implications of the facts. 

7. Here are questions which | would ike discussed? Why don't we have a regional authority that has the 
authority/capacity to direct airport use with the mandate to sat limits on Logan's capacity. Business 
passengers can get to Boston or their destinations at Rte 128 or Rte495 just as quickly from 31 Al 
outside in to the City as through the phenomenal traffic jams between the airport and the 
tunnels and then west. 

8. If the airport has fewer delays, then more planes will be attracted to Logan. It is a fact that the 3] 5 8 
proposed new runway is only a temporary solution, pushing the discussion into 2002 on how 


much air traffic is too much. All businesses are in the business to grow. Let Massport grow 


Il. 


in its regional capacity-not in East Boston only and at the sacrifice of the residents and 
neighborhoods Boston has been working to revitalize for the last 25 years. Protect your 
constituents. We have invested in this City. You spend Federal dollars to revitalize City 
neighborhoods. Are we out to undermine the efforts of the last 2 decades? Haven’t we 
learned our lesson around neglect, degradation, blight. Improve shea of life, do not 
diminish it. 


Do not sacrifice us. Businesses in Boston will continue to flourish and grow as long as you 


. Protect the quality of life in Boston. There are always new ways to make money. Witness the ; 


(cont.) 
invention of the condominium. Nothing physically changed. A concept —a way of thinking 


about a physical resource changed and suddenly landlords had the Opportunity to increase the 
value of their holdings by doing nothing but changing the Ownership structure. Massport 
needs to make a paradigm shift. They wouldn’t have even discussed taking over Worcester 
Airport if the communities had not risen up against Runway 14/32. And now they say they 
can’t help Worcester immediately because of lack of road access. What about public 
transportation-commuter rail. Wait to impose 14/32 until Worcester access is solved. See if 


we need it. 


- Do not allow any process to proceed which will allow Runway 14/32 to become a reality until 


other ideas have been implemented and the effects observed. Once you build it, you will not 
be able to tum back. We wil! suffer forever — and the suffering will increase endlessly. 
Mitigation is useless — who can soundproof the outdoors — make the jet engine 


manufacturers produce quieter planes, planes with no jet fuel sprays. 31 59 


. Make the airlines meet all maintenance requirements — Prevent parts from falling out onto 


people’s backyards. Do all of these things and then talk to us about Runway 14/32. 31 Af (} 


35.11 


Sincerely, 


Arthur L. Johnson 


48 Robeson Street, Jamaica Plain 02130 
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Letter 315 
Arthur L. Johnson 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Runway Use 


_ of flights across all neighborhoods...some neighborhoods 
_ will have less, others more, but many will have 

' None...Massport aligned all Runway 27 flights over 

_ Franklin Park [to address quality of life complaints and to 
affect 6,000 fewer people]...instead of addressing the 

_ source of and quality of noise impact. 


_ Parkside neighborhood of Jamaica Plain once there are 
56,000 more flights overhead every year. 

_ The FAA states that noise levels will improve as of 2000, 
: because of new requirements on jet engine noise levels. 
_ However, the FAA states they have no jurisdiction over 

_ small planes or helicopters. 


. relief from...overhead planes when the winds blow from 

_ other directions. The proposed new runway will allow 

: Massport to Schedule flights over Jamaica Plain at any 

_ time...Increase in number of flights, unacceptable noise 

_ levels and intervals between flyovers...are the key impact 
' issues. 


Letter 315: Arthur L. Johnson 
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urrently, those of us in the northwest flight path have a 


_ Massport...[does not propose] a fair and equal distribution 


_ new aircraft, including light airplanes and helicopters. In fact 
_ there are provisions of FAR Part 36 that apply to those 
__aiteraft types. | 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 

_ Preferred Alternative would promote runway use in a manner 
_ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 

_ number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 

_ Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 


Response 
The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 


_ Preferred Alternative would promote runway use ina manner 
_ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 
_ number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 
_ Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 
_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 
_ same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 

' nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 

_ Same noise impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and 
_ arrivals to Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) 
_ would increase, but most of these are non-jets. These runway _ 
_ Operations are currently running well below the PRAS goals, 
_and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow the 

_ controllers to approach, but still remain below the annual 

_ goals for these operations. Additionally, by increasing the 


number of operations over water, Runway 14/32 would 


_ reduce the total annual hours of dwell and persistence over 
_ populated areas in accordance with short-term PRAS goals. 
_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 
_ Preferred Alternative would promote runway use ina manner 
_ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 


number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 


_ Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 
_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 

- same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 
' nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 


same noise impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and 


_ arrivals to Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) 
_ would increase, but most of these are non-jets. These runway 
_ Operations are currently running well below the PRAS goals, 


and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow the 
controllers to approach, but still remain below the annual 


goals for these operations. Additionally, by increasing the 
_ number of operations over water, Runway 14/32 would 
_ reduce the total annual hours of dwell and persistence over 


ari 


of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 


_ same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 
_ nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 
AL rn ee ee eee! 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
315.5 | Environmental © FAA/NEPA there is no one entity with the authority to make all the © Federal constitutional provisions (preemption, commerce 
: | Review » decisions. The FAA has control over flight paths but not _ clause, equal protection), federal aviation statutes and 
: | Process : _ the number of planes allowed to land at any one airport. _ regulations, and contractual provisions related to covenants 
: _ Apparently, no entity can say—enough is enough...The _in connection with the Federal Airport Improvement Program 
: : _ FAA and Massport claim they have to accommodate _ grants which Massport receives, restrict Masspor'’s ability to 
- every plane that wants to land. When | talk to the | limit the number of aircraft operations. Since Aviation 
: _ FAA...they respond with limited, specific information to _ Deregulation in 1979, airlines have been free to select their 
_ each question...they have no obligation to paint the whole ' own markets, schedules and equipment without Federal, 
_ picture—or to give all the facts and implications of the ' State or local intervention. 


| facts...Why don't we have a regional authority that has the 
' authority/ capacity to direct airport use with the mandate 
» to set limits on Logan's capacity. 


the environmental impact community process [is There was an extensive public participation and review 
_ Review i _ inadequate]—By the time the environmental impact _ process during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft 
| Process _ process is in place, we are all locked into a procedure that EIS/EIR. Public comments were received on the ENF after it 
i _ does not allow for problems solving...[Instead] _ was filed during the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, 


_ Massport...defending its position and plans, _ several public scoping sessions were held to provide 

_ community input to the subsequent state and federal scopes 
_ for the project. To assure that the Airside analysis was 
_ conducted with awareness and input from all concerned 
_ parties, the Massport Board established the Airside Review 
_ Committee (ARC), which consists of the Community Advisory | 
_ Committee (with representatives from 24 communities 
_ surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
" organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to : 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 
_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 
_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 
_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 
_ CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 
_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
_ Logan Airport’s neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
_ an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 
_ comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the 
_ FAA held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. Atthe 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. i 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 
_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, anda 
_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
» Regional _ Regional _ Business passengers can get to Boston or their _ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
| Transportation Airports _ destination at Route 128 or Route 495 just as quickly from __ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
: _ outside in to the City as through the phenomenal traffic | Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that 
_ jams between the airport and the tunnels and then _ service development and increased passenger traffic at these 
_ west...Let Massport grow in its regional capacity... _ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 


_ Strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 
_ regional airports and use of other options, including 
_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the 
_ Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
- analysis supports the conclusion that greater use of the 
_ regional airports will provide passengers within the service 
__area of such airports with a viable alternative to 
_ Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport's primary 
_ service area will remain strong, the improvements at other 
_ regional airports will not eliminate the need for airside 
_ projects at Logan Airport. 
_ With recent service developments, Manchester and 
_ T.F. Green/Providence airports are becoming 
attractive options for air passengers that originate in 
_ communities north and south of Routes 1-95 and 1-495. By its 
_ agreement to assume operational responsibility and the 
_ eventual ownership of the Worcester Regional Airport, 
_ Massport is working to increase air services at 
_ Worcester Regional Airport and is working to increase the 
_ airport's role in accommodating air travel demand generated 
in communities west of I-95 and !-495. : 
_ ..the proposed new runway is only a temporary _ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
' solution...Massport needs to make a paradigm shift... Wait ' discussion of the specific role played by the regional : 
_ to impose 14/32 until [ground transportation access to] _ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
_ Worcester...is solved. See if we need it...Do not...allow _ to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
_ Runway 14/32 to become a reality until other ideas have ~—_recognized and has been a proponent of options to 
: been implemented and the effects observed. _ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 
: _ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 
_ options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 
_ Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that 
- could be absorbed by regional altematives that include use of 
_ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 
_ these developments will slow Logan Airport’s passenger 
traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 
_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 
_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be 
_ achieved until after 2020. While regional altematives can play _ 
- an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airpor’s inability 
to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
" northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 
_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 
_ necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 


“Atemaives Runway 1 


_ Mitigation is useless—who can soundproof the outdoors— The FAA has preemptive rule-making authority for quieting 


_ Insulation make the jet engine manufacturers produce quieter _ aircraft at the source. Neither Massport nor any entity other 
: _ planes, planes with no jet fuel sprays. _ than the FAA can force manufacturers to comply with noise 


— limits. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


| Alternatives | Runway 14/32 Make the airlines meet all maintenance requirements— 
: : | prevent parts from falling out onto people's backyards. 


Environmental — Impacts -Runway 27 flight path is over almost every public 
| Justice _ housing complex from South Boston through the 
: _ Washington Street Corridor... 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 
All United States and foreign airlines operating at 


_ Logan Airport must comply with very strict maintenance 
_ procedures and inspections to prevent such incidents. 


| Runway 14/32 will reduce the number of flights over 


populated areas and increase them over the harbor. 


Winthrop is actually the most severely affected by high noise 


_ exposure levels, now and in the future regardless of which 
alternative is implemented. However, the Preferred 

_ Alternative will provide some noise benefit to Winthrop, as 
_ well as to parts of East Boston and Revere that are also 

_ exposed to higher noise levels than South Boston. 


_ Low income and minority populations were defined in 

_ accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the Final 

_ United States Department of Transportation Order, and the 

- Council on Environmental Quality's guidance on 

_ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 
_ populations was expanded to include households at 

_ 150 percent of poverty level. The data presented are based 
"onthe most recently available census data (1990) using 

_ Geographic Information System (GIS) technology to analyze 
_ impacts at the most detailed level possible. Refer to 

_ Sections 6.8.3 and 6.8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for 


- adiscussion of the analytical methodology and results, 


respectively. 
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LETTER 316 


BARBARA KAPLAN 
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 


April 7, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

MA Environmental Protection Agency 
100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02110 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


| ° i Geia HON 
i . The runway plan is not about improving 
service for passengers. Its about allowing for undirected, limitless growth. There are many other’ 
ways to improve service. Gi i Massport should be 
conducting a comprehensive planning process, with residents at the planning table before they 
push forward with changes at Logan. i i i i 


Residents of Boston and Surrounding areas who already bear an unfair portion of the noise, air 
pollution and auto traffic caused by Logan will be permanently, negatively impacted with triple 
the amount of planes Passing over our homes, if 14/32 is built. 1 

es ae ; 


The Parkside neighborhood of Jamaica Plain, where I live, abuts Franklin Park. It is now 
right under the flight path of Runway 27. Flights operate at one minute intervals for 
takeoffs starting at 6:00am on the days when there is a northwest wind, allowing for no relief 
from the constant drone overhead. Massport states that “56,000 and growing” flights is the 
“fair” number projected annually for this neighborhood. When and if they build Runway 14/32 
which will work in combination with Runway 27, there will be flights every day over my 
neighborhood, regardless of wind direction. This number, “56,000 and growing” they say, 
represents only 17% of all Logan flights. o i 1 a is 

iti i ing” The prospect is appalling. | am already 
negatively effected by 17,000 — 18,000 planes a year. The other moming, there were a minimum 
of five, if not six planes roaring overhead in just seven minutes, and this is a common pattern. 


Runway 27’s flight path burdens Parkside with Excessive noise, vibrations, environmental 
pollutions, health and Safety factors. This fij ithi 


d 1S W) % een ng in this quie neisnoormood fo 
Vi ions. In response to a suit against Massport filed by the Runway 27 
Coalition, Massport moved the flight path over Franklin Park where it now effects a 
predominantly poor, minority neighborhood. Instead of addressing the underlying causes of noise 
and environmental pollution brought up in the suit, Massport chose a cheap and short-sighted 
tactic — just push the problem southward. This Strategy exposed Massport’s modus operandi — 
Find a quick and dirty solution and push it through by riding herd over residents valid concerns. 


Massport never notified Parkside residents that their neighborhood was about to be degraded. 
They just violated our pristine environment and Boston’s unique and historic urban park — site of 
wild woods, peaceful overlooks, playing fields, a golf course, and a Zoo, all recently upgraded 


316.4 


316.5 


with mega-dollars of City improvements. Pushing the flight path over our heads was Massport’s 
easy out. Once again, Mg oided/ignore p ; pate a vic} 
“ bed 


t 2 3 V) 
and its neighbors. Massport’s own data 


Runway 27’s flight path affects Parkside residents in at least four ways: 

1. The planes not only inflict unacceptable noise levels to the area whi 

i i - i but they also drone out TV and 

radio programs indoors. 
. anes tum north o 


1 he Neadgs as we 
overhead and shortenin 


! ise i ate 16.5 
relief of no noise intervals between flights. 
3. To make matters worse, i e i in than do 
similar flights leaving from other runways. At lower heights, noise levels are louder, further (cont.) 
increasing the noise level. 


4. The neighborhood faces the Prospect of perpetual growth at Logan, 80 that the number of 
hie : : a : 


With these five pre-existing conditions, the neighborhood is already demoralized and degraded. 31 6 6 
Adding “forty thousand and growing” more planes annually, will exacerbate an intolerable e 
situation i w imi 


with the public forums. Too many prepared speeches — too few honest and informed discussions. 
e is never enough ti ai urate and co g : uesti Although 
public meetings are forums for the public to voice opposition and raise issues, they do not offer 


Do we have to leave it to the lawyers and courts or i 31 6 i] 

i ift in thei i Massport does not discuss issues. They : 
spew facts and figures — the ones they want to present. They are masters at public relations. They 
are not problem solvers; they are defenders of their plans. They have an answer for everything 
and dismiss arguments with their Own opposing statistics, platitudes and, often a patronizing 
attitude. What they don’t say is key, but there is never enough time to identify the gaps in their 
arguments. They are self-righteous about not dealing with issues over which they have no 
Jurisdiction and therefore they propose solutions by default. Although it takes longer to effect 
change at a federal level, Massport can work with the FAA to do so, and they do when it is in their 
interest. At public forums, they hide behind jurisdictional divides to suit their purposes. 


P.3. Argument against Runway 14/32 ~ Barbara Kaplan 


316.11 


¢ Do not allow their skillfully coordinated public relations effort eliminate the injunction on 
Airport expansion . a 

¢ Do not ap. rove their environmental impact statement. 

¢ Do not let them proceed to the next legal level. 

* — Stop them now while there is still a chance for a rational discussion, regional, intermodal, 
Participatory planning. 

¢ Include all involved, affected Parties and those with creative ideas in the planning process. 


: he ike as grown despite all the curren 
i veryone will benefit, Massport included, if the push to change 
is halted and Massport involves residents and other outside interests at the planning table, not just 


in the audience during comment Periods. 


I believe everyone would avoid the traffic jams at Logan if they had another option. When I visit 
Washington, I take advantage of lower fares and easier access by flying to Dulles. Boston could 
offer similar options within its greater metropolitan area. To do this well, ti 
inte ‘ati a PS 2 er rail have to get people 
along with diverse roadway approaches, It can be done. Lets do it. Proseribe that all the parties 
j i ogethe : a structy 


oO develop 


Do not turn your back on the cities and towns that bear the burden of Logan. When “40,000 
and growing” additional planes are allowed to fly over our heads under Runway 27 flight path — 
many will flee their neighborhoods, repeating the abandonment of the City that took place over a 
generation ago i i “4 wing” fli Vv j 


unthinkable. 


Would you stand for that environmental degradation over your house and yard? I 
don’t think so, 


ank you for your attention to my concerns, 


Kole 


Barbara Kaplan 
Concerned Resident 
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Topic 2 


_ Runway 14/32 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 316 
Barbara Kaplan 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment 


Letter 316: Barbara Kaplan 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


: lurge you to oppose Runway 14/32, [which]...has little to 
: do with delay reduction and everything to do with 
_ expansion of capacity at Logan. 


Response 


_ The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 


strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 


_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 

_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating : 

_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. ; 
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Comment Response 
| There are many other ways to improve service. Massport There was an extensive public participation and review process : 
i _ should be conducting a comprehensive planning _ during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. Public 
| Process | process...residents [should be] at the planning table - comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during the 
i _ before they push forward with changes at Logan. The _ summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public scoping sessions 
_ planning process should take into account regional _ were held to provide community input to the subsequent stateand 
| resources, existing and potential intermodal transportation __ federal scopes for the project. To assure that the Airside analysis 
improvements...and the quality of life... _ was conducted with awareness and input from all concemed 


__ patties, the Massport Board established the Airside Review 

_ Committee (ARC), which consists of the Community Advisory 

_ Committee (with representatives from 24 communities surrounding 
_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry organizations. 

_ Massport also funded independent consultants for the CAC to 
__ provide them with the capacity to professionally assess the analysis 
_ and conclusions of the Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, 
_ Massport held 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings 
_ with just the CAC, and several meetings with the CAC consultants. 
_ Inaddition, Massport made 29 presentations to elected officials, 

_ most of whom represent Logan Airport's neighboring communities, 
_ and Massport held 45 meetings with community and business 

_ leaders, reaching an audience of more than 3,000 people. During 

__ the public comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the 
_ FAA held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft EIS, 

_ the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS to 

_ address specific issues identified by the FAA following input froma 

_ SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA's direction, three 

_ SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the Governor of the 

_ Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three were appointed by the 

_ Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the direction of the New England 

_ Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then 

_ met at least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000.A 

total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters 
written by members of the public, concemed agencies and public 

. Officials responding to the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, anda series — 

_ of 15 visual and written presentations from the Project's technical 

_ consulting team and other independent industry experts. The i 

_ altemative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping directives. 
The impact of the regional altematives has been addressed through 
the study of a range of forecast activity levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of 

_ the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ fora comprehensive discussion of regional altematives. 

_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports and 

_ high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of Runway 14/32 

_ and the other airside improvement projects at Logan Airport, asa 

_ comprehensive plan for ensuring an efficient and balanced regional 

| transportation system. As the analysis in Chapter 2 of this 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR indicates, these off-airport altematives are 

_ expected to reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, 
but they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that occur 

_ because of a third operating runway during periods of northwest 

_ winds. The Preferred Altemative, which specifically addresses this 

_ deficiency, is necessary and provides clear benefits at current 

__ aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will only increase in the future, 

_ even as developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail to 

__New York act to reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport, 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code _ Topic 1 Topic 2 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 
_ Preferred Alternative would promote runway use in a manner 
_ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 

| number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 
_ Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 
_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 

_ same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 
_ nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 


316.3 _ Alteratives _ Runway 14/82 


Alternatives 


Runway 14/32 


nvironmental 
_ Justice 


_ Environmental 
| Review 
_ Process 


| FAANEPA 


Who i is there who can put a limit on perpetual growth at 
_ Logan? Both Massport and the FAA claim they cannot 
_ limit landings. Who can? 


Comment 


_ Residents of Boston and surrounding areas who already 
"bear an unfair portion of the noise, air pollution and auto 
| traffic caused by Logan will be permanently, negatively 

_ impacted with triple the amount of planes passing over 

_ our homes, if 14/32 is built. 


| path of Runway 27. Flights operate at one minute 

| intervals...starting at 6:00 a.m...when there is a northwest 
wind, allowing for no relief... Massport states that "56,000 

: and growing" flights is the "fair" number projected annually 
for this neighborhood. [an increase of 40,000 flights 
' annually)...if they build Runway 14/32...there will be 

: flights every day over my neighborhood, regardless of 
_ wind direction. 


Runway 27's...fight path was moved over our heads 


_ within the last two years. In response to a suit against 

_ Massport filed by the Runway 27 Coalition, Massport 

_ moved the flight path over Franklin Park where it now 

_ effects a predominantly poor, minority neighborhood. 
__...Massport chose a ...short-sighted tactic [and relocated 
| the flight path to affect 6,000 fewer 

_ households]...Massport never notified Parkside residents 
_ that their neighborhood was about to be degraded [by 
relocating the flight path of Runway 27] 


_...Runway 27's flight path....inflicts unacceptable noise 
' levels, .. 
_ turn north or south towards their final destination over our 
_ heads...many of the planes fly at lower altitudes over 

_ Jamaica Plain than do similar flights leaving from other 

_ runways...the number of flights will continue to increase 


.[which is extended in duration when] the planes 


whether or not Massport builds Runway 14/32. 


: The § Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects s that | the 
_ Preferred Alternative would promote runway use in a manner 
_ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 

" number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 


Response 


same noise impacts. 


Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 


_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 

_ same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 
_ nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 

_ same noise impacts. 


_ The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 
_ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
__ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate _ 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating 
_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft _ 
_ operations. 


Itis the FAA, ‘not Massport, ‘who: was responsible: for 


_ evaluating and implementing the new departure procedure for 
_ Runway 27, and it is the FAA who continues to refine the 
_ procedure so that aircraft might improve their conformance 
_ with the desired corridor specified by the FAA in its Record Of 
_ Decision for the Runway 27 EIS. FAA provided notice and 
_ opportunity for comment throughout the Runway 27 EIS 

_ process as required by law. 


_ The Preferred Alternative with the added flexibility afforded by 
_ the new unidirectional Runway 14/32 will result in greater use 
_ of Runway 27 than currently exists and will cause increased 
_ Noise in Jamaica Plain but at DNL levels well below 60 dB. 


_ The Airside Project will not change Logan Airport's airfield 

_ capacity of approximately 120 aircraft operations per hour. 

_ Regarding caps on airport operations, federal constitutional 

_ provisions (preemption, commerce clauses, equal protection), 

_ federal aviation statutes and regulations, and contractual 

_ provisions related to covenants in connection with the Federal 

_ Airport Improvement Program grants which Massport 

_ receives, restrict Massport’s ability to control the number of 

_ aircraft operations at Logan Airport. Massport has undertaken 

_ acomprehensive mitigation program, such as Logan 

_ Airport Noise Rules, for those areas that fall within its powers 
as proprietor of Logan Airport, which are not preempted 


‘Letter 316: Barbara Kaplan 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 


_ [am frustrated with the public forums. There is never 

| enough time to obtain accurate and complete answers to 
| questions...public meetings...do not offer the opportunity 
_ to sort out any one idea or issue...Massport...are not 

_ problem solvers; they are defenders of their plans...and 

_ dismiss arguments... 


_ Environmental — Public Process 
_ Review | 
| Process 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


_ There was an extensive public participation and review 

_ process during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft 

_ EIS/EIR. Public comments were received on the ENF after it 

_ was filed during the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, 

_ several public scoping sessions were held to provide 

_ community input to the subsequent state and federal scopes 

_ for the project. To assure that the Airside analysis was 

_ conducted with awareness and input from all concemed 

_ parties, the Massport Board established the Airside Review 
_ Committee (ARC), which consists of the Community Advisory 
' Committee (with representatives from 24 communities 
_ surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 

_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 

_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 

_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 

- CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 


29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 


_ Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
_ an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 
_ comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the 


FAA held two public hearings. 
In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 


_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 


FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 


_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and _ 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 


SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 


_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
- background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 


Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 


letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
- and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 

_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 

_ industry experts. 


Letter 316: Barbara Kaplan 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


_ Massport...[must] work with all parties affected...to 

| produce a workable, long-range plan that addresses long- 
term growth...before Massport creates more and bigger 

_ problems with its short term...solutions. Everyone will 

_ benefit, Massport included, if the push to change is halted 
"and... [Massport involves residents and other outside 
interests at the planning table, not just in the audience 

_ during comment periods. ] 


Code _— Topic 1 Topic 2 
_ Environmental Public Process 
» Review 


: Process 


Comment 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


| process during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public 

_ comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 
_ the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public : 
_ scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 
_ subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To 
assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with 
| awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport | 
_ Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), 
_ which consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 
_ representatives from 24 communities surrounding 

_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 

_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 

_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 

| just the CAC, and several meetings with the 

_ CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 

: 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
_ Logan Airport’s neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
"an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 

- comment period on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held 

_ two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 

_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 

_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

- total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 
"letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
_ and public officials responding to the Airside Project Draft 

_ EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and written presentations 

_ from the Project's technical consulting team and other 

_ independent industry experts. 


Letter 316: Barbara Kaplan 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code ‘Topic 1 Comment Response 
' 316.9 © Purposeand | ...before Massport creates more and bigger problems with | Logan Airport flight delays, as measured by the FAA, did 
| Need : "its short term...solutions. As delays have actuallybeen decline between 1993 and 1997. Nevertheless, the same 
: ; | reduced in the last several years, Massport can and _ data show that Logan Airport was consistently ranked as one 
_ should wait before attempting to implement Runway _ of the nation’s most delayed airports throughout this period. 
: 14/32. _ In 1998, delayed flights at Logan Airport, as reported by the 


_ FAA increased by more than 30 percent, and continued to 
_ increase in 2000. In 2000, Logan was the second most 

_ delayed airport for arrivals in the US. This represents the 

_ worst rank in Logan’s history. 


_ There are three reasons for the decline in delays between 

» 1993 and 1997. First, in 1997, the number of hourly 

_ scheduled flights was less than Logan Airport's normal 

_ Operating capacity of 120 flights per hour, unlike 1993, when 

airlines scheduled flights well beyond Logan Airport’s hourly 

» capacity. Second, Logan Airport's hourly demand profile is 

_ flatter than it was in 1998. Airlines are spreading scheduled __ 

_ flights throughout the day taking advantage of Logan Airport’s _ 
off-peak hours (e.g., 10 AM to 1 PM). Finally, airlines are 

_ carrying more passengers per flight. In fact, with roughly the 

_ same number of flights as in 1993, Logan Airport 

' accommodated over 3 million more passengers. One reason 

_ for this is that the regional carrier network serving New 

_ England is more efficient. In 1993, there were three regional 

_ Carrier systems serving 2.1 million regional passengers at 

_ Logan Airport. Since 1994, Logan Airport has been served by — 

_ two regional airline systems (Business Express, now 

_ American Eagle, and US Airways Express). These carriers 

_ handled 2.2 million Logan Airport passengers in 1998. 


_ Key lessons learned from this are: 1) while PPP might work in 
_ conditions of overscheduling, such as the 1993 environment, 

_ because there is no sustained period of flight overscheduling 

_ at Logan Airport today, PPP would not provide meaningful 

_ delay reduction in the current operating environment; and 2) 

_ while delays declined from 1993 to 1997, Logan Airport 

_ continued to be one of the most delayed airports in the 

_ country because, even though carriers were more efficient at 

» scheduling flights, delays caused by wind and weather 
continued to occur. 


[The preferred alternative will only reduce the impact Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 


316.10 Alternatives Runway 14/32 


_ over some neighborhoods by 20% initially [and]...there  _ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
_ will be increased use of the airport every year, completely _ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
| eliminating any short term benefits they gain. _ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

: _ most severely affected. 


" Refer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-8 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


aio we ac 


- 316.14 _ Massport supports improved ground access to Worcester 
: Transportation Airports _ imposing over "40,000 and growing" more flights over Regional, T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 
: _ neighborhoods...Boston could offer...[airport] options Logan airports. These projects are discussed in Section 2.9 
: within its greater metropolitan area. To do this well, there _ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Since passengers do not 
"has to be an intermodal transportation plan. Buses and _ travel between New England's regional airports, (e.9., 
_ commuter rail have to get people to the various airports passengers do not first go to Manchester Airport before 
_ along with diverse roadway approaches. » driving to Logan Airport) it is not clear why improved access 


_ between the regional airports 


Letter 316: Barbara Kaplan 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EQEA 


From: <LYNINA@aol . coms ‘ 

 “1bject: comments on FAA/Massport EIS LETTER 317 
te: Thursday, April 22, 1999 14:14:44 EDT 
tach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal x 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


years ago) EIS decided that fewer people would be affected by the Runway 27 3171 


was peaceful. : 


I beg you to reject the EIS statement today- Let us all conspire to solve the 

problem of increased use of Logan, regional options, noise reduction, less 

pollution, greater safety together. The introduction of the EIS right after 

the busy year end holidays without greater community discourse on how things 

might be was grossly unfair. Massport and the FAA have one mindset - how can 

they operate within their existing regulations. Bring the community in on 

*" six discussions and see the perspective broaden instantly. Do not ask for 317.2 
ments. Ask for Participatory Planning. Let us all take the requisite : 

L.me to find the best solution. Do-not count heads or advertising power. 

The decision on fairness, equity, parity, delays, no delays - are only a few 

of the many issues ina comprehensive picture. 


I have a home office and work at my computer all day. TI hear every single 
plane, all day long. Do not pitch the business community - who are not 
affected by noise in their backyard or their livingrooms and bedrooms - 
against the residents of affected neighborhoods. An EIS analysis should not 
be effected by a costly public relations Campaign. Be judicious - allow time 
for more adequate Study. Reject the EIS without prejudice. Give us time to 
work out a reasonable plan. Please. 


Barbara Kaplan 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Letter 317 
Barbara Kaplan 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


- Impacts _ ...jin Jamaica Plain, there is peace and quiet, [when] _ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 
there is no northwest wind [and] there are...no shrieking Preferred Alternative would promote runway use in a manner 
_ planes...An earlier (about 2 years ago) EIS decided that _ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 
_ fewer people would be affected by the Runway 27 flight | number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 
_ path if it moved over a half-mile or so...[ruining] my ' Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number of | 
| peaceful neighborhood. _ equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the same. 
| The difference in these communities would be fewer nighttime 
| operations and more daytime operations but the same noise 


317.2 | Environmental — Public Process 
: | Review 


The introduction of the EIS right after the busy year end — There was an extensive public participation and review process 
_ holidays without greater community discourse on how _ during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. : 


| Process _ things might be was grossly unfair...[Massport and _ Public comments were received on the ENF after it was filed 
_ FAA's] discussions...ask for participatory planning [to during the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public 
_ develop]...a comprehensive picture. _ scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 


: subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To assure 

_ that the Airside analysis was conducted with awareness and 

: input from all concemed parties, the Massport Board 

_ established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), which 

_ consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 

_ representatives from 24 communities surrounding 

_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry organizations. 

_ Massport also funded independent consultants for the CAC to 

| provide them with the capacity to professionally assess the 

: analysis and conclusions of the Airside Study. Between 1995 

' and 1999, Massport held 16 meetings with the ARC, an 
_ additional 15 meetings with just the CAC, and several meetings 
_ with the CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 
29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 

_ Logan Airport’s neighboring communities, and Massport held 

_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching an _ 
: audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 
: comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA 

_ held two public hearings. 

_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS 
_ to address specific issues identified by the FAA following input 
rom a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA’s 
irection, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the 
Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 
were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the 
irection of the New England Region FAA, the SDEIS Pane! 
onvened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly with 
final meeting in December of 2000. A total of 12 meetings 

were held. To provide the appropriate background, the SDEIS 
anel was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, 

he Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written by members of 
he public, concerned agencies and public officials responding 

o the Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and written 
resentations from the Project’s technical consulting team and 
ther independent industry experts. 


Letter 317: Barbara Kaplan 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


menses ene LETTER 318 


FAA/Massport EIS-comments on 
Tuesday, April 20, 1999 11:26:52 EDT 


Attach:. 


Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 
Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Mitgation is not the answer for increasing flights over neighborhoods by 318.1 
115%. The answer is to delay building runway 14/32 until other resources are 
developed and we can measure their impact. A short term solution is forever. 

If as Massport says, usage will increase anyway, then the 20% improvement 
will be eliminated with >ne or two years anyway. I beg you. Ask them to 
withdraw their EIS or reject it. Whichever works. Do not torture those of 
us who live under flight paths. Its easy for you who do not bear the burden 318.2 
to-.dismiss our concerns as unimportant or even worse - worth the sacrifice : 
for the common good. There are better solutions than runway 14/32. Lets 
examine them before we rush pell mell into disaster. Barbara Kaplan - 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


» Alternatives 


» Other Non- 
- Construction 
_ Alternatives 


_ Mitigation is not the answer for increasing flights over 

| neighborhoods by 115%...delay building runway 14/32 

| until other resources are developed and we can measure 
their impact. 


_ Alternatives 


/ Runway 14/32 
_ increase anyway, then the 20% improvement will be 
__ eliminated with one or two years anyway. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 318 
Barbara Kaplan 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Response 


_ Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would give the controllers 

_ considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 

_ achievement of PRAS goals, and redirect many flights to 
' overwater routes. During very high demand periods, the 
_ controllers currently have little or no flexibility for 
_ runway selection. The addition of Runway 14/32 would be the 
_ single most important mechanism to achieve : 
_ equitable geographic distribution of aircraft operations. 

_ Massport and the FAA are committed to the PRAS system 


and have been making improvements since 1982. 


_ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
_ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 

_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the - 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside : 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
_ levels increase. 


Letter 318: Barbara Kaplan 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


if 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


fe 
All comments on EIRs (environmental i impact; ‘Teport) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
- identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file smb may not be considered. LETTER 3f g 


All comments must be received April 22, 1994, 


All mail conceming the environmental i impact review process including filings. comments. and all associated matenals 
must be addressed to: 


Bob Durand. Secretary . 
Executive Offiec of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA' ‘Office 

Arthur Pugsliey EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor | 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Durand, ‘ : 
My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside. Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 


: : C) 
ee ie As _ iz y| Wey $ ove, f) A al. {) /® C) at, 
T) nit (A 2. 1 Pep ie. A ivendi UY PTOVE Me 


| Alea shakes vcedpiahe level oF [nei se yn 3191 
/ os 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 319 
Lisa Lederer 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


319.1 Alternatives unway 14/32 Already there is an unacceptable level of noise in my _ There is no indication that Runway 14/32 would increase the 
i _ neighborhood from existing planes overhead. The...new _ percentage of operations that fly in the vicinity of 

| runway [Runway 14/32] would increase the noise _ Jamaica Plain compared to the percentage of operations in 

_ threefold. _ the late 1990s. Furthermore, the noisiest airplanes were 


_ phased out as of December 31, 1999 and the total noise 
exposure in Jamaica Plain should be improved. 


Regional _ We need another new airport not another runway at _ Because the development of a second major airport would 
Airports | Logan. " require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
: _ review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 
_ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
_ demand.over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field’s potential 
_ service area overlaps with the service areas for 
_ several airports that already have the necessary 
_ infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 
_ Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 
_ Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 
_ improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside 
facilities and airfields. 


| Regional 
Transportation 


Letter 319: Lisa Lederer 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #1 0458 


Sec ; 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other \ 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number Mav not be considered. LETTER 320 


All comments must be reccived April 22. 1999 


All mail concerning the environmental impact review process including filings. comments. angkall associated materials 
must be addressed to: 


Bob Durand. Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office ; 

Arthur Pugsiey EOEA No. #10458 ra 
100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 

Boston. MA 02202 am 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


(CESTYUD/ED — 


> TNE _OMLY PE; 
foe ZHLS STUDY 1S SERIOUSLY FERWED AWD MUST. BE 
4 


fey 
ie 


LAR SS HOOT CONTIMES 70 LU ISRE PRES EVT. FNE SEVER FT 
fa EMVIR OKI M [MPA / T 


MIN AM Tue LOLTICAC PROCESS. Newer INE RE Sips 


PUBLIC 
HK LIVE [TN TNE PANY porrjTWESs 


DYSEEe¥ Y Address /6 Kenplox€ Kyenveé 


MRICK PCAC). MH GA120 


/ Phone “72-424 - 
he. Lt) 
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Letter 320 
Mike Lew 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment 


Response 


_ Impacts 


: During the 12 years | have lived in Jamaica Plain, 
_ the...noise from Logan has become increasingly 


_ Preferred Alternative would promote runway use ina manner 
» intolerable. : 


hat is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 
umber of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 
Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 
f equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the : 
ame. The difference in these communities would be fewer 
ighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 


Environmental = MEPA | This study is seriously flawed and must be withdrawn and 
| Review : restudied—...doing otherwise will seriously compromise 
: Process _ the quality of life in eastern Massachusetts. 


he Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
roject adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999.v 


Letter 320: Mike Lew 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


~vetsuwaes cue aveaue Lugan Airside Improvements EOEA #10458 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number: There may be other 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. LETTER 3 4 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number mav not be considered. 


All comments must be reccived April 22. 1999 ae Pe, 
All mail concerning the environmental impact review process including filings. commnts. and all associated materials 


’ must be addressed to: 
Bob Durand, Secretary 


Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsiey EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 
Boston. MA 02202 t 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay: of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 
Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: | 
Q / LY Siwy 
SOLVE ALOT A) 6 EMD 2 SEI A BAAR ALD 
ON ee 


- 


Name SA A C2 FES 


Address 22 aC CP AIO G 


DP. Orxriza 


we FOI SO 
Phone <s22 “S263 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Letter 321 
Sal Lopes 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment 
-Runway 14/32...is a bandaid solution. 


Response 


_ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced : 
_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
_ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 


the regional altematives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 


_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 

_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
_ levels increase. 


Letter 321: Sal Lopes 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


LETTER 322 


19 Roseway St. 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 
March 15, 1999 


MA Environmental Affairs Office 
100 Cambridge St. 
Boston, MA 


To Whom It May Concern, 


I am writing in reference to Massport’s Report #10458, Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report. While this document is 
extensive and covers major areas of concern to Boston residents, it falls short of truly 
describing environmental impacts of Runway 14/32. 


Building Runway 14/32 will allow Massport to increase the number of flights per hour. 
Clearly every flight adds to air pollution, particularly for East Boston residents. To suggest 


The building of Runway 14/32 will triple operations over several Boston neighborhoods. The 


South End, Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain will see a staggering increase in flights, from 


Massport’s current plan is a stop-gap solution. The draft report offers no long-term plan for 
growth after 2010. Continued expansion at Logan imposes a serious health risks on 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Letter 322 
Myra N. Love 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


_ Runway 14/32 


322.1 Alternatives 


__...[The] Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
_ Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report...falls short 


of truly describing environmental impacts of runway 14/32. 


' Building Runway 14/32 will allow Massport to increase the 
| number of flights per hour [adding]...to air pollution, 

_ particularly for East Boston residents...the levels may 

» continue to be under EPA's maximum standards, 
 but...they are clearly affecting residents health. 


Runway 14/32 


The building of Runway 14/32 will triple operations over 
' several Boston neighborhoods...from 18,000 a year to 
_ 56,000 a year. 


Two years later settling on a route which would affect the 
_ smallest number of people, the majority of flights off 

_ Runway 27 are still flying over densely populated areas of 
_ Jamaica Plain and Roxbury. By its own admission, only 

_ 35% of airplanes are flying the route that would affect the 
_ smallest number of people. Therefore, when using 

_ Runway 27, the majority of Massport's flights are in 

' violation of the legal proceeding's settlement....since it is 

_ unable to conform to the guidelines of the settlement, 

_ Massport is now proposing to triple operations over three 
neighborhoods. 


322.3 Altematives —- Runway 14/32 


Response 


| The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

» Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
_ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
_ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ ononly one or two runways, compared to the typical : 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ tunway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating / 
_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
- operations. 


efer to Section 8.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, which 


_ Clearly states that Option C is the preferred layout for 

_ Runway 14/32 and that Option C requires determination of 

_ acceptable level of safety. Refer to Section 8.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, which clearly states that Option C 
_ is the preferred layout for Runway 14/32 and that Option C 

_ fequires determination of acceptable level of safety. 

_ There is no indication that Runway 14/32 would increase the 
_ percentage of operations that fly in the vicinity of 

_ Jamaica Plain compared to the percentage of operations in 

_ the late 1990s. Furthermore, the noisiest airplanes were 

_ phased out as of December 31, 1999 and the total noise 

_ exposure in Jamaica Plain should be improved. 


_ The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
_ the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 
_ environmentally responsible manner. 


Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would also give the controllers 
considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 


_ achievement of PRAS goals, and redirect many flights to 
_ overwater routes. During very high demand periods, the 
_ controllers currently have little or no flexibility for 
_ funway selection. The addition of Runway 14/32 would be the 
_ single most important mechanism to achieve 

- equitable geographic distribution of aircraft operations. 

_ Massport and the FAA are committed to the PRAS system 


and have been making improvements since 1982. 
The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 


_ Preferred Alternative would promote runway use ina manner 
_ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 
_ number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 
- Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 
_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 
_ same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 


nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 


_ same noise impacts. 


Letter 322: Myra N. Love 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


322.4 Noise _ Impacts 


Public Health 


5 ye Effects 


Preferred — 


- Altematives: 
: _ Alternative 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ Neighborhoods. 


.Massport makes no effort to look at the combined effect 


_ of a 300% increase in noise pollution with the 

_ environmental health risks from diesel fumes and other 

_ contaminants, particularly in asthma ridden communities 
» like Egleston Square. 


' report offers no long-term plan for growth after 2010. 


_ the homeowner and it is the only program in the country 

__ attempting to receive FAA approval to expand the area of 
eligibility by accounting for hill effects. In addition, as of the 
/ 1999-2000 construction season, FAA grants covering 


Logan Airport has one of the most comprehensive and 
progressive sound insulation programs of any airport in the 
country. It was initiated in 1980 before any airport began 
receiving federal funding to soundproof homes under FAR Part 
150. It is the only program in the country to offer residents extra 
sound insulation treatment in a “room of preference” chosen by 


_ 80 percent of the cost of sound insulation (paid for by airline 

_ ticket taxes), combined with funds provided by Massport 

_ through Passenger Facility Charges and landing fees, had fully 
_ funded the sound insulation of all eligible dwelling units in 

_ Massport’s current sound insulation program. Despite this 

_ accomplishment, Massport continues to seek means of 

_ expanding its sound insulation program exclusive of 

_ FAA's decision on this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. If the FAA 

_ approves the Preferred Alternative, Massport is committed to 


» expanding the program to include all additionally eligible 
_ residences. 


~The available public health studies for communities adjacent 


» to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 
_ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 


Status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
comparable public health reports were not available from the 


_ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 

_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 
_ airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 

_ concern. 


The 1999 Massachusetts budget included $150,000 to fund 


_ an environmental assessment of the health impacts of Logan 
_ Airport on any community located within a five-mile radius of 


the airport. The final protocol for the study is being 


_ developed. The study is expected to be completed in summer 
— 2002. : 
assport's current plan is a stop-gap solution. The draft 


Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 


_ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 

_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 

_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside : 


efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 


_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
_ levels increase. 


Letter 322: Myra N. Love 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 


3227 


| Regional 
_ Transportation Airports 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


_ Massport must present other options besides not building 
_ or expanding operations at Logan. The report is 

_ incomplete without serious consideration of Massport's 
other facility: the Hanscom airfield. Massport employees 

_ testified that the percentage of Boston residents who use 
_ Logan is under 25% of its total passenger load. To 

_ continue to impose all of the environmental burden on the 
| inner city when the majority of its users are from outside 

| the city lines is inequitable...we need a long-term strategy 
| that is truly an equitable sharing of the pollution burden. 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
_ in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
_ serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
' already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 

_ Operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 

_ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

_ newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

_ services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, 
_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
| operations between Hanscom and New York 

_ LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports commercial 
_ service at Hanscom Field consistent with its established : 
| policy (60-seat regulation), it believes that Hanscom Field will 
_ maintain its role as a major general aviation reliever, and that 
_ its geographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional and 

_ Manchester airports will prevent its development as a : 
significant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 
"serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a significant : 
» number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, since 
_ approximately 50 percent of passengers on Logan Airport’s 

- commuter flights connect to other Logan Airport flights. 
_ However, any new commercial service initiatives proposed for _ 
_ Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for consistency with the 

_ Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), its Annual Updates, and 

_ applicable regulatory limitations, and shall be considered by 

_ the Hanscom Field Advisory Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of 

_ Hanscom Field. The environmental impacts of 

- commercial services at Hanscom Field are summarized from 
_ the HGEIR and appear in Appendix B of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


Letter 322: Myra N. Love 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Svamaucues wu. ial LUgan Airside improvements EOEA #10458 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 
All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number: There may be other 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the one which must be used. LETTER 323 


Comments not referring to the EOFA file humber mav not be considered. - 


All comments must be reccived April 22. 1999 


All mail concerning the environmental impact review Process including filings. comments. and all associated thatcrials 
must be addressed to: . 

Bob Durand. Secretar: 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 

Boston. MA 02202 ~ 


Failure to address mail in this Manner may result in dclav of action on comments of no action on comments at all. 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 
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Letter 323 
Will Lyman 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment Response 


The study do« does not address cumulative i impact tof airside "The Preferred Altemative is not ‘expected tr to lead to an increase in 
| passenger demand, and therefore, it will have no effect on 


changes on ground transportation. 
__Congestion or delays on Boston area i highways. 


The analysis i in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and ‘Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR shows that, because PPP eliminates a small number of 
_ Small aircraft operations, it does not produce any environmental 
_ benefits or impacts. The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at 
_ Logan Airport is discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 
_ Land Use : Does not take into account disruption of new Opera House. _ Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in substanti 
- Compatability Noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would enable the air 
: "traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the PRAS goals and 


er the water’ routes also impact Dorchester, South Boston, 
Milton, Quincy, etc. 


3232 = Atematives 


_ decrease the population that is most severely affected. Refer to : 
_ Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and population counts 
__ presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-8 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


The most important "benefit" the lessening of delays, is Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced — 

_ Altemative ' completely negated within 10 years. _ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions are 

_ taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high as 

_ 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Altemative produces immediate and long-term benefits by 

_ lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if ithadbeeninplacein 

_ 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the future 

_ 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of the regional 

 altematives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not expected to be 

_ achieved until 2015. The sooner airside efficiencies are 

_ implemented; the more benefits will accrue over time. Section4.6 of 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that delay reduction benefits 
increase over tit 


Letter 323: Will Lyman 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


sae Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response ere 
323.5 Regional _ Regional _ No examination was made of altemative airfields, not even ~The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEISIFEIR, 
' Transportation 


_ Airports _ Hanscom, which is owned by Massport. | specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field in the analysis of 
regional altematives. Hanscom Field, which serves as a general 
aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, already accommodates a 
significant number of aircraft operations (183,000 operations in 

_ 1998). The Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, 

charter, and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 

_ Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, 

_ Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began commercial 
scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 
Services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford 

| (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), and : 
_ Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting operations between 
_ Hanscom and New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport 
_ supports commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 

_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general aviation 

| teliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 

_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 

_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 

» commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 

__ significant number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, 

_ since approximately 50 percent of passengers on Logan Airport's 

- commuter flights connect to other Logan Airport flights and a 
Significant number of passengers are travelling to Boston. However, 
__any new commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

__ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR) 
and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by the : 
_ Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to Section 2.6 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field. 


3236 


Analytical Delay figures are not supported by standard methods of -—~—-‘Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEISIFEIR fora. 
_ Assumptions/ _ computing delays. _ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 


: Methodologies i _ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and 

i : i _ their limitations, an explanation of computer models for estimating 
flight delays, and historical data on delays at Logan Airport and other © 
_ Major United States airports. The methodology used for the : 
_ Airside Project includes the effects of constraints at Logan Airport, 

_ and produces lower delay estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA 

_ approved all the models, which have been validated in previously 
__Published studies of Logan Airport. 


report assumes that increasing departures off Route 27 _ The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, i increase the / 
| from 18,000 to 56,000 annually represents no significant impact. __ airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an environmentally 
i responsible manner. Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would also give 
_ the controllers considerably more flexibility and allow them to 
_ improve achievement of PRAS goals, and redirect many flights to 
_ overwater routes. During very high demand periods, the controllers 
_ Currently have little or no flexibility for runway selection. The addition 
_ of Runway 14/32 would be the single most important mechanism to 
achieve equitable geographic distribution of aircraft operations. 
Massport and the FAA are committed to the PRAS system and 
_ have been making improvements since 1982. The goals of the 
_ Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase the airpor's efficiency, 
and improve airfield safety in an environmentally responsible 
manner. Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would also give the 
_ controllers considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 
_ achievement of PRAS goals, and redirect many flights to overwater 
_ routes. During very high demand periods, the controllers currently 
_ have little or no flexibility for runway selection. The addition of 
_ Runway 14/32 would be the single most important mechanism to 
achieve equitable geographic distribution of aircraft operations. 
_ Massport and the FAA are committed to the PRAS system and 
have been making improvements since 1982. 


3237 Altematives ——~—«~Preferred 


_ Altemative 


Letter 323: Will Lyman 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 324 
Mr. and Mrs. Joseph M. Nucci 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Response 


_ We...express our strong opposition to Runway 14/32 and . The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR proj : 
» to any further development at Logan Airport. The quality Preferred Alternative would promote runway use in a manner 
_ Of life in our neighborhood is very bad now because of _ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 
' airplane noise. _ number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 
_ Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 
_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the : 
same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 
nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 
same noise impacts. 


_ Runway 14/32 


Alternatives Other Non- one of the five alternatives to Logan expansion [should] 
: _ Construction = be employed. : 
_ Alternatives 


324.2 Comment noted. 


Letter 324: Mr. and Mrs. Joseph M. Nucci 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


19 Roseway St. 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 


March 13, 1999 LETTER 325 


MA Environmental Affairs Office 
100 Cambridge St. 
Boston, MA 


To Whom It May Concern, 


I am submitting my comments in reference to Massport’s Report #10458, Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report. | hope that 
you will halt Massport’s plans because this report does not address several important points 
adequately. 


The building of Runway 14/32 will triple operations over several Boston nei ghborhoods. 
The statistics represented in the report gloss over the number of people affected in various 
areas. The breakdowns are not adequate to assess the real impact on populations according 
to neighborhood. Clearly peace and health are hard to tag with a price. Many people will 
pay for this project through Property devaluation and stress levels. To overlook these 
environmental impacts is a serious deficiency of the report. 


Further, the draft report offers no long-term plan for growth after 2010. Although not 
guaranteed, there is certainly the possibility of continued growth. Continuing to expand 
Logan imposes a burden on inner-city residents of Boston. The report is incomplete 
_without serious consideration of Massport’s other facility: the Hanscom airf ield. 


I hope you will find that Massport’s Draft Plan is in no Way a comprehensive look at the 
true repercussions of the proposed Runway 14/32. Before any construction begins, we 
need a long-term strategy that is truly an equitable sharing of the pollution burden. 


Sincerely, 


Martha Merge AI 


n ; 
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Letter 325 
Martha Merson 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


/ Runway 14/32 | The building of Runway 14/32 will triple operations over ‘Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-5 and 2. 

_ several Boston neighborhoods. The statistics...gloss over _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR show the noise impacted 
_ the number of people affected ... The breakdowns are not population in each community. 

_ adequate to assess the real impact on populations 

_ according to neighborhood...through property devaluation — 
and stress levels. 


325.2 | Analysis » Planning __...the draft report offers no long-term plan for growth after. Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
_ Assumptions/ Period - 2010. _ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. Ifno actions 
_ Methodologies _ _ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 


_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional altematives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue : 
- over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows _ 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic : 
levels increase. 
Environmental Continuing to expand Logan imposes a burden oninner- Refer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ Justice _ city residents of Boston. _ discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. Low-income 
: : _ and minority populations were defined in accordance with 
_ Federal Executive Order 12898, the Final United States 
_ Department of Transportation Order, and the Council on : 
_ Environmental Quality’s guidance on environmental justice. In _ 
_ addition, the analysis of low-income populations was 
_ expanded to include households at 150 percent of poverty 
_ level. This analysis found that there is no high and adverse 
_ disproportionate impact to low-income and minority 
_ populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


325.3 


Letter 325: Martha Merson 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment _ Response 
325. 4 - Regional _ Regional | The report is incomplete without serious consideration of The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental i 
| Transportation 


Airports _ Massport's other facility: the Hanscom airfield. _ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
: "in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 

_ serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 

_ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 

_ operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 

- activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 

_ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

_ Newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

_ services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, 

_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued 

_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 

_ operations between Hanscom and New York 

_ LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports commercial 

_ service at Hanscom Field consistent with its established limits 

_ (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that Hanscom Field 

_ will maintain its role as a major general aviation reliever, and 

_ that its geographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional 

_ and Manchester airports will prevent its development as a 

_ significant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 

_ serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a significant 

_ number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, since 

_ approximately 50 percent of passengers on Logan Airport’s 

_ commuter flights connect to other Logan Airport flights and a 

_ significant number of passengers are travelling to Boston. 

_ However, any new commercial service initiatives proposed for _ 

_ Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for consistency with the 

Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall 

_ be considered by the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen : 

_ (HATS). Refer to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

ra discussion of Hanscom Field. : 


| Open Space/ —_ Impacts _ Runway 14/32 will negatively imp: green spaces in Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains additional analysis of 
Parkland : _ the Emerald Necklace and it ...will also have a severe _ the project relative to parklands. As depicted in Figure 6.3-4 
_ impact on the new Boston Harbor Islands National Park. of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the Arnold Arboretum, 
' This report does nothing to assess the environmental _ Emerald Necklace, and Franklin Park are well outside the 
_ impact on such green spaces, their animal residents, or _ 65 dB DNL noise contour associated with the 
_ their potential use by city residents. Airplane noise already _ Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the Airside Project will have 
_ diminishes the quality of the experience of Franklin Park no impact on these parklands. In addition, the 
_ Zoo, the golf course and picnic areas. _ Boston Harbor Islands, while within the No Action Alternative 
i _ 65 dB DNL noise contour, will have no noise increase under 
_ the Preferred Alternative. Refer to Section 6.3 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of 
_ parklands. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains additional 
_ analysis of the project relative to parklands. As depicted in 
Figure 6.3-4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the 
Amold Arboretum, Emerald Necklace, and Franklin Park are 
_ well outside the 65 dB DNL noise contour associated with the 
_ Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the Airside Project will have 
_ no impact on these parklands. In addition, the 
Boston Harbor Islands, while within the No Action Alternative 
65 dB DNL noise contour, will have no noise increase under 
_ the Preferred Alternative. Refer to Section 6.3 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of 
_ parklands. 


= 


Letter 325: Martha Merson 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


LETTER 326 


April 5, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02205 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 
Iam writing to let you and your colleagues know that I do not Support the Logan 


emphasis on regional alternatives, such as high speed rail and the expanded use of other 
Massachusetts airports. 


Jobs as a result of the Proposed expansion and delay problems at Logan are overstated and 
do not outweigh the quality of life issues that will adversely be effected by the expansion of 
Logan; issues that ultimately determine where we locate our businesses and where we live. 


Noise, air pollution, and congested roadways resulting from increased traffic in and out of | 


Logan Airport are of great concern to me. 


Sincerely, 


Laura OrlaXdo 
31 Moraine Street 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 
Tel 617 524-7017 
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Letter 326 
Laura Orlando 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Code _—‘ Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
| 326.1 | Regional Regional _ Lam writing to let you and your colleagues know that! do The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping : 
_ Transportation = Airports _ Not support the Logan Modernization project, including the _ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 
_ construction of runway 14/32. | do support a greater _ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 
_ emphasis on regional alternatives, such as high speed rail levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
_ and the expanded use of other Massachusetts airports. _ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 


_ discussion of regional alternatives. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 
_ and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 
_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 

_ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

_ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 

- analysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 

_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 

_ they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 

_ occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 
_ northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 
_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 

_ reduce the | rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


| Delay ——_ Jobs as a result of the proposed expansion anddelay ‘Section 1.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the _ 
| problems at Logan are overstated and do not outweigh importance of Logan Airport to the regional economy. 
_ the quality of life issues that will adversely be effected 
ic]... i 
Impacts i Noise, z air ir pollu congeste' roadways resulting - Comment noted. 


: from increased traffic i in and out of Logan Airport are of 
great concer to me. 


Regional Regional Expanding our airports and roadways ar are a short-term ' Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 

' Transportation — Airports | answer.. _ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 

: "are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 

_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 

_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 

_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 

_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 

_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 

_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 

_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 

_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
levels increase. 


_ Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 

_ increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 

» deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 

_ Massport's plans to handle the ground access requirements 

_ of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent : 
Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 


Letter 326: Laura Orlando 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Apaisioes LETTER 327 


John Rodman 

Assistant State Environmental Affairs Secretary 
100 Cambridge Street, Fl. 20 

Boston, MA 02202 — 


Dear Mr. Rodman, ~ 
Please accept my written testimony on the subject of the Proposed runway 14/32 at Logan Airport. 


Yesterday, when I got off the orange line at Green Street in Jamaica Plain, I sat outside on a bench 
directly over the train tracks reading in the balmy air for a few minutes. As a train approached I 
expected a deafening noise. But the orange line was surprisingly quiet, drowned-out by a jet that . 
simultaneously roared overhead. I was amazed to find that a train travelling so close to me was not 
nearly as loud as a jet that was thousands of feet away. 


After that I went for a walk in the Amold Arboretum at dusk. Spring is Just beginning to creep in and I 
lay on my back looking up into towering cedar trees. The Arnold Arboretum is an amazing gem for 
Boston. You can walk for hours, and there are places where you can genuinely feel far away from a 
city. I was hoping to “call in” an owl, and a ranger once showed me where and how I may have some 


out. Unfortunately, my experience was marred by the flights taking off from Runway 27. Plane after 
plane roared overhead and muffled the sounds of nature. 4 97 
One characteristic of Boston that everyone is aware of is its premium on space. However, the Emerald 
Necklace is an impressive Preservation of open space, and provides refuge to hundreds of thousands of 

citizens who rely on this tranquility amid the din of everyday city life. It is also a huge draw for visitors, 


Discouraged, I went home. I live ina modest apartment in an invaluably diverse community in Jamaica 
Plain, the Parkside neighborhood. I chose to settle here and buy a condominium at the end of a dead- 
end street one year ago. My backyard abuts a gorgeous wooded section of Franklin Park. We can sit on 
our back porch and glimpse an endangered peregrine falcon or a red-tailed hawk, bats in the summer, an 
occasional dog walking with its owner in the park. Our neighborhood is truly serene. 


Certainly these planes are violating Boston city ordinances on noise levels. They are so loud that my 

bed vibrates as they fly over. Iam astounded by how intrusive they are, and most importantly, I live n 
nowhere near Logan Airport. When we are walking in the park, or grilling on the back porch, and 32 (2 
sometimes even inside our home, we have to halt our conversation as the planes fly over. 


This moming I was awakened by more jets at 6:05, a scant 6 % hours since I was lying awake feeling 
the planes. Today I am exhausted and bleary-eyed. Now I am told that the noise pollution that I am 
faced with several days every week will tnple if the new runway is built. What a shame to ruin some of 
Boston’s last remaining open space. 


° A se ee 
Emily Peckham, Jamaica Plain 
Cb Glade AVemus) 
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Letter 327 
Emily Peckham 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Code Topic1 Comment 
327.1. Open Space/ | ...My experience [at the Arnold Arboretum yesterday] was 
| Parkland ' marred by the flights taking off from Runway 27. Plane 


_ after plane roared overhead and muffled the sounds of 
_ nature...the Emerald Necklace is an impressive 
| preservation of open space.... 


g 
_ pm last night] | could not sleep. Certainly these planes are 
_ violating Boston city ordinances on noise levels. | am 
_ astounded by how intrusive [flights using Runway 27] are. 
__...1 am told that the noise pollution that | am faced with 
_ several days every week will triple if the new runway 
© [Runway 14/32] is built. 


| The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains additional analysis 
_ the project relative to parklands. As depicted in Figure 6.3-4 

_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the Arnold Arboretum, 

_ Emerald Necklace, and Franklin Park are well outside the 

_ 65 dB DNL noise contour associated with the 

_ Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the Airside Project will have 
_ no impact on these parklands. In addition, the 

_ Boston Harbor Islands, while within the No Action Alternative 
_ 65 dB DNL noise contour, will have no noise increase under 
_ the Preferred Alternative. Refer to Section 6.3 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of 

_ parklands, 


s using Runway 27 zoomed overhead [at 11:25 


" Refer to Section 8.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, which 


Response 


clearly states that Option C is the preferred layout for 


_ Runway 14/82 and that Option C requires determination of 
_ acceptable level of safety. 


_ There is no indication that Runway 14/32 would increase the 
_ percentage of operations that fly in the vicinity of 

_ Jamaica Plain compared to the percentage of operations in 

_ the late 1990s. Furthermore, the noisiest airplanes were 

_ phased out as of December 31, 1999 and the total noise 

_ exposure in Jamaica Plain should be improved. 


Letter 327: Emily Peckham 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Légan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 
ME : 


/~ All comments on EIRs (environmental impact port) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
_ >) identifying numbers, but the EOEA file number is the one which must be used. 


Comments not refering to the EOEA file number mav not be considered LETTER 328 


All comments must be received April 22, 1999, 
All mail concerning the environmental impact review process including filings. comments, and all associated materials 
must be addressed to: * : 


Bob Durand, Seéietary : 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs he — 
Attention: MEPA;Office 

Arthur Pugsicy EQEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Strcet - 20th Floor 

Boston, MA se 


il in thi Na’ rc i : i i 5 
Dear Mr. Durand, : 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 
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Letter 328 
Anne Rogers 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Boston and its neighborhoods deserve a long-term : Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced : 
_ Alternative : solution, not the current stop gap proposal. - 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
i are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if ithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
| future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
_ levels increase. 


— 328.2 = Regional _ Regional _ The long-term solution should be regional, rather than _ The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 
| Transportation Airports » focused on expanding Logan's capacity and adding to the directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 

i : _ present traffic and pollution problems in Boston. addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 

_ levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR | 

_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive : 


_ discussion of regional alternatives. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 
and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 

_ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

_ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 

_ analysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

' indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 

_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 

_ they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 
occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 
northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 

_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 

_ reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


Letter 328: Anne Rogers 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comments to: urall Logan Airside Improvements EOEA #10458 
COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EQEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental j impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may" ‘be.c*her 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the one which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOFA file number mav not be considered. LETTE R 32 g 
a enetig fo the EUEA file number may not be considered 


All comments must be reccived Apnil 22. 1999 
All mail concerning the environmental j impact review process including filings. comments. and abassociated materials 
must be addressed to: . sae 
Bob Durand, Secretary: , 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 
Arthur Pugsicy EOEA No. #10458 
100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor. Floor 
Boston. MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 


. 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 
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Letter 329 
James P. Sliker 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment Response 


This plan does not take into account the massive _ The Preferred Alternative is not expected to lead to an 

_ increases in surface traffic that will be caused by the _ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 

_ increased flights. _ No effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
_ Refer to Section 4.2. 


Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
_ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 
estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 

_ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 

_ methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
_ of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 

_ estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 

_ models, which have been validated in previously published 
studies of Logan Airport. 


_ Transportation 


— 329.2 ~~ Delay 


: plan as written is seriously flawed in its counting of 
| present delays. 


_ Preferred : The plan is much too short-term.... _ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced / 
_ Alternative i _ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions — 
: : _ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
__ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
levels increase. 


_ Regional _ Regional a long term regional approach that considers alt. _ The alternative analysis conforms to FA 

_ Transportation Airports _ transport modalities is needed. _ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 

: : _ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 
levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR — 
and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive : 
discussion of regional alternatives. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 

- and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

_ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 

_ analysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 

_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 

_ they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 

_ occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 

_ northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 

_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 

__teduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


- Alternatives 


29.4 


Letter 329: James P. Sliker 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number may not be considered. LETTER 330) 
nto Me RUEA file number may not be considered 


All comments must be reccived Apmil 22. 1999 . 
All mail conceming the environmental impact review process including filings. comments, and all-associa: ~4 materials 
must be addressed to: : 

Bob Durand. Secretary: 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsiey EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 

Boston. MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this manner May result in delay of action on comments Of no action on comments at all. 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: , 
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Letter 330 
Lynn Thornton 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


This will increase not decrease air traffic over Jamaica The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the : 
| Plain... _ Preferred Alternative would promote runway use ina manner 
i _ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 
_ number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 
» Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number. 
_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 
: same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 
_ nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 
same noise impacts. 


Alternatives Runway 14/32 


Preferred It will not solve the long-term issues regarding increased Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
_ Alternative __ air traffic at Logan Airport. 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
i _ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The : 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if ithad 
been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the | 
future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
- expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside : 
_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows | 
that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
levels increase. 
: The DEIS/DEIR for the Logan Airside Improvements Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
» Planning Project is basically flawed in its calculation of _ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
| present delays and future impact. » includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
_ and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 
_ estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 
Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 
methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
_ of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 
_ estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 
_ models, which have been validated in previously published 


_ studies of Logan Airport. 
330.4 Ground Access to There is no plan to handle the massive increases in _ The Preferred Alternative is not expected to lead to an 
_ Transportation | Logan _ ground traffic... _ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 


_ no effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
_ Refer to Section 4.2. 


‘Letter 330: Lynn Thornton 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOKA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the one which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number may not be considered. LE TTE R 33] 


All comments must be reccived April 22, 1999 
All mail conceming the environmental impact review Process including filings. comments. and all associated materials 
must be addressed to: 2 

Bob Durand. Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 

Boston. MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 
tne s 


> 


Name “~) cle “Jo 


Address > Greeuwugh Are. . 
. fF. . O21 5 
Phone S 22--S26 2 
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Letter 331 
Danielle Toth 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Code ‘Topic 1 Comment 


_ In Jamaica Plain...The barrage of airplane noise...keeps 
_ us indoors in good weather. 


Regional 


ransportation — Airports commuter shuttles) would be the answer... 


| am completely against the construction of a new runway. 


' The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 
_ Preferred Alternative would promote runway use in a manner 
_ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 

_ number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, / 
- Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number : 
_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 
_ same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 
_ nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 


Developing more air business at local airports (with 


Response 


same noise impacts. 
The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 


_ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 
_ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity : 
_ levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 
_ discussion of regional alternatives. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 

_ and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
_ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

_ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
_ analysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 

_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 
they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 

- occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 

_ northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 
_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to : 
_ reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


Letter 331: Danielle Toth 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comments to: uralt Logan Airside Improvements EOEA #10458 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EQEA #10458 
All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number mav not be considered. LETTER 332 
TO TC EUEA file number mav not be considered 


All comments must be reccived April 22. 1999 : 
All mail concerning the environmental impact review Proccss including filings. comments. and all associated materials 
must be addressed to: 

Bob Durand. Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsicy EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 

Boston. MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


_ Runway 14/32 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 332 
Danielle Toth 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment 


_ The new runway proposed is NO solution...no one will 
_ tolerate living in a city where outdoor life will be 
_ intolerable. 


Letter 332: Danielle Toth 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


_ Massport’s FAA-approved sound insulation prog ly 

_ element of the noise abatement program. For a discussion of 
_ the noise abatement program, refer to the discussion in the 

_ Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 

» Annual Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives 

| underway that reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, 
_ including: 


Response 


Noise abatement and runway use restrictions; 


: Exploring means of extending the Logan Airport sound 
» insulation program through innovative investigation of hill 
_ effects on sound propagation; 


_ Encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 


alternative airports; and 


Monitoring and improving achievement of PRAS goals. 


LETTER 333 24 Cranston St. 


Jamaica Plain, MA. 02130. 
April 15, 1999 


Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor, 
Boston, MA 02202 . 


Dear Mr. Durand: _ 

Iam writing to share my position on Massport's Proposed new runway 14/32 
with you. Iam adamantly opposed to the Proposed runway, and I encourage the 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs to Study the issue closely and stand opposed 
to Massport's proposal as well. 


Yes, Boston needs a healthy transportation system, and an airport plays an 333.1 
important role. However, air travel is the most environmentally damaging way to 
travel, in terms of fuel consumption per person, noise and air quality degradation, and 
economics. 


Massport argues that the runway is needed to cut delays, but even this is in 333. 2 
dispute, depending on who is interpreting which statistics. More importantly, like the 
tule for highways, "build it and they will come", a new runway will lead to more 
flights, more noise, more pollution. Though the runway might have a specific direction 333. 3 
and a pledge for restricted use, like HOV lanes nationwide, the restrictions are always 
eased as the number of users overall continually climbs. The number of flights in and 
out of Logan will increase to the capacity of the structure. Thus, no new structures. 


Furthermore, there is an element of environmental justice to the debate. The 
impacted areas are home to the bulk of metropolitan Boston's poor, minority, colored 333 4 


Sane, sustainable transportation policy needs to be build on cutting trips, 
decreasing noise, fuel consumption, and air pollution. That means focusing on rail 
travel for long distances. The State of Massachusetts, Massport, and other political 
entities need to deal with alternative forms of transportation before they increase 333.5 
capacity at an airport, build a new highway, etc. 


For all these reasons, the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs should 


stand against any airport expansion. 
Wen, = oe 


David Weinstein 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 
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Letter 333 
David Weinstein 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Comment 


: Massport argues that the runway is needed to cut delays, but 
: even this is in dispute, depending on who is interpreting which 


.a new runway will lead to more flights, more noise, more 


_ pollution. Though the runway might have a specific direction 

_ anda pledge for restricted use...restrictions are always eased 
__as the number of users overall continually climbs. The number 
_ of flights in and out of Logan will increase to the capacity of the 
_ structure. 


Response 


_ Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 

» onthe estimation and modeling of flight delays. It includes a 

_ description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and their 

: limitations, an explanation of computer models for estimating flight : 
delays, and historical data on delays at Logan Airport and other major 
: United States airports. The methodology used for the Airside Project 
: includes the effects of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces 
lower delay estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 

_ models, which have been validated in previously published studies of 

| Logan Airport. 
| The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and delay 

_ Tesults in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report for 
Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, reduced 

_ minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical Center 
simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the RDSIM model and 
estimated that when activity reached 504,000 annual operations, total 

_ delay would exceed 260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft 
: EIS/EIR forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 
_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet scenario. 
_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA Technical Center 

_ delay estimates in 1992 with those of the Logan Airside Project 

_ estimates. The FAA has concluded that the Airside delays represent 

_ “aplausible and conservative estimate...” 


_ The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most delay 
prone airports in the United States Logan Airport’s estimated annual 

' delay hours are over five times the FAA's 20,000-hour threshold for a 

_ severely delayed airport. Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight 

_ delays. It includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay : 
_ Measures and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 
estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at Logan Airport 

_ and other major United States airports. The methodology used for the 

| Airside Project includes the effects of constraints at Logan Airport, and | 

| produces lower delay estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA 
| approved all the models, which have been validated in previously 


lished studies of Logan Airport. 


: The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, i increase the _ 
airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an environmentally 
_ responsible manner. The construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ would prevent the significant drop in airfield capacity that now occurs 
_ during northwest wind conditions. The runway would not increase 

_ Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of approximately 

_ 120 operations per hour which is available nearly 80 percent of the 
year, but rather would allow this capacity to be maintained more 

© consistently. The new runway at Logan Airport is not proposed to 
increase the annual capacity at Logan Airport. Rather, it is proposed to 
' reduce delays, particularly on days with strong northwest winds. The 
"Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR analysis shows that this runway also 
provides more flexibility in runway use, allowing the FAA controllersto 
_ adhere more closely to the PRAS goals with attendant benefits to the 

_ neighboring communities that are most highly noise impacted. 


Letter 333: David Weinstein 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Code Topic 1 


333.4 _ Environmental 
| Justice 


egional == -Regional_— 
_ Transportation Airports 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Comment 


_ The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 

| populations were defined in accordance with Federal 

| Executive Order 12898, the Final United States Department 
_ of Transportation Order, and the Council on Environmental 

- Quality's guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the 
_ analysis of low-income populations was expanded to include 
' households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 

_ found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate 

_ impact to low-income and minority populations caused by the 
_ Preferred Alternative. 


there is an element of environmental justice...The 


_ impacted areas are home to the bulk of metropolitan 
_ Boston's poor, minority, colored communities...the 
| Majority of those who fly frequently are wealthier and 
_ more likely to live in the suburbs, out of harms way. 


The State of Massachusetts, Massport, and other political 
_ entities need to deal with alternative forms of 

_ transportation [e.g., rail travel] before they increase 
| capacity at an airport... 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a : 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The — 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an : 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and 
_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

_ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 

_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 


Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 
increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 


_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 
_ Sound insulation. 


A discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 
_ presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


The alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping i. 


_ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 

_ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity : 
_ levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 

_ discussion of regional alternatives. 


_ Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 

- and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
_ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

_ @fficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
_ analysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 

_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 


they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 


_ occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 
_ northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 
_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 
_ reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


Letter 333: David Weinstein 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Sunluents tu. rail Logan Alrsige improvements KUKA #10458 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number may not be considered. LETTER 334 


All comments must be received April 22. 1999 
All mail conceming the environmental impact review process including filings. comments, and all associated matenals 
must be addressed to: 

Bob Durand. Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 

Boston. MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 
Dear Mr. Durand, 


No Néw R UNWAY , BECAUSE + -- 
My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 


Tbe et dcatekAce 334.1 


et “hy LY ce al mes. 


Jf WSC 
Phone 6/7 73 22 ¥2 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 334 
David Weinstein 


Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


Topic 2 Comment 


/ Runway 14/32 


A new runway may...relieve delays, but only for a few 
_-years. 


_ Runway 14/32 


334.2 


"Alternatives: 
_ Noise pollution, auto traffic to and from the airport. 


ee r 73 
_ Pricing 


334.3 
| _ which is proven to decrease traffic and delays at certain 
| times. 


_ Passenger Rail 


...explore altematives...like high sp 


. | eae. 
| Transportation 


_ More capacity means more flights, more air pollution, 


Massport has not yet studied/implemented peak pricing, 


Response 


Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 


_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
"expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows _ 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic i 
- levels increase. 


_ The Preferred Alternative is not expected to lead to an 

_ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 
"no effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
_ Refer to Section 4.2. 


Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 


_ updated discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis 
_ of the implications of an illustrative conceptual small 
_ community exemption program. 


_ PPP was included among the Airside Project alternatives to 
_ address delays caused by over-scheduling. The potential 

_ impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport is discussed 
- in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 


sis of a PPP Exemption program. 
@ alternative analysis conforms to FAA and MEPA scoping 


_ directives. The impact of the regional alternatives has been 
_ addressed through the study of a range of forecast activity 

_ levels. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive 


discussion of regional alternatives. 
Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports 


' and high-speed rail services, in addition to construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
_ Logan Airport, as a comprehensive plan for ensuring an 

_ efficient and balanced regional transportation system. As the 
_ analysis in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ indicates, these off-airport alternatives are expected to 

_ reduce aircraft traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but 

they will not eliminate airside delays at Logan Airport that 


occur because of a third operating runway during periods of 


_ northwest winds. The Preferred Alternative, which specifically 
_ addresses this deficiency, is necessary and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits wil 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 

_ reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


Letter 334: David Weinstein 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


~vermaceeco ave azeatt Logan Airside Improvements EOEKA #10458 . 
COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the one which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number mav not be considered LETTER 335 


All comments must be reccived April 22, 1999 ‘ . 
All mail conceming the environmental impact review process including filings. comments, and all associated matcrials 
must be addressed to: 

Bob Durand. Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #1 0458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 

Boston. MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay: of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 
SLTHE Dechy Figures FoR Loca hiRPoRT As PRESENTED BY (1ASSloRT ARE 
335.9 wigney Fawcirue IES THER Woes ERSURING NEY 
93h —ickedse iw dik reaene wn eS EES THE Re svsrive 


3357 biTTLEe TO Do wWiTe DELHY RepucTioN, ANS EVERY TUNG TO po WiTK 


SPAN SON AP CAPACITY “AT LéGaN, Gnne SATURATION Is RedcHen ACAI A Feu YEARS 
RESOENTS fs ALREA Op TOO HIGH. WHat we NEED Address 3c WE@GERN StREEer HS 
ARE SENSIBLE Lowe-s:guren ALTERWATIvES, NAMACA PLAS A ORI30 


RISO 
Phone 617 [7x3 BINS 


Aprh 18, 0299 ne 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 335 


Jacques Weissgerber 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


omment 


he delay figures [in support of runway 14/32]...are 

| grossly exaggerated, outdated and based on 

' "maximum capacity" goals. Since 1992, delays at 

_ Logan have actually gone down, according to the FAA. 


_ Logan Airport flight delays, as measured by the FAA, did decline i 
» between 1993 and 1997. Nevertheless, the same data show that Logan 
_ Airport was consistently ranked as one of the nation’s most delayed 
__ airports throughout this period. In 1998, delayed fiights at Logan Airport, 
__as reported by the FAA increased by more than 30 percent, and 
_ continued to increase in 2000. In 2000, Logan was the second most 

_ delayed airport for arrivals in the US. This represents the worst rank in 
_ Logan's history. 

_ There are three reasons for the decline in delays between 1993 and 

_ 1997. First, in 1997, the number of hourly scheduled flights was less 
than Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of 120 flights per hour, 
_ unlike 1993, when airlines scheduled flights well beyond Logan Airport's 
_ hourly capacity. Second, Logan Airport's hourly demand profile is flatter 
_ than itwas in 1993. Airlines are spreading scheduled flights throughout 
__ the day taking advantage of Logan Airpor's off-peak hours (eg, 10AM - 
_ to 1 PM). Finally, airlines are carrying more passengers per flight. In 
- fact, with roughly the same number of flights as in 1993, Logan Airport 


Response 


accommodated over 3 million more passengers. One reason for this is 


__ that the regional carrier network serving New England is more efficient. 
_ In 1998, there were three regional carrier systems serving 2.1 million 
_ regional passengers at Logan Airport. Since 1994, Logan Airport has 
_ been served by two regional airline systems (Business Express, now 


American Eagle, and US Airways Express). These cartiers handled 2.2 


» million Logan Airport passengers in 1998. 


_ Keylessons leamed from this are: 1) while PPP might work in 
_ conditions of overscheduling, such as the 1993 environment, because 


there is no sustained period of flight overscheduling at Logan Airport 


_ today, PPP would not provide meaningful delay reduction in the current 
_ operating environment; and 2) while delays declined from 1993 to 1997, 
_ Logan Airport continued to be one of the most delayed airports in the 


country because, even though carriers were more efficient at scheduling 
flights, delays caused by wind and weather continued to occur. 


_ Inresponse to the request made by the EPA, as well as by EOEA in its 
_ MEPA Certificate on the Draft EIR, the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ includes delay and environmental analyses for 1998 to reflect current 
_ conditions and to provide context to the delay problem at Logan Airport. 
_ However, it should be noted that the appropriate comparison for 

_ assessing future year conditions and the effectiveness of the 

_ Airside Project, is a comparison of the Preferred Altemative to the 

_ No Action Altemative, not a comparison of the Preferred Altemative to 
_ the base year. 

_ Adiscussion of current and historic conditions can be found in 

_ Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
_ Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora discussion on = 
_ the estimation and modeling of fight delays. Itincludes a description of 
_ FAAand U.S. DOT delay measures and their limitations, an explanation _ 
_ of computer models for estimating flight delays, and historical dataon 
_ delays at Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 


methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects of 


_ constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay estimates than 
_ FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the models, which have been 
_Nalidated in previously published studies of Logan Aiport 


Letter 335: Jacques Weissgerber 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Topic 2 


Comment Response 


The dispersion model portion of the LDMS is an EPA- 


Impacts Massport's "noise contour lines" have not been updated to 


' reflect the actual noise levels suffered by Boston _ approved model. The methodology is consistent with FAA 
: communities. Their noise measuring methods are highly and EPA guidelines. 


fanciful. _ Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have 


been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and 

_ Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 

_ locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 

_ modification of source levels to better account for 

_ oVver-water sound propagation and apparent use of 

_ higher engine power settings than are normally assumed in the 
_ noise model's database (Refer to Appendix F of the 

_ Logan Airport 1996 Annual Update). 


_ In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 
_ became even less when Massport upgraded its 

_ Monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 
_ aircraft -- a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 

_ levels predicted by the noise model. 


At sites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this 
_ improvement to the monitoring system brought measured and 
_ modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to 
- Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 1999 Environmental 
_ Planning and Status Report). Massport continues to investigate 
_ possible causes for remaining differences (such as from hill 
_ effects) but believes the FAA’s INM noise model used in the 
_ Airside Project noise analyses accurately represents expected 
_ noise exposure. 


_ Massport's concept of "equitable share of the noise" puts The Environmental Justice analysis in Section 6.8 was 

_ the burden on low-income, inner city neighborhoods [with expanded for the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and 
_ runway 14/32]... _ minority populations were defined in accordance with Federal 
: _ Executive Order 12898, the Final United States Department 
_ of Transportation Order, and the Council on Environmental 

_ Quality’s guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the 

_ analysis of low-income populations was expanded to include 

_ households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 

_ found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate : 
_ impact to low-income and minority populations caused by the 
_ Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

_ Minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The - 
» additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 

_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 

_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and 

_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 
affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 
_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 
_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

- sound insulation. 


Letter 335: Jacques Weissgerber 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code Topic 1 Topic2 Comment De en eee es at 
335.4 Regional __...Hanscom airport, which could relieve Logan, is only used ata 
| Airports 


_ third ofits capacity. 


The Environmental Impact Report does not take into account 
_ the cumulative impact...the increase in air traffic [from runway 
_ 14/32] will have on ground transportation, air quality, health, 

' quality of life, real estate prices, municipal tax revenues. 


[Runway 14/32] has very litle to do with delay reduction, and 
_ everything to do with expansion of capacity. 


_ Runway 14/32 


saturation ...{will be] reached againafew years... 


Response 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental : 

_ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field inthe 

_ analysis of regional altematives. Hanscom Field, which servesasa 

_ general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, already 

_ accommodates a significant number of aircraft operations (183,000 

_ operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field activity includes private, 

_ business, charter, and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 

_ Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, 

_ Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began commercial 

_ scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

| Services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford 

(discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), and 

_ Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting operations between 

_ Hanscom and New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport 

_ Supports commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 

__ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 

_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general aviation 

- reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 

_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 

_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 

_ commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 

__ significant number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, 

__ since approximately 50 percent of passengers on Logan Airport’s 

_ commuter fights connect to other Logan Airport fights and a i 

__ Significant number of passengers are travelling to Boston. However, 
any new commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR) 

and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by the 

_ Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to Section 2.6 of 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field. 


The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR — 
_ analyze the environmental impacts of the Airside Project, consistent 
_ with established federal and state scoping directives. Appropriate 

_ Mitigation associated with the Airside Project has also been 

_ established. Massport has programs in place to reduce the 

_ environmental impacts associated with Logan Airport as a whole. 

_ These initiatives are described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its 


The Preferred Altemative, and specifically unidirectional 


- Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal airfield 


capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity is 
- available at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the time. 


_ Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain this capacity 
_ during periods of strong northwest winds that now require controllers 
_ to operate on only one or two runways, compared to the typical : 


three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The runway will 
not increase Logan Airport's normal operating capacity, nor will it 


_encourage or induce an increase in aircraft operations, 
_ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 


120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions are 
_ taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high as 


_ 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Altemative produces immediate and long-term benefits by 
_ lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had been in place in 

_ 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the future 

_ 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of the regional 
__altematives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not expected to be 

_ achieved until 2015. The sooner airside efficiencies are 


_ implemented; the more benefits will accrue over time. Section 4.6 of 


_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that delay reduction benefits 
_ increase over time as traffic levels increase. 


Letter 335: Jacques Weissgerber 
Private Citizens: Jamaica Plain 


* Comments to: Draft Logan Airside Improvements EOEA #10458 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) thust refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifying numbers, but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number mav not be considered. LE TTER 336 


_ All comments must be received April 22, 1999 y 

All mail concerning the environmental impact review process including filings. comments. and all associated. materials 

must be addressed to: ; : 
Bob Durand. Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 
Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 o 
100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor age & 
Boston. MA 02202 i. 


Failure to address mail in this Manner may result in delay of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 
Dear Mr. Durand, : 


as follows: 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are 


> 15 Yo NZ lm ; ; | 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 336 
T. Brown 
Private Citizens: Newton 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Preferred | This is not a long-term solution...This is the time to ' Because the development of a second major airport would 
| Alternative  Start...[the] process [of reaching out to the suburbs to _ Tequire ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
: ' accommodate growth]... _ review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 
; _ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 

_ demand over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field’s potential 

_ service area overlaps with the service areas for 

_ several airports that already have the necessary 

_ infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 

_ Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 

_ Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 
_ improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside i 
- facilities and airfields. 


Alternatives 


Letter 336: T. Brown 
Private Citizens: Newton 


Richard Jordan 
360 Grove St 
Medford, MA 02155-1434 
April 2, 1999 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley, EOEA 10458 

100 Cambridge St, 20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


| am writing to comment on EOEA 14 0458, Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project. lam writing in support of the Proposed project which involves a new 
runway and added taxiways at Logan International Airport for the following 
reasons: 


¢ Since the option of no action involves Significant adverse environmental 
impact, particularly from increased noise and increased air traffic delays, this 
Project will serve to manage and reduce noise Pollution and will also have 
some benefit from an air pollution standpoint. 

¢ The project will improve the Safety of the airport Particularly i 


e Alternatives involving other airport(s) may take decades to work out. We 
cannot wait that long because the impacts on Safety and the economy are 
affecting the Greater Boston community now. 

¢ Other environmental impacts appear to be minimal. 


PIL fod 
Richard Jordan 


| appreciate your consideration of my views. 


LETTER 337 


337.1 


337.2 


337.3 


337.4 


337.5 
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Letter 337 
Richard Jordan 
Private Citizens: Medford 


Comment Response 


_ Lam writing in support of the proposed project which 
_ involves a new runway and added taxiways at Logan 
ional Airport for the following reasons: 


...this project will serve to manage and reduce noise 
: pollution and will also have some benefit from an air 
: pollution standpoint. 


_ Alternative 


The project will improve the safety of the airport 
_ particularly in times of high air traffic congestion with high 
winds. 


_ The project is vital to the economy of Greater Boston 
_ since substantial air traffic delays will make travel here 
less economically attractive. 


| “a 


Need 


Alternatives involving other airport(s) may take decades to 
work out. 


Sed ; ace 
Transportation — Airports 


Letter 337: Richard Jordan 
Private Citizens: Medford 


Bcc: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOFA 


™~om: "Jill Richard" <typejill@excite.coms 
dject: Air Traffic LETTER 338 
e: Tuesday, April 20, 1999 15:21:40 EDT 

«--tach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


To: Mr. Arthur Pugsley and 

Mr. Robert Durand, Sez. of MEPA Unit. 
From: Jill Richard, 291 High Street, Medford, MA 02155 
Re: Air Traffic/New Runwzy Reference File #10458E08 
Date: April 21, 1999 


I am opposed to Massport.’s Proposal to build a new Runway (14.32)as it will 338.1 
triple the departures through ' 
Medford via runway 1533 at Logan Airport. This would 
be intolerable. It is a quality of life issue. 
The whole Western part of the state could use a runway 
in their backyards. It would provide convenience for 
them, auto traffic congestion is not a factor there, 
parking would be viable and air traffic would be 338.2 
s~~ead across the state. There is absolutely no sane 
ionale for adding to the traffic and environmental 
.cerns by adding another runway in the Greater Boston 
area. 
Anyone who legitmately cares about the environment 
is aware of this. 
Thank You for your attention to this matter. 


Jill Richard 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DraFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 338 
Jill Richard 
Private Citizens: Medford 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


| Runway 14/32 


.[The] new Runway (14/32)...will triple the departures © The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 
| through Medford via runway 15/33 at Logan Airport. This Alternative promote runway use in a manner that is more 
' would be intolerable. » consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Medford is affected 
_ most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 arrivals. Total 
_ departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to Runway 15R 
_ would increase, but many of these are non-jets. These 

_ tunway operating directions are currently running well below 

_ their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 would _ 
allow the controllers to approach but still remain below the 
_ annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 

_ established based on a thorough public participation process 

_ in response to community noise concerns. Additionally, by 

_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

_ 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 

_ persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 

_ term PRAS goals. 


Regional The whole western part of the state could use a runway in Since January 2000 Massport has attracted three new 
: Transportation Airports _ their backyards. It would provide convenience for them, airlines to Worcester Regional Airport. Delta Connection 
' auto traffic congestion is not a factor there, parking would + began serving Worcester Regional Airport with two daily 
_ be viable and air traffic would be spread across the state. _ nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta on 
; _ February 1, 2000 and will be increasing its service to three 
daily flights in April 2001. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle 
_ began service to New York JFK Airport with three daily 
_ Nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. In February 
_ 2001, PanAm began daily scheduled service from Worcester 
_ to Orlando Intemational Airport. Massport is in ongoing 
_ discussions with other carriers regarding potential new 
_ Services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition to the 
_ Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has pursued a variety 
_ Of initiatives to promote the use of other regional airports and 
_ travel modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth 
_ pressures at Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, 
_ Massport and Governor Cellucci co-sponsored a 
_ Regional Transportation Summit of the New England 
Governors and transportation officials. The Summit focused 
_ on joint marketing among the New England commercial 
_ service airports and the joint promotion of rail and road 
_ initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced regional 
_ transportation system. A second summit was held in Rhode 
_ Island in December 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 
_ Massport’s regional transportation planning initiatives. 
_ Massport disagrees that its record in diverting traffic to other 
_ airports is unsuccessful. Since 1996 eight out of 
_ ten new passengers in New England were directed to 
_ regional airports, which include T.F. Green/Providence, 
' Worcester Regional, and Manchester airports. In 1999, 
_ Massport estimates that regional airports attracted 2.4 million 
passengers, that would have otherwise used Logan Airport. 


_ Alternatives 


Letter 338: Jill Richard 


Private Citizens: Medford 


LETTER 339 


From the Desk of Maryann P, Mahony........ 


April 7, 1999 


MEPA 

State Transportation Building 
10 Park Plaza 

Boston, MA 


RE: Logan Runway 1432 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Hearing 


To Whom It May Concern: 


I feel the Worcester Airport or Hanscan Field would be more appropriate for the 
expansion. I also feel strongly that more public input is needed from the residence of 
Quincy and I believe that is important for Massport to hold a community meeting before 
any decisions are made. I believe these are quality of life issues that will have a major 
impact on North Quincy, Marina Bay, and Squantum residence. 


Sincerely, 


(ee deities 


Maryann P. Mahony 
Candidate for Ward 6 Councillor 
Home Owner ; 


CC: Peter Blute, Massport, Atlantic Neighborhood Association, Squantum Association 
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Letter 339 
Maryann P. Mahony 
Private Citizens: Quincy/North Quincy 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Alternatives Runway 14/32 ...| would like to be recorded in opposition of Runway _ In 1998, 77 percent of Logan Airport’s jet traffic affected 
: _ 14/32. | have lived in Quincy for many years with the _ communities to the north and south of the airport— 
_ current level of service not being sufficient and with the © East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, 
_ increased noise and pollution...an additional runway _ Dorchester, Quincy, Milton, and Braintree. Without 
| would only increase these problems... ' Runway 14/32, as much as 88 percent of 


_ Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overfly these 

» communities when Logan Airport reaches 

_ 37.5 million passengers. Construction of Runway 14/32 will 

__ allow a more balanced geographic distribution of 

_ aircraft operations over populated areas, will increase the 

_ number of over-water operations, and will reduce 

_ Noise exposure for close-in communities. In fact, the 

_ most heavily impacted communities will experience a 

_ decrease in overflights compared to 1998 levels. With the 

_ Preferred Alternative, when Logan Airport reaches 

_ 29 million passengers, overflights from Runway 4 arrivals and : 
_ Runway 22 departures, which affect South Boston, Quincy, 
_ Milton, and Braintree, will decrease from 107,861 in 1998 to 

- 58,305 operations. 


...the Worcester Airport or Hanscom Field would be more The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ appropriate for the expansion. _ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field in 
: _ the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which serves _ 
_ asa general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, already 
' accommodates a significant number of aircraft operations 
_ (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field activity 
- includes private, business, charter, and air taxi operations that : 
_ might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft 
_ EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, 
_ began commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, 
Offering limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets 
— Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware 
_ (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also 
- conducting operations between Hanscom and 
_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general aviation 
_ teliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
_ commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely tomovea 
__ significant number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, 
_ Since approximately 50 percent of passengers on Logan Airports 
_ commuter flights connect to other Logan Airport flights and a 
__ Significant number of passengers are travelling to Boston. 
_ However, any new commercial service initiatives proposed for 
_ Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for consistency with the 
_ Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be 
_ considered by the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). 
_ Refer to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora 
_ discussion of Hanscom Field. 


eg 
_ Transportation 


Letter 339: Maryann P. Mahony 
Private Citizens: Quincy/North Quincy 
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Comment 


 ...More public input is needed from the residents of 

' Quincy...it is important for Massport to hold a community 
_ meeting before any decisions are made...these are 
_ quality of life issues that will have a major impact on North 
- Quincy, Marina Bay, and Squantum residents. 


| Process 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


here was an extensive public participation and review 
rocess during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft 


_ EIS/EIR. Public comments were received on the ENF after it 


was filed during the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, 


_ several public scoping sessions were held to provide 
_ community input to the subsequent state and federal scopes 


_ for the project. To assure that the Airside analysis was 

_ conducted with awareness and input from all concerned 

_ parties, the Massport Board established the Airside Review : 
_ Committee (ARC), which consists of the Community Advisory | 
_ Committee (with representatives from 24 communities 
_ surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants _ 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 

_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 

_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 

_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 

_ CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 

_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
_ Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
_ an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 

_ comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the 

_ FAA held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. Atthe 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed _ 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and _ 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 


least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 


_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 


answers to key letters written by members of the public, 


_ concerned agencies and public officials responding to the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and 
_ written presentations from the Project's technical consulting 
_ team and other independent industry experts. 


Letter 339: Maryann P. Mahony 
Private Citizens: Quincy/North Quincy 


LETTER 340 22 Sonoma Road 


Quincy, MA 02171 


April 14, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 

20th Floor 

Boston, MA 022025 


and 


John C. Silva 

Manager Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Pugsley and Dear Mr. Silva: 
It has been said that the new Tunway and expansion project at Logan is in the bag. 
Did you shudder as you read that? 


I do hope so. Because, you see, according to statements attributed to John Devillars, 
Regional Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency, in The Boston Globe (April 
4, 1999) that just may be so. Please read them. Do you get the same impression? 


He is mighty vocal for someone who will reserve judgment until the review process is 
complete and, yet, he speaks in the same interview of Massport’s significant obligation to 
compensate the community with other quality-of-life enhancements (such as?). Does he 
not understand that there is no compensation for what has been taken in peace of mind 
and qualities of life? 


Massport’s situation at Logan is a problem of their own creation because of years of not 
keeping up with the future of air travel and not siting a new airport when projections 
showed that it was necessary to do so. Their current problems are an accumulation of 
years of inaction on their part. The current Proposal is also short sighted. Massport has 
apparently captured the hearts of the business community; they have come out pretty 
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unanimously in favor of Logan’s expansion plans, ostensibly because it is good for the 
economy. Who in that auspicious group of businessmen would make a $25,000,000.00 
investment for such a short term solution to such a big problem with such futuristic 
ramifications? Why do they align with Massport? Economics is what Massport would 
have everyone believe this is all about. But it does not make good economic sense. So, 
what is the story behind the story? 


None of the persons, none of the communities who for so long have borne the burden of 
responsibility for the economic well being of the entire Commonwealth should be 
burdened with further abuse. 


For some it will be better, for others it will be worse. I have read this and heard this 
expressed. From the North Shore to the South Shore, consider that we are a small 
segment of a larger body. Moving the pain from the elbow to the knee does not take away 
the pain. And, in this case, no one seems to have recognized that there is a mid section 
and left side to this body that has been left out of the equation. It is time to think of us as 
one body from west to east from north to south. One body. The conditions at Logan are 
the responsibility of the entire Commonwealth. A very small portion of the 
Commonwealth has been burdened with the harsh reality of the airport. It is the eastern 
seaboard and contiguous cities that are bearing the brunt of the calamity called Logan 
Airport. Massport’s hindsightedness has inflicted intolerable noise, air pollution, and 
quality of life abuses on an area, the population of which is in excess of one million 
people, 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year. You cannot allow this inequity 
to continue. The population of the Commonwealth is in excess of six million people. 


The Human Element is rarely considered. It is the only factor on which a decision should 
be made. Every time I hear the word mitigation my stomach turns. It is the equivalent of 
a prison sentence. It is an inhumane way to live. 


We are not laboratory specimens. Just because a specific decibel level is determined to 
be tolerable or acceptable by a standard, does not mean that we are able to or should have 
to tolerate that level of noise. Constant noise is intolerable. 


Mr. Crockford (Globe, April 12, 1999) in remarks attributed to him stated, “You cannot 
discern what’s a truck and what’s a plane on any accurate basis”. This comment was in a 
statement regarding Massport’s monitor data as being irrelevant because it also picks up 
ground noise. If the reading is that high, it really does not make a difference; the noise is 
not tolerable. I get more than my fair decibels worth of airplane noise every day of my 
life. In addition, I am also subjected to train noise, residual expressway noise and 
extended periods of gun range noise. What is his point? 


340.1 


340.2 
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I must question why Massport continually boasts of the fact that most of the takeoffs will 
be over the water, thereby lessening impact. Where I live, airplane noise roars off the 
water. You can hear that roar before you see the planes, and for long after they become 
minute specks in the sky. Then there are the “ghost” planes, you can hear them, but never 
see them. For over a year, there has been a marked increase in the volume of that roar and 
in the number of flights. Something has changed. Many times the feeling is like being at 
the back end of a rocket booster. The noise starts at 5 :35 in the morning. The continuous 
noise lasts until sometime around 1:00 A.M. Other noise can routinely be heard at 3:15 
A.M. Planes are flying closer and making a greater impact. I live nine miles south of the 
airport. The water does not baffle sound, it enlarges it and it travels over a greater 
distance. I regret that I have not called the airport every time the noise is intolerable or 
every time a plane flew so close that it became frightening or every time I was awakened 
in the night; it would be an every day event. There is some respite, some time, but during 
the day or night, just about every day and night, the noise is prevalent to the point of 
distraction. 


With the prediction of 40,000 more planes in the air by the year 2001, there is no 
improvement in the quality of life no matter how many runways are added. More planes, 
more noise; it is as simple as that. 


Do you have statistics on the amount of pollution that airplanes reintroduce (every time 
they take off) into the ocean that we are paying dearly to clean and into the 
neighborhoods whose residents are paying dearly with their health? 


Do you have statistics on the numbers of people who have to travel from the mid and 
western areas of the Commonwealth to get to Logan Airport; how much pollution; how 
much wasted gasoline; how many lost hours to those travelers and business people, 
because Logan sits at the far side of the Commonwealth? 


Base none of your decision on the reasoning that when you buy a home near an airport 
you must expect airplane noise and related inconvenience. One fact that comes through 
loud and clear throughout the hearings and commentary made by those affected, we are 
communities made up of multigenerational families. We are committed to our 
communities. We have become caught up with the resurgence of pride in our city and 
inner city older communities; we are investing in them. Our caring and interest is what 
makes Boston a nice place to visit. Without us, our caring, the cities would not be worth 
visiting. We have grown with the aviation technological changes that have occurred in the 
75 years that Logan has existed and have been able to maintain the integrity of the cities 
in spite of Logan. But, enough is enough. 


340.3 


340.4 


340.5 


340.6 
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Massport, on the other hand, did not grow with the aviation demands that were placed on 
them. After the injunction was placed in the 70’s, we had every right to think that we 
could live in peaceful co-existence with Logan/Massport. As soon as the injunction was 
placed on them, they should have been looking to their future as we have. Instead, they 
chose to do nothing. They, therefore, must live with their self-inflicted problems. 
Massport has had 23 years to find the solution. They have been complacent with their lot 
in life and addressed problems after the fact, not as anticipatory measures. It does not 
speak well of their ability to run their business. There is no solution for Massport’s 
problems at Logan. A new airport and regionalization are the only solutions. If it takes, 340.7 
ten years to accomplish that end, then so be it. Massport has wasted 23 years, what is 
another ten years? 


I would like to point out that Massport did take the time to meet with the Editorial Staff 
of our South Shore newspaper, The Patriot Ledger, and, obviously, was very convincing, 
because the paper came out in favor of airport expansion projects. 


Massport did meet with the Board of Directors of the South Shore Chamber of Commerce 
and that body represented that they spoke in behalf of their membership and voted 
unanimously in favor of expansion projects at Logan. As a member of the South Shore 
Chamber, I take issue with the fact that they came out in favor of expansion. The airport 
issue has far reaching negative impact and the Chamber should have brought the issue to 
the members to enable them to make a decision, instead of representing that 2500 
members were in favor. I have made my opinion known to them. 


Massport did not make an attempt to present their program for expansion to the residents 

of the South Shore. Instead they presented to persons who had control over large 

numbers of people, convinced them it was good and encouraged them to go forth and 340.8 
spread that good news to the masses. The Ledger did that. The Globe did that. The 

' Herald did that. Rather sneaky of Massport, I say. 


I do not believe that Boston is the only place for a major airport. I do not believe any of 
the statements or reports that indicate that other locations are inappropriate for an airport, 
that no one would come if an airport was located here or there. I am of a build it and they 
will come mentality. 


I think the expansion plan is poorly thought out, that the effect on quality of life will be 

devastating, that there is no expansion solution at Logan, that there is really only one 

solution a new airport; regionalization will always be important; infrastructure to handle 340.9 
the certain increase in demand is essential. The most important aspect is to create a 

master plan that is more far-sighted than the end of Massport’s nose; that seems to be as 
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futuristic as they are capable of thinking. Remember, they had 23 years to do the right 
thing for aviation progress and for the people. 


Another day. Another rub. Governor Cellucci will announce today that Massport is 
taking over Worcester Airport and will create infrastructure that will make access easy. 
Timing wise, it seems to be politics, as usual. Is this supposed to make it appear that 
Massport is/has been doing the right thing all along; make us feel that progress is being 
made; make it appear that we can call off the watchdogs now? Cynical aren’t I? It goes 
with the issue. 


Rub number two. Three million dollars! Our money was used to fight us instead of 
putting it to good use; doing better Tesearch; assessing health risks; finding an honest 
solution. Such waste. This gives insight to the ilk of the persons involved in this project. 
One thing is certain, we could have put that money to much better use. 


There will be no concessions, no compromise with regard to 14/32. Massport must 
bring Worcester up to par, including infrastructure, as should have been done so long ago 
and with no strings attached. If it will be a long and painful process, I say, grin and bear it 
Massport. This has been their message to us for so long, too long. It is time Massport did 
the right thing. 


Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva, Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (“Project”) is 
not good for the people (The Human Element), please do not approve it: it is wrong. 


Sincerely, 


M 


‘Marie J. Stary 


James N. Stamos 


cc: The Patriot Ledger Senator Michael Morrissey 
The South Shore Chamber of Commerce Representative Bruce Ayers 
Bernice Mader, CAC Representative Joseph Sullivan 
Senator Edward M. Kennedy Sandra M. Kunz, CAC 
Senator John F. Kerry Phil Lemnios, CAC 


Robert L. Driscoll, Sr. Rodney Slater, U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
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Letter 340 
Marie and James Stamos 
Private Citizens: Quincy/North Quincy 


_Gode Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


[The current proposal] is a short term solution to...abig | Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced / 
: problem... _ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
: _ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

- benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 

_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows _ 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic : 

_ levels increase. 


Just because ¢ a specific decibel level is s determined tobe ‘The acceptability of constant ortime varying noise levels _ 

| tolerable or acceptable by a standard, does not mean that — depends on its level and context as well as the state of the 
_ we are able to or should have to tolerate that level of _ listener. The federal guidelines are primarily for the protection 
_ noise. Constant noise is intolerable. _ of people from noise exposures that interfere with human 
activity, such as speech communication. 


: ae | rns 7 ae — 


Runway 14/32 [Although] most of the takeoffs will be over the _ Sound is reflected off the water and adds to the sound 
: _ water...Where | live, airplane noise roars off the water. _ exposure of people who live on the water. However, the use 
: _ of over-water departure routes at Logan Airport has been 
_ developed successfully to minimize the number of people 


_ affected | by noise. 


Foro over a ayear, there has been z a marked in increase i in nthe “The major source of aircraft noise it in nthe Quincy are area is the 

_ volume of that roar and in the number of flights... The _ arrival of aircraft on Runway 4R and Runway 4L. In the future 
_ noise starts at 5:35 in the morning. The continuous noise _year fleet scenarios, the effective jet arrivals on these 
_ lasts until sometime around 1:00 AM. With the prediction runways is significantly less with the addition of 

_ of 40,000 more planes in the air by the year 2001, there is | Runway 14/32 (refer to the comparison between Alternatives 
_ no improvement in the quality of life no matter how many 1A and Alternative 4 in Table 6.2.3 in the Airside Project Draft 
runways are added. More ‘Plans, more noise... __EIS/EIR). 


3404 


— 340.5 = Air Quality _ Standards - Do you have statistics on the amount of lair eae _ The emissions inventories for future cc cor tions and alternatives . 
: : pollution that airplanes reintroduce (every time they take are contained in Section 6.4 and Appendix F of the 
_ off) into the ocean...and into the neighborhoods whose Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These inventories show that all 
_ residents are paying dearly with their health? _ Alternatives, including the No Action and Preferred Alternatives, 


are well within acceptable criteria. In addition, dispersion 
" modeling indicates no violation of the NAAQS for the pollutants 
"analyzed (CO, NO and PMio) under any alternative and future 
__-year. 


340.6 = Ground _ Access to : Do you have statistics on the numbers of people who ~ Although this specific information is not available, ‘Massport_ 
| Transportation — Logan _ have to travel from the mid and western areas of the _ has a long-standing relationship with the City of Worcester to 
_ Commonwealth to get to Logan Airport; how much _ aid Worcester Regional Airport in reaching its full potential, 
_ pollution; how much wasted gasoline; how many lost _ thereby improving the efficiency of the New England air 
_ hours to those travelers and business people, because _ transportation network. Massport assumed operational 
_ Logan sits at the far side of the Commonwealth? _ control of the Worcester Regional Airport on 


_ January 15, 2000. Refer to Section 2.10 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Massport’s efforts to promote 
_ increased utilization of Worcester Regional and other regional - 
rts. 
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Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


| 340.7 | Regional - Regional _ Anew airport and regionalization are the only solutions. | A second major airport is not a solution to the current delay 
| Transportation Airports | Massport must bring Worcester up to par, including ' and congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed 

; _ infrastructure, as should have been done so long ago... Project to reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport 

| must be implemented in the near term to address current and _ 
_ future operating conditions. Even if a second major airport : 
_ were to be pursued, the planning period for site selection and 
_ environmental review would require ten to 15 years, in 
_ addition to a multi-year construction period. Rather, 
_ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that : 
_ includes the T.F. Green/Providence, the Manchester, and the 
_ Worcester Regional airports. Service development and 
_ increased passenger traffic at these airports are an important 
: part of the region’s long-term strategy to accommodate 
| passenger and activity growth. Greater use of the regional 
' airports will provide passengers within the service area of 
_ such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 
_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 
_ remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 
_ will not eliminate the need for airside projects at 
Logan Airport. 


Massport did not make an attempt to present their _ There was an extensive public participation and review 

: Review | program for expansion to the residents of the South _ process during the preparation of the Airside Project Dratt 

| Process : _ Shore. _ EIS/EIR. Public comments were received on the ENF after it 

_ was filed during the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, 

_ several public scoping sessions were held to provide 

_ community input to the subsequent state and federal scopes 
for the project. To assure that the Airside analysis was 

_ conducted with awareness and input from all concerned 
"parties, the Massport Board established the Airside Review 
_ Committee (ARC), which consists of the Community Advisory 
_ Committee (with representatives from 24 communities 
| surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ forthe CAC to provide them with the capacity to : 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 

_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 

_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 

_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 

» CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 

_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 

» Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 

_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 

- an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 

- comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the 

_ FAA held two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 

_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 

_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed _ 

_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 

_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 

_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 

_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 

_ answers to key letters written by members of the public, 

_ concerned agencies and public officials responding to the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and 
written presentations from the Project's technical consulting 

_ team and other independent industry experts. 
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Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
Environmental Public Process __ ...there is no expansion solution at Logan...there is really Because the development of a second major airport would 
_ Review _ only one solution a new airport; regionalization will always | require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
_ Process : _ be important; infrastructure to handle the certain increase _ review, in addition toa multi-year construction period, this 


option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
_ demand over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field's potential 

_ Service area overlaps with the service areas for 

_ several airports that already have the necessary 

_ infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 
Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 

_ Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 

_ improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside 
facilities and airfields. 


_ in demand is essential. 
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LETTER 341 


IVAN AND NANCY BLECHER 
1025 WINTHROP AVE 
REVERE. MASS. 02151 


APRIL 22, 1999 


MR. ARTHUR PUGSLEY 
SECRETARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS (MEPA OFFICE) EOEA NO. 10458 
100 CAMBRIDGE STREET 20TH FLOOR 

BOSTON, MASS 02202 


DEAR MR. PUGSLEY, 


I RESIDE WITH MY WIFE AT 1025 WINTHRROP AVE, REVERE, MASS 
(BEACHMONT). I HAVE BEEN AT THIS ADDRESS FOR 12 YEARS. 


WE ARE BOTH AGAINST THE PROPOSED NEW RUNWAY AT LOGAN 
AIRPORT. THE NOISE LEVELS OF AIRPLANES NIGHT AND DAY ARE 34] 1 
OVERWHELMING. I HAVE APPEALED TO MASSPORT ON MANY OCCASIONS : 
BUT TO NO AVAIL. THE NOISE LEVELS HAVE QUARDRUPLED IN THE 
TWELVE YEARS, GETTING WORSE AND WORSE. 


MASSPORT, ON MY REQUEST, SENT AN OUTSIDE "EXPERT" t@ 
EXAMINE NOISE LEVELS AROUND MY HOME. OF COURSE, HE CAME 


THE NEW PROPOSED RUNWAY WOULD ONLY INCREASE THIS EFFECT, 
WHETHER IT WOULD BE ME OR SOME OTHER RESIDENTS. 

THE SOOT ON WINDOWS IS ANOTHER PROBLEM THAT THIS AIRPORT 
IGNORES AND THE LONG-RANGE EFFECTS oN HEALTH. 


I HAVE PROBABLY LOGGED OVER 5,000 NOISE COMPLAINTS TO 
MASSPORT, BUT NOTHING WAS EVER DONE TO EVEN ALLEVIATE THIS 


PROBLEM. AIRPLANES FLY OVERHEAD AS EARLY AS 5:30 A.M. AND 341.2 
AS LATE AS 2:30 P.M. 


THANKING YOU FOR YOUR TIME. I HOPE YOU CAN HEAR ME, 


BECAUSE I CAN'T EVEN HEAR MY WIFE WHEN SHE TALKS TO ME WITH 
THE NOISE OVERHEAD! : 


ERELY 


IVAN BLECH 
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Letter 341 
Ivan and Nancy Blecher 
Private Citizens: Revere 


Topic 2 Comment Response 
| Runway 14/32 _ We are both against the proposed new runway atLogan —_—‘ The noise exposures in Revere are lower in 2010 with the 
: _ Airport. The noise levels of airplanes night and day are Preferred Alternative than with the No Action Alternative 
_ overwhelming. The new proposed runway would only (refer to Tables 6.2.9 and 6.2.10 in Volume 1 and Tables 1.3- 
_ increase this effect... _ 1.5 in Appendix L of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and 


‘ompare Alternative 1A and Alternative 4). 


ublic Health Effects. 


“The soot on windows is another problem that this airport 
_ ignores and the long-range effects on health. 


The soot in urban areas comprises compounds from a variety 
f sources, primarily roadways 


_ Monitoring of airbome soot levels in the vicinity of Logan Airport — 
» has shown that the airport is a very small (less than one 
» percent) contributor. The air quality analysis, based on 
_ EPA/MDEP models and guidelines, performed for the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is considered to be comprehensive : 
__and state-of-the-art. 


either Massport nor the FAA has a program to increase 

_ passenger demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of 

_ both organizations is to accommodate demand safely and 

efficiently. The recommended Airside Project is intended to 

_ enable Logan Airport to accommodate current and 

future aircraft activity with minimum delay. The construction of 

_ Runway 14/32 would significantly reduce delays associated 

_ with northwest wind conditions, but would not be expected to 

_ induce additional aircraft traffic or passenger activity at 
» Logan Airport. 


Letter 341: Ivan and Nancy Blecher 
Private Citizens: Revere 


149 Endicott Ave., Revere MA 02151 
March 3, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs LETTER 342 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 2025 
John C. Silva 
Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 
Dear Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva, 


Please consider the following comments as you deliberate on the 
environmental effects of the Logan Airside Improvement Program. 


Runway 14-32 


Will Revere experience a growth in traffic with Runway 14/32? The numbers 
of operations in Appendix H indicate that by 2010 


Arrivals on 22 Left will go foi 

° 8,661 in 1993 to 13,678 - 21,367 with no action 

* to 13,285 - 20,068 with no runway 

'¢ to 8,310 - 12,474 with runway 14/32. 342.1 

Departures on 4 Right will go from 

¢ 23,092 in 1993 to 16,727 - 20,510 with no action 

¢ 16,645 - 21,502 with no runway 

¢ 14,717 - 17,946 with runway 14/32. 


These numbers indicate that Tunway 14/32 won’t make life any better, but without 
7 


runway 14/32, life will be a lot worse. 
. A word about noise: many of these future operations will occur in larger _ 
planes. Some of these new planes are quieter, but technically, heavier planes are 34 22 
allowed to make more noise and still be Stage 3 compliant. Is there a study 
somewhere in the EIS/R which predicts how many of the 2010 fleet will truly be 

quieter? Is this factored into the noise analysis? 
: The benefit of the quieter Stage 3 aircraft peaks in 1999, as is indicated on the 
noise charts. However, it seems that by 2010, Revere will experience as much or 
more noise as in the base year of 1993. Will some of that yearly average of noise 
include multiple flights of over 100 decibels between 7:00 and 7:30 on a summer 34 2 3 
Sunday morning as has been the case in the past? It is good to point out that even 
though some residents have soundproofed houses, others don’t. Sometimes this is 
because they could not afford to bring their house up to code to qualify for the 
program. Secondly, porches, terraces, streets, playgrounds and beaches cannot be 
soundproofed. 

Logan’s rise in activity has an adverse environmental effect. We residents 

pay a high price for the benefit of business as usual. But the threat is that if we don’t 
have 14/32, the price will be even higher. 


Lowering the minimum 
: The EIS/R did not consider this feature to have any environmental effect, 
since it was not mentioned in Vol. I, Chapter VI, Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. Nor is it pictured on the cover graphic. We believe it does have an 
impact, both from noise and from safety. : 

Using the information provided in Appendix D, Massport predicts 122 more 
hours of dwell exceedence and 194 more hours of persistence exceedence (2010 37.5M 
low fleet) for those affected by runway 22/4. That means more noise in Beachmont, 
most of it probably in summer fog. It is stated that “these small changes can be 
attributed to the slightly increased availability and the resulting rise in equivalent 34) 4 
jet operations during IFR conditions. “ (emphasis added) As was explained in the ; 
preceding comments on 14/32, traffic is predicted to continue to grow, which would 

put more planes over our heads -- more planes in worse weather. 
We have been told verbally that Beachmont will benefit from moving the 
Decision Height from Belle Isle Marsh to just past Saratoga Street. We won’t hear 
the noise of an aborted landing, although our East Boston neighbors will. It is good 
to point out that the 217’ above sea level Decision Height is not on the airport. It is 
over 2000 feet from the runway end, and very close to East Boston. 

As for noise, our experience is that those planes which come in with a low 
cloud cover are very loud because of the effect of the noise bouncing off the 
moisture in the air. That means more planes coming in worse weather will be 
noisier. 

As far as safety is concerned, the study states that lowering the visibility 
minima will ancrease flexibility “by avoiding crosswind landings.” It is not clear if 
planes are now landing with more of a crosswind than they would like, but it is 
implied. Does that mean that safety has been compromised for the last 20 years? 


2 


This is not meant as a rhetorical question, but it brings up the point that the issue of 
lowering the visibility minima for landing should not be folded into this 
environmental impact report. We deserve to understand more clearly why we will 
be safer with lowered minima. For a start, could the word “transponder” be 
included in the glossary? 

A further criticism of this presentation is that the height of Beachmont Hill, 
as presented to the many readers of this study, is questionable. The top of the Mary 
T. Ronan, housing a beacon, is well over the height protrayed in Figure 3 of 
Appendix D. Given the angle of descent and the height of the hill, planes are not 
much more than 300’ above us. We would like the pilot and copilot to see us. 

In conclusion, we see that we will get less punishment with 14/32 than 
without it, but we will experience a constant increase in overflights as Logan’s traffic 
expands. This will translate into noise for us. We are not getting a break. 

Secondly, we are seriously concerned about the proposal to lower the cloud 
ceiling for landings on Runway 22 Left. It will certainly bring more noise and 


seems to be a possible danger. We think this matter needs to be explored more fuliy. 


Sincerely, 


Vv 


342.5 


342.6 
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Letter 342 
Lynn Mazzaullo 
Private Citizens: Revere 


Code _—‘ Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
_ Runway 14/32 


Will Revere experience a growth in traffic with Runway Revere is nearest the flight paths of Runway 4L/R departures 


_ 14/32? ...[Air traffic projections] indicate that runway _ and Runway 22L/R arrivals. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ 14/32 won't make life any better, but without runway _ indicates that the Preferred Alternative would promote runway 


_ 14/32, life will be a lot worse. _ use in a manner that is more consistent with annual 

_ PRAS goals, reducing the current dependence on 
_ northeast/southwest operations. This will lead toa decreased 
_ percentage of equivalent operations over Revere. 
_ Additionally, by increasing the number of operations over 
_ water, Runway 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of 
_ dwell and persistence over populated areas in accordance 
_ with short-term PRAS goals, cutting dwell and persistence 
_ over Revere significantly. 


Hushkitted word about noise: many of these future operations will The noise characteristics of the future aircraft are factored 
_ Aircraft _ occur in large planes...[which may be] quieter, but...are _into the noise analysis. Many new large aircraft, such as the 
_ allowed to make more noise and still be Stage 3 _ Boeing 777 and the Airbus A330, will be much quieter than 
» compliant. Is there a study somewhere in the EIS/R which _ today’s large Stage 3 aircraft because their engines are 

_ predicts how many of the 2010 fleet will truly be quieter? quieter and because, during takeoff, they climb much faster 
| Is this factored into the noise analysis? _ because they have two instead of four engines. 


_ FAR Part 36 permits larger (heavier) Stage 3 aircraft to 
_ generate more noise than smaller ones. However, the latest 
_ generation of Stage 3 aircraft are quieter than FAR Part 36 
» requires. Appendix | of the DEIS/R contains details of the 

_ individual aircraft types assumed in the future fleets. These 
_ types were used in the operations analysis as well as the 
noise analysis. 


342.3 Noise Impacts | ..it seems that by 2010 Revere will experience as much ‘The noise exposures in Revere are lower in 2010 with the 
/ _ or more noise as in the base year of 1993. Willsome of Preferred Alternative than with the No Action Alternative 
_ that yearly average of noise include multiple flights of over (refer to Tables 6.2.9 and 6.2.10 in Volume 1 and Tables 1.3- : 
_ 100 decibels between 7:00 and 7:30 on a summer _ 1.5 in Appendix L of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and 
_ Sunday morning as has been the case in the _ compare Alternative 1A and Alternative 4). 
| past...porches, terraces, streets, playgrounds and : 
_ beaches cannot be soundproofed. Logan's rise in activity 
: " has an adverse environmental effect. 
342.4 | Alternatives _ Reduced _ The EIS/R did not consider ...{lowering the minimum] to _ The preferential runway rules at Logan Airport have late night 
_ Approach _ have any environmental effect...We believe it does have departures on Runway 16 over the harbor as the highest 
- Minima "an impact, both from noise and from safety. Massport _ priority to minimize departures over highly populated 


_ predicts 122 more hours of dwell exceedence and 194 _ neighborhoods. 
_ more hours of persistence exceedence (2010 37.5 low 
_ fleet) for those affected by runway 22/4, That means more 
_ noise in Beachmont, most of it probably in summer 
_ fog..."these small changes can be attributed to the slightly 
_ increased availability and the resulting rise in equivalent 
_ jet operations during IFR conditions’...traffic is predicted 
_ to continue to grow, which would put more planes over 
_ our heads-- more planes in worse weather...our 
' experience is that those planes which come in with a low 
_ Cloud cover are very loud because of the effect of the 

ise bouncing of i i 
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Private Citizens: Revere 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
342.5 = Alternatives — Reduced __... lowering the visibility minima for landing should notbe | The agreement between the City of Boston, the FAA and 
: : Approach _ folded into this environmental impact report. We deserve Massport stipulates that any modification of the existing : 
» Minima : to understand more clearly why we will be safer with _ Minimums requires completion of an EIS/EIR, even though 
; » lowered minima. | the setting of minimums is otherwise categorically excluded 
_ from the EIS/EIR process. The reduced minimums will, in 
fact, enhance safety by providing precision guidance to a 
_ point closer to touchdown and reducing reliance on 
_ Runway 4R under poor weather conditions, when winds may 
favor use of an alternate runway. 
342.6 Alternatives == Reduced : _ Based on the analysis, aircraft passing over the top of 
; : Beachmont Hill, as presented to the many readers...is _ Beachmont Hill would be approximately 500 ft above sea 
" level, which is more than 300 ft above the top of Beachmot 


» Approach : 
- Minima | questionable. The top of the Mary T. Ronan, housing a : 
' beacon, is well over the height portrayed in Figure 3 of - Hill. 
» Appendix D. Given the angle of descent and the height of 

the hill, planes are not much more than 300' above us. We 


would like the pilot and copilot to see us. 


Letter 342: Lynn Mazzaullo 
Private Citizens: Revere 


LETTER 343 


April 22, 1999 


Robert Durand 

Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street — Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Durand: 


[ am writing to express my strong opposition to Runway 14/32. | purchased a 3-family 
house in Roslindale in 1991, was married in 1993 and now have 2 children. I bought the 


middle-class families would continue to flee the cities for the suburbs until few, if any 
would be left. I have invested over $70,000 in upgrading my property, including de- 
leading. 


Please do what you can to help find a long-term regional and environmentally friendly 
solution to air traffic congestion. 


Thank you for your help. 
Sincerely, 
Matthew S. Barons 


80 Sherwood Street 
Roslindale. MA 02131 


343.1 
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Topic 1 


Topic 2 
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Letter 343 


Matthew S. Baronas 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


Comment 


One nuisance...that | have seen grow into a significant 


problem over the last couple of years is the noise and 

_ pollution of air traffic that now runs directly over my home 
_ [in Rostindale]...flight pattern changes made my once 

_ quiet neighborhood far noisier...1 am very upset at the 

_ potential of the problem growing worse. 


Response 
The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 


| Preferred Alternative would promote runway use in a manner 
_ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 

_ number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 
_ Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 
_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 

_ same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 

_ nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 

_ same noise impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and 
_ arrivals to Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) 
_ would increase, but most of these are non-jets. These runway 
_ operations are currently running well below the PRAS goals, 
» and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow the 

_ controllers to approach, but still remain below the annual 


goals for these operations. Additionally, by increasing the 


_ number of operations over water, Runway 14/32 would 
_ reduce the total annual hours of dwell and persistence over 


populated 


rt-term PRAS goals. 


Letter 343: Matthew S. Baronas 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


‘omments to: Draft Logan Airside improvements EOEA #10458 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number may not be considered. LETTER 344 


All comments must be reccived April 22, 1999 


All mail concerning the environmental impact review process including filings. comments. and all associated matcrials 
must be addressed to: 


Bob Durand. Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsicy EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay: of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 


With the obvious increase in noise that a new runway will 344 | 
I think seriously that there will be "f] ight"! from the city 


Address i shaa e 
"Roslindale, MA 


Phone 325-4528 
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Letter 344 
Natalie Diffloth 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


Comment 


Topic 1 Topic 2 


' Alternatives Runway 14/32 


Response 


e dispersion model portion of the LDMS is an EPA- 
_ approved model. The methodology is consistent with FAA 
_ and EPA guidelines. 


_ With the obvious increase 
| produce...our quality of life will be seriously altered. 


Letter 344: Natalie Diffloth 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


Comments to: Dralt Logan Airside Improvements EOEA #10458 
COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifying numbers, but the EOEA file number is the one which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number may not be considered, LETTER 345 


All comments must be received April 22, 1999 
All mail concerning the environmental impact review process including filings. comments, and all associated matcrials 
must be addressed to: : 

Bob Durand. Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 

Boston. MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 
Dear Mr. Durand, 


. My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 


DO _NOT DO THIS TO OUR NEIGHBORHOOD! !!!! BOSTON WILL BE 


RUINED BY THIS NOISE. THERE HAS GOT TO BE ANOTHER WAY!!! 


Name _ s 
Address30 Symmes St. 
RoSlindale--., MA 


Phone 469-4654 


349.1 
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Letter 345 
Sal Lopes 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


Code 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
345.1 


_ Runway 14/32 


Alternatives Boston will be ruined by this noise. _ While equivalent jet operations increase by more than 

: i _ 50 percent from a 1993 base to the future 37.5M High Fleet 
_ scenario if the Preferred Alternative is implemented, the 
: appropriate basis for comparison of the Preferred Alternative 
_ is the No Action Alternative. Equivalent jet operations would 
_ increase by more than 75 percent over the Preferred 
_ Alternative if no action were taken. Despite the increase in 
" equivalent jet operations, the Airside analysis indicates that 
_ overall noise impacts decline over time with the elimination of 
_ Stage 2 aircraft and the replacement of hushkitted Stage3 
__ aircraft with non-hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. By allowing 
_ aircraft operations to shift from over-land to over-water 
_ routings and by providing greater flexibility in the use of 
_ Runways 27 and 33L for takeoff, the Preferred Alternative 
_ further reduces the highest noise impacts to the close-in 
_ neighboring communities. Furthermore, the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR also demonstrates the more equitable balance of 
_ noise impacts among communities surrounding Logan Airport 
_ that can be achieved with the Preferred Alternative as : 
_ Opposed to the imbalance that occurs today and would occur 
in the future if no action is taken. 


Letter 345: Sal Lopes 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


VIA FACSIMILE | , ; LETTER 346 


_ 37 Prospect Avenue 
Roslindale, MA 02131 
April 22, 1999 


Mr. Robert A. Durand - Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental! Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street - Room 2000 
Boston, MA 02202 : 

Attn: MEPA Office 


RE: EOEA # 10458 

Dear Mr, Durand: 

We appreciate the Opportunity to comment on MassPort’s DEIS for the Proposed runway 14/32 
at Logan airport. We have only recently become aware of the Project and have not had a chance 
to review the DEIS thoroughly, We have, however, spoken with neighbors, read recent news 
articles and pulled information off the internet to inform ourselves about MassPort’s proposal. 
Based on this, we submit the following comments. 


We bought our home in Roslindale in 1994. It has been a delight to live in our neighborhood and 
raise a family so near urban open spaces such as Franklin Park and Amold Arboretum, Generally, 


value. 


Second, despite the Teportedly extensive public Participation program MassPort has undertaken, it 
appears that the agency has not used a consensus building approach to achieve the wisest solution 


346.1 


346.2 


346.3 


Given that there are serious questions regarding the adequacy, quality and reliability of 
information contained in the DEIS, we request that your Certificate declare the document 346 4 
inadequate and that you direct MassPort to conduct a more thorough evaluation of alternatives : 
and engage a broad range of stakeholders in a rigorous consensus building process, Issues that 

need to be better addressed include: developing a regional approach to handling projected long. 

term growth in air traffic, building a second urban airport, and using more current studies and 

figures in developing and evaluating alternatives, Addressing the issue of airport capacity for the 

Greater Boston area wil] impact so many Boston area residents that achieving reasonable 

consensus is essential. 


Stephanie Moura 
Kate Keeler 


cei John DeVillars - Regional Administrator, EPA - New England 


Code 


Topic 1 


Topic 2 


Runway 14/32 


_ Open Spi 
Parkland 
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Letter 346 


Stephanie Moura and Kate Keeler 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


Comment 


_ that the air traffic increases dramatically [over Roslindale] 


_ and disrupts outdoor play, indoor conversation, and sleep. 


_ Planes roar overhead at a rate of about 1 or 2 per 

' minute...[which] would...be the norm if Massport's 

| proposed expansion is implemented...we are alarmed by 
_ the projected increase in air traffic over the Roslindale 

| area...Our relative urban quiet will be shattered and our 

: quality of life severely impacted. 


e are alarmed by projected air traffic increases over the 
_ popular oases of Franklin Park and the Arboretum 


Response 


The model and methods used to develop these data were 


_ based on EPA- and DEP-approved guidelines and show that 
_ the NAAQS will not be violated. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 
_ Preferred Alternative would promote runway use ina manner 
_ that is more.consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 
_ number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 
- Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 
_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 

_ same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 

_ nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 

_ same noise impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and 

_ arrivals to Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) : 
_ would increase, but most of these are non-jets. These runway _ 


operations are currently running well below the PRAS goals, 


_ and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow the 

- controllers to approach, but still remain below the annual 

_ goals for these operations. Additionally, by increasing the 

_ number of operations over water, Runway 14/32 would 

_ reduce the total annual hours of dwell and persistence over 
| populated areas in accordance with short-term PRAS goals. 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains additional analysis of 


_ the project relative to parklands. As depicted in Figure 6.3-4 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the Amold Arboretum, 

_ Emerald Necklace, and Franklin Park are well outside the 

_ 65 dB DNL noise contour associated with the 

_ Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the Airside Project will have 
_ no impact on these parklands. In addition, the 

- Boston Harbor Islands, while within the No Action Alternative 
- 65 dB DNL noise contour, will have no noise increase under 
_ the Preferred Alternative. Refer to Section 6.3 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of 


parklands. 


Letter 346: Stephanie Moura and Kate Keeler 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Environmental — Public Process 
Review 


| Process 


| ...despite the reportedly extensive public participation 
_ program Massport has undertaken, it appears that the 

_ agency has not used a consensus building approach to 
_ achieve the wisest solution to the airport's capacity 

| problem. 


i 
i 
H 
i 
i 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


There was an extensive public participation and review 
process during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft 


' EIS/EIR. Public comments were received on the ENF after it 
_ was filed during the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, 

_ several public scoping sessions were held to provide 

_ community input to the subsequent state and federal scopes 


_ for the project. To assure that the Airside analysis was 

_ conducted with awareness and input from all concerned 
parties, the Massport Board established the Airside Review 
_ Committee (ARC), which consists of the Community Advisory 
: Committee (with representatives from 24 communities : 
_ surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ forthe CAC to provide them with the capacity to 
"professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 

_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 

_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 

_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 

' CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 

_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
_ Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
_ an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 

_ comment period on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, the 

_ FAA held two public hearings. 


In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed _ 
- by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 
- SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 


Supplemental Draft EIS, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 


_ answers to key letters written by members of the public, 
_ concerned agencies and public officials responding to the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and 


...the DEIS...downplays alternatives that could more 
: elegantly resolve the short- and long-term problems, as well 
as enjoy a broader level of public support...conduct a more 

_ thorough evaluation of altematives and engage a broad 

_ fange of stakeholders in a rigorous consensus building 

_ process. Issues that need to be better addressed include: 

_ developing a regional approach to handling projected long- 

term growth in air traffic, building a second urban airport, 

_ and using more current studies and figures in developing 

_ and evaluating alternatives. 


Saar a 
_ Transportation —_ Airports 


_ written presentations from the Project’s technical consulting 
_ team and other independent industry experts. 


A second major airport is not a solution to the current delay ; 


_ and congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed 
_ Project to reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport 
_ must be implemented in the near term to address current and 


future operating conditions. Even if a second major airport 


_ were to be pursued, the planning period for site selection and 
_ environmental review would require ten to 15 years, in 

_ addition to a multi-year construction period. Rather, 

_ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that : 
_ includes the T.F. Green/Providence, the Manchester, and the 
_ Worcester Regional airports. Service development and 


increased passenger traffic at these airports are an important 


_ part of the region’s long-term strategy to accommodate 

_ passenger and activity growth. Greater use of the regional 

_ airports will provide passengers within the service area of 

_ such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 
_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 

_ remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 


will not eliminate the need for airside projects at 
_ Logan Airport. 


Letter 346: Stephanie Moura and Kate Keeler 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


TTT Ne mee ek TRU RUO 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOFA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referrin to the EOEA file number Mav not be considered. LETTER 347 
ene Me EOEA file number mav not be considered 


All comments must be received April 22, 1999 . : 
All mail concerning the environmental impact review Process including filings. comments. and all associated materials 
must be addressed to: 

Bob Durand. Secretary: 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this manner mav result in delay: of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 


Dear Mr. Durand, 
My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 
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Topic 2 


_ Runway Use 


It seems as if the planes are flying lower than they have in 


Letter 347 
Mary A. Moynihan 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


Comment Response 


_ There have been no significant changes to aircraft arrival 


_ the past...noise especially is very disruptive. __ flight patterns at Logan Airport in several years, and while 

: _ Runway 27 departure procedures have been modified, these 
_ changes do not lead to aircraft at lower altitudes. In addition, 
_ the noise impacts of individual flights have actually declined 

_ as Stage 2 aircraft have been phased out of the fleet and 


Letter 347: Mary A. Moynihan 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


From: <brwhite@gis.net> LETTER 348 


ject: 14/32 
e: Wednesday, April 21, 1999 21:05:36 EDT 
2 ach: 
Certify: N 
Priority: Normal 
Defer until: 
Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


To: Robert A. Durand, Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Please don’t allow Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway to be built . 348 { 


Thank-you for your attention. 


Sheryl L. White 
29 Mendum St. 
Roslindale, MA 02131 
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Letter 348 
Sheryl L. White 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


Code Topic 1 


348.1 Alternatives 


Comment Response 


: Please don't allow Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield _ The model and methods used to develop these data were 
| Taxiway to be built. My...Roslindale neighborhood...is _ based on EPA- and DEP-approved guidelines and show that 
: already affected by jets from Runway 27 interrupting sleep the NAAQS will not be violated. 


: and conversation. _ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 
_ Preferred Alternative would promote runway use ina manner 
_ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 
_ Number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 
_ Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 
_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 

_ same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 

_ nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 

_ same noise impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and 

_ arrivals to Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) i 
_ would increase, but most of these are non-jets. These runway _ 
_ Operations are currently running well below the PRAS goals, 
"and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow the 

_ controllers to approach, but still remain below the annual 

_ goals for these operations. Additionally, by increasing the 

_ number of operations over water, Runway 14/32 would 

_ reduce the total annual hours of dwell and persistence over 
_ populated areas in accordance with short-term PRAS goals. 


_ lam actually impressed with the lack of delays in =~ Comment noted. 
_ scheduled arrivals and departures from Logan and would 
_ Never have considered it a problem. 


_ Runway 14/32 


Purpose and 
_ Need 


Letter 348: Sheryl L. White 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOFA 


From: “Alan Wright" <awright@vnane.org> 
ibject: Testimony on Environmental Impact of Massport’s Runway 14/32 Pr 
te: Friday, April 16, 1999 18:20:05 EDT 

«actach: attachl 


Certify: N 
Priority: Normal LETTER 349 
Defer until: 

Expires: 

Forwarded by: 


SUBJECT too long. Original suUBJECT is 
Testimony on Environmental Impact of Massport’s Runway 14/32 Proposal 


Tote tate nen ---------- Original Message Follows aii ee ee 
Dear Secretary Durand: 


I testified at the public comment hearing held on Monday, April Sth, 1999. 
This letter is my written transcription of my Oral statement with a few addendum 
Ss. Thank you for accepting it and for providing the opportunity to testify. 


My name is Alan Wright. I live at 57 Arborough Road in Roslindale, MA, next 
to the Arnold Arboretum. I am here tonight representing my family and neighbor 
= all of whom are very concerned about Massport’s proposal. 49 


is unrelenting and frequently deafening. Massport’s proposal to build Runwa 
y 14/32 will nearly triple the overflights of Roslindale and the Arboretum to al 
most 45,000 per year. That means on average over 120 flights per day, year roun 
d. O£ course, given variable use of the runway, Many days will experience a “49.2 
e a 


1 


t 


This is intolerable and unreasonable. It must not be allowed as it advers 
y affects the environment of the Arnold Arboretum, Roslindale and surrounding co 
mmunities. 

When flights are overhead and I am outside playing with my child or talking 
with a neighbor, we frequently must stop talking as we cannot hear each other. 349 3 
And, we are located more than six miles from Logan Airport. Stage two aircraft, 

whether retrofitted or not, and large stage three aircraft are the main culprit 
S. Their noise level is intolerable. IT am frequently awakened late at night wh 


rban Boston and surrounding communities must decline. 3 Od 
Part of the problem is that the pilots seldom follow through on the Runway 2 °° 

path. Instead of staying over Franklin Park and Forest Hills Cemetery, they vee 

r off over the Arboretum and Roslindale. Massport has promised to fix this prob 

lem but has not done so yet. The problem will only get worse if Runway 14/32 is 


I chose to buy a house in Roslindale rather than move to the suburbs, as I a 
~ committed to the high quality of life the City of Boston offers. I greatly en 
the parks, the downtown and the Harbor Islands. Family and friends who come 
> visit remark upon what a4 wonderful city Boston is. That quality will declin 
e if Logan is allowed to grow more. The check on growth created by the current 


prohibition on building new runways must remain in place. It is necessary to sp 

ur even greater growth in outlying airports, which should include Hanscom Airfie 

ld in some fashion. Obviously Logan cannot and should not be shut down, even th 

ough it is badly located, but the air transportation needs of eastern Massachuse 

et densely populated areas where the greatest number of people will be adversely 
ffected. 

Some claim that the Supposed excessive number of delays experienced at Logan ‘ 

aill harm the greater Boston economy. Their claims are spurious and unfounded. 

Our economy is based upon intense price competition. Travel is the Most ineff 
icient means of conducting business possible; new and growing businesses do not 
seek to expand expensive travel budgets, they seek to reduce them. Video and te 
le-conferencing are much more efficient means of conducting business and are gro 
wing rapidly, along with other methods of electronic communication. 

As Massport has indicated, the majority of Logan's growth will occur from to 
urism and conventions. Tourists and conventioneers expect that their travel wil 
1 be delayed, whether by weather, traffic jams to and from airports or schedulin 
g problems. They are no- deterred from traveling to Boston because they may exp 
acter of the City. The quality of their visit, particularly to the Many histori 
c sites in the urban core, to the revitalized downtown and the rebuilt seaport d 
istrict, will be greatiy diminished if Massport is allowed to increase the growt 
h of Logan through building Runway 14/32. Please do not allow this! 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 349 
Alan Wright 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


Code _—‘ Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Runway 14/32 


When Runway 27 is in use the direct overflight of 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 


: Roslindale and the Arboretum is unrelenting and Preferred Alternative would promote runway use in a manner 
| frequently deafening. Massport's proposal to build _ that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 
_ Runway 14/32 will nearly triple the overflights. _ number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 


_ Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 
_ of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 
_ same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 

" nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 

| same noise impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and 
_ arrivals to Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) : 
_ would increase, but most of these are non-jets. These runway 
_ operations are currently running well below the PRAS goals, 
_ and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow the 

_ controllers to approach, but still remain below the annual 

_ goals for these operations. Additionally, by increasing the 

» number of operations over water, Runway 14/32 would 

_ reduce the total annual hours of dwell and persistence over 
_ populated areas in accordance with short-term PRAS goals. 


_ The Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) data from Noise Monitor 
_ No. 1 at Andrews Street in the South End show levels of 56, 
_ 55.2,and 56.9 dB for the 29M Low, 37.5M Low and 

_ 37.5M High Fleet scenarios with the Preferred Alternative. 

_ These levels are less than the1993 value of 57.9 dB and are 
_ well below the standard DNL criteria of 65 dB. 1993 is 

_ representative of historic high fleet operating conditions at 
Logan Airport. 


This [proposal] is intolerable and _ The environmental justice analysis found no 

_ unreasonable...adversely affects the environment of the __disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income 

_ Armold Arboretum _ and minority populations from direct project impacts. Refer to 

; _ Section 6.2 and Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
respectively, for additional information on noise impacts and 
environmental justice. 

_...[This proposal adversely affects] Roslindale and The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR shows that the total noise 

_ surrounding communities. When the flights are overhead impacts around Logan Airport will improve in the firstdecade 

_ and! am outside...we frequently must stop talkingas we _of the 21st century, primarily from the elimination of the noisier 

_ cannot hear each other. Stage 2 aircraft whether _ Stage 2 aircraft, and by the gradual elimination of the 

- retrofitted or not, and large Stage 3 aircraft are the main hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft as they are retired. 

culprits. 


a are 7 : hee es 


| Parkland 


sds are 


_ Flight Tracks —_—Part of the problem is that the pilots seldom follow through | The problem of pilots not following the Runway 27 path needs _ 
_ on the Runway 2[7] path. Instead of staying over Franklin __ to be discussed with the FAA and Massport. The FAA has 

_ Park and Forest Hills Cemetery, they veer off over the _ pledged to do its best to achieve the new tracks that were 

' Arboretum and Roslindale. The problem will only get _ developed in the Runway 27 EIS procedure. Also, new 

| worse if Runway 14/32 is built.. _ advances in technology, such as the Global Positioning 


_ Systems that are becoming a standard part of new aircraft 
_ flight control systems, can be used to ensure better 
_ compliance in the future. 


Letter 349: Alan Wright 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/Finat EIR 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
_ The check on growth created by the current prohibitionon | The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 


_ Transportation = Airports _ building new runways must remain in place. It is | DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
i : | Necessary to spur even greater growth in outlying airports, ._ in the analysis of regional altematives. Hanscom Field, which 
_ which should include Hanscom Airfield in some fashion. serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
: Video and tele-conferencing are much more efficient _ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 


| means of conducting business [than air travel]...andare operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
| growing rapidly...the majority of Logan's growth will occur _ activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 

_ from tourism and conventions. Tourists and _ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
conventioneers...are not deterred from traveling to Boston _ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

| [because of delays]... The quality of the visits, particularly _ newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 


» to the many historical sites in the urban core...will be _ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 
| greatly diminished if Massport is allowed to increase the _ services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, 
growth of Logan through building Runway 14/32. _ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 


_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 

| operations between Hanscom and 

» New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
_ aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 

_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
© commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
_ a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

_ passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 

_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 

_ passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

_ commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

_ (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 

_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

_ Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 

_ of Hanscom Field. 


_ The acceptance of videoconferencing and other means of 

_ telecommunications by businesses as a substitute for air 

_ travel are largely dependent upon the quality of the available 
technology and private sector decisions outside the authority 

_ of FAA and Massport. Massport encourages such initiatives 

_ from state government, Amtrak, and others. Massport 

forecasts in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR took account of the likely effect of 

_ such factors as videoconferencing over the forecast period. 


_ The FAA and Massport have consulted with the 

_ Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC). The MHC has 

_ concurred with the FAA’s determination that the 
_ Preferred Alternative will have no adverse effect on significant _ 
_ historic properties. Refer to Section 6.3 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR for a description of historic properties, 
project impacts and mitigation. 


Letter 349: Alan Wright 
Private Citizens: Roslindale 


aveaes AUBAM SIUC LNDFOVEMeNLS KUEA #10458 


~~ Ww ewmenewesey wus 


COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOKA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number.. There may be other 
identifying numbers, but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number Mav not be considered. LETTER 350) 


All comments must be reccived April 22, 1999 
All mail concerning the environmental impact review process including filings. comments. and all associated materials 
must be addressed to: ‘ 

Bob Durand, Secretary: 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this Manner may result in delay of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 
Dear Mr. Durand, 
My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 
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Letter 350 
Todd L. Payton 
Private Citizens: Roxbury 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Black people and other people of color will experience _ The Environmental Justice analysis was significantly 
| Justice _ Noise pollution and toxic fumes to levels that Massport _ expanded in Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
_ has not completely evaluated. _ Low-income and minority populations were defined in 

_ accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. : 
- DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
: guidance on Environmental Justice. In addition, the analysis 
" of low-income populations was expanded to include 
_ households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 
_ found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate 
_ impact to low-income and minority populations from the 
_ Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 
» or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 
_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
_ Minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 
_ Of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 
_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 
_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. Mitigation of the increased 
_ noise within the 65 dB DNL noise contour will be provided to 
_ affected communities in the form of residential sound 
_ insulation. 


_ The minority and low-income populations in South Boston and 
_ East Boston affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL 

_ noise contour are almost identical to the No Action Alternative. 
_ The 65 dB DNL noise contour for the Preferred Alternative does _ 
_ not extend into Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. 

_ Mitigation of the increased noise within the 65 dB DNL noise 

_ contour will be provided to affected communities in the form of 
_ residential sound insulation. Refer to Section 6.8 of the i 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the Environmental 
' Justice analysis. 


‘Letter 350: Todd L. Payton 
Private Citizens: Roxbury 
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Final Environmental Impact Report 
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Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 


Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR 


Acronyms 


Airside Project Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
CAA Clean Air Act 

dB decibel 

DEP Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
DOT Department of Transportation 

Draft EIS/EIR Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
EIR Environmental Impact Report 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

ENF Environmental Notification Form 

EOEA Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

EPA Environmental Protection Agency 

ESPR Environmental Status and Progress Report 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration 

FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact 

GEIR Generic Environmental Impact Report 

ILS Instrument Landing Systems 

INM Integrated Noise Model 

Logan Airport Boston-Logan International Airport 

Massport Massachusetts Port Authority 

MBTA Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
MEPA Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 

MESA Massachusetts Endangered Species Act 
MassHighway Massachusetts Highway Department 

MOU Memorandum of Understanding 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NO, oxides of nitrogen 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
OPSNET FAA Air Traffic Operations Network 

PM,, particulate matter less than 10 microns in size 
PPP Peak Period Pricing 

PRAS Preferential Runway Advisory System 

ROD Record of Decision 

SDEIS Panel Supplemental Draft EIS Panel 

Supplemental DEIS/ Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Final 
FEIR Environmental Impact Report 

VFR Visual Flight Rules 

VOC volatile organic compounds 

29M Low Fieet 29 Million annual air passenger Low Fleet 


37.5M High Fleet 37.5 Million annual air passenger High Fleet 


teen nee 
Acronyms Acronyms-1 
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Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


From: "Ellen G. Band" <eband@world.std.com> 
‘Dbject: Runway 14/32 
te: Tuesday, April 20, 1999 18:00:45 EDT 
-~--tach: 
Certify: N 
Priority: Normal 


as Se ay : . LETTER 351 


Forwarded by: 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


I am a Somerville resident and Property owner. I have lived in Somerville 


I am writing to you to express my concern about the Proposed runway 14/32 
which is expected to triple air traffic over Somerville and have a major 
impact on the quality of life in this city and of course our property 
values. I work in audio and know a great deal about decibel levels and 


wrong. Hanscom field is very underutilized and is far better positioned to 


support the kind of business traffic that this new runway is supposed to 
address. 


I would also like to cite the following issues as reasons to reject the 
proposed runway. 


1. The study uses old data from 1993 which was the worst year to document 


delays at Logan 35] 2 
2. Delays at Logan have actually decreased over the last six years. I fly : 
several times a year and the only times I have been delayed have been due 


3. Other strategies for reducing air traffic should be explored such as 351.3 
Hanscom Field which is much closer to the Route 128 business area. 

4. Adding a runway may actually increase traffic and so nothing will be 351 4 
gained. Traffic, either by road or air, is like water - it will £111 any 
space it is given and not necessarily reduce congestion. 

5. Noise impact on surrounding communities are grossly underestimated. 351 A 
SOMERVILLE HAS NOT HAD AN OFFICIAL DECIBEL STUDY OF NOISE IMPACT! Other 7 
areas have. 


I urge you sir, to please give serious consideration to these matters and 
look for other, more fair and more functional solutions to air traffic 
“nagement. 


alcerely, 
Ellen 3and 


1 Fitchburg st. 
Somerville, MA 02143 


LEN BAND 


and artist /Composer 


eband@world.std.com 
http: //world.std.com/~eband 


1 Fitchburg sSt., #B152, Somerville, ma, 02143 
617.625.4889 
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Letter 351 
Ellen G. Band 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code = Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Environmental | Impacts 
_ Justice 


_ brunt [noise impacts] of situations such as this... 


_ Purpose and Delay 
_ Need 


_ The study uses old data from 1993 which was the worst 
: year to document delays at Logan... Delays at Logan 
| have actually decreased over the last six years... 


_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Altemative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 
_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

| predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

: predicted under worst case assumptions to experiencean 
» increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and 
: low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

__ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 

_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 

_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

_ sound insulation. 


_ Adiscussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 
_ presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


- The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides updated information 
_ for 1998—the latest year for which actual Logan Airport data 
__ are available. 1993 was adopted as the base year when the 
_ Airside Improvement studies commenced in 1994. The 

_ primary function of the Base Year analysis is to calibrate the 
airfield operation models and environmental impact models. 
_ The benefits and impacts of the action alternatives 

_ (Altematives 1, 1A, 2 and 3) are assessed by comparing 

_ these not with the base year, but with Alternative 4, the No- 
_ Action Alternative. The planning scenarios for 37.5 and 45 

_ million passengers represent a range of future activity at 

_ Logan Airport expected in the 2010 to 2020 time frame. 

_ Analysis of 1981 to 90 weather with 1989-98 weather 

_ identifies no significant differences in statistical properties. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a discussion of 

_ the FAA and DOT delay measures and historical data, along 

: with comparisons of Logan Airport with other United States 

_ airports. FAA Opsnet delays at Logan Airport peaked in 1993, . 
_ declined for two years and are rising again. Arrival delays 

» which would be directly affected by Runway 14/32 have risen 

' steadily since 1994. 


Letter 351: Ellen G. Band 
Private Citizens: Somerville 
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Code Topic 1 __Topic 2 Comment : Response 
351.3 Altematives "Preferred Other strategies .. - should be explored such as Hanscom The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 


_ Altematives Field... _ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Fieldin 
i _ the analysis of regional altematives. Hanscom Field, which serves 
_ asa general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, already 
_ accommodates a significant number of aircraft operations 
_ (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field activity 
__ includes private, business, charter, and air taxi operations that 
_ Might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft 
_ EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, 
_ began commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, 
: Offering limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets 
_ -Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware 
| (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also : 
_ conducting operations between Hanscom and 
_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general aviation 
_ teliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
' commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 
_ Significant number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, 
__ since approximately 50 percent of passengers on Logan Airport's 
_ commuter fights connect to other Logan Airport flights and a 
significant number of passengers are travelling to Boston. 
_ However, any new commercial service initiatives proposed for 
- Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for consistency with the 
_ Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be 
. considered by the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). 
_ Refer to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora 
__ discussion of Hanscom Field, 


_ Airfield Capacity Adding a runway may y actually i increase traffic... : |The: goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, i increase the 

: : _ airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 

- environmentally responsible manner. The construction of 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 would prevent the significant drop in 

airfield capacity that now occurs during northwest wind conditions. 

_ The runway would not increase Logan Airport's normal operating 

» capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour which is : 
available nearly 80 percent of the year, but rather would allow this 

capacity to be Maintained r more consistently. 


_ Noise impact on surrounding communities are grossly » While equivalent; jet operations i increase by more than 50 percent. 

_ underestimated... : from a 1993 base to the future 37.5M High Fleet scenario if the 

i _ Preferred Alternative is implemented, the appropriate basis for 

_ comparison of the Preferred Altemative is the No Action 

_ Altemative. Equivalent jet operations would increase by more 

_ than 75 percent over the Preferred Altemative if no action were 

_ taken. Despite the increase in equivalent jet operations, the 

_ Airside analysis indicates that overall noise impacts decline over 

time with the elimination of Stage 2 aircraft and the replacement 

- of hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft with non-hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. 

' By allowing aircraft operations to shift from over-land to over- 

_ water routings and by providing greater flexibility in the use of 

_ Runways 27 and 331 for takeoff, the Preferred Altemative further 

_ reduces the highest noise impacts to the close-in neighboring 

" communities. Furthermore, the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also 

_ demonstrates the more equitable balance of noise impacts 

- among communities surrounding Logan Airport that can be 

- achieved with the Preferred Altemative as opposed to the 
imbalance that occurs today and would occur in the future if no 

* action is taken. 


351.5 Atematives Runway 14/32 


Letter 351: Ellen G. Band 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


8cc: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


From: <dick.bauer@juno.coms 1 

Subject: Massport Environmental Statement - 14/32 - File # 10458 EOA 
Date: Thursday, April 22, 1999 11:16:15 EDT . 

Attach: 


Sree regal LE TTER 352 


Defer until: 
Expires: 
Forwarded by: 


SP SR ae ea a ew i SA a een en ay ee Rae EROS E Leia Gast bah at ly 


One of. the most important is its failure to seriously consider all 
alternatives. 


The Environmental Impact Statement has other serious flaws, as well. For 


this small reduction in delays justifies the serious environmental 
consequences of runway 14/32. Indeed, Massport’s Environmental Impact 352.4 
Statement generally discounts the environmental impact on surrounding ‘ 
communities. It assumes that so long as it identifies some 
nongovernmental gains from runway 14/32, mentions Some environmental 
consequences, and considers some alternatives, it has done all that is 
necessary. These assumptions directly contravene the Purpose of the 

“lronmental Impact Statement requirement . 


An Environmental Impact Statement is mandated to make sure that Massport 


you have any questions about my comments, please feel free to call me. 


bick Bauer 
58 Berkeley Street x 
Somerville MA 02143 


617-628-6320 
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Letter 352 
Dick Bauer 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


__ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. Atthe 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 


_ by the Govemor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and : 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 

' answers to key letters written by members of the public, 

_ concerned agencies and public officials responding to the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual and 

_ written presentations from the Project’s technical consulting 

_ team and other independent industry experts. 


_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 


_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act.... Refer to the 
_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
3521 nvironmental MEPA -Environmental Impact Statement is grossly 
: Review : | inadequate... most important is its failure to seriously 
: Process _ consider all alternatives. 
: : , 
/Altematives —OtherNon- —_If the number of small pl 
: _ Construction _ the runway would be completely eliminated while delays 
_ Altematives could be simultaneously reduced beyond the relatively 


_ Small reduction (20%) claimed by Massport for 14/32. 


Regarding caps on airport operations, federal constitutional 
rovisions (preemption, commerce clauses, equal protection), 
ederal aviation statutes and regulations, and contractual 


» provisions related to covenants in connection with the Federal . 
_ Airport Improvement Program grants which Massport 


_ receives, restrict Massport's ability to contro! the number of 
_ aircraft operations at Logan Airport. Massport has undertaken 
_ acomprehensive mitigation program, such as Logan 
_ Airport Noise Rules, for those areas that fall within its powers 


as proprietor of Logan Airport, which are not preempted 


_ under federal law. 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 

_ demand management alternative at Logan Airport. The 
- analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 


airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 


_ capacity of the airport, and provides an assessment of the 


- extent of the benefits from PPP under such circumstances. 
_ See Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. — 


Letter 352: Dick Bauer 
Private Citizens: Somerville 
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Code _ Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
352.3 Purposeand _Delay 
_ reduction in delays justifies the serious environmental 


| Need 


: Cumulative 
_ Impacts 


_ consequences of runway 14/32. 


_....Environmental Impact Statement generally discounts 
_ the environmental impact on surrounding communities..... 


Response 


_ The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the 

_ most delay-prone airports in the United States. 

_ Logan Airport's estimated annual delay hours are over 

' five times the FAA’s threshold of 20,000 hours for a 

_ Severely delayed airport. The FAA Technical Center simulated 

_ Logan Airport operations in 1992 and estimated that when 

. activity reached 504,000 annual operations, total delay would 

' exceed 260,000 hours per year. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 

_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29 M Low Fleet 

: scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the 

_ FAA Technical Center delay estimates with those of the 

_ Airside Project modeling. The FAA has concluded that the 

_ Airside Project delays represent “a plausible and conservative 

_ estimate”. 

_ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
"are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high | 
: as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Altemative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
' been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
: future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impactof 
_ the regional altematives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 

_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
- over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows — 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
_ levels increase. 


_ Massport is committed to a number of mitigation measures in 
' addition to project-specific mitigation. Refer to Chapter 8 of 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of mitigation 

| measures. 


Letter 352: Dick Bauer 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


“se: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EORA 


“om: "Ramon Bueno" <rbueno@kenan.com> 
bject: Massport, new runway 14/32 & Environmental Impact 
Date: Thursday, April 22, 1999 11:33:14 EDT 
Attach: attachl % 
Certify: N 
Priority: Normal 
Defer until: LETTER 353 
Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


ea ee ee, 


We have heard and understand the arguments that the future economic 
health of our communities and region will benefit from the new runway 
but disagree. We are not anti-growth, simply anti-irrational-growth. 353.1. 
At best, this measure postpones a few short years a more basic decision . 


area, with the associated ground traffic adding to the congestion 
into and out of Boston. Improved and increased service at regional 
airports must be Part of any serious future plan. That must be 
planned carefully with the Surrounding communities around those 
airports, obviously. 

* Today’s airport needs and those of the future cannot be based on 
outdated studies. Realistic data is essential. In Somerville, 353.3 
where we live, we understand there have been no Systematic sound ¢ : 
noise measurements with which to evaluate current over flights, 
never mind the proposed and substantial increase that will result 
from the new runway. 

* The proposed growth in flights over Somverville is unacceptably 
high. In addition, Somerville will be subjected to increased 353.4 


load. 


It makes no sense to push through a Plan that has so Many real 

4 ‘ives, will be so divisive, and at best is a very short-term 

& scion. This type of "solutions will reinforce the same inefficient 
and irrational trends that lead to its Proposal in the first place. We 


We do not want our families and neighborhoods to Ray the price of such 
"quick fix" solutions. 


Cordially, 


RamAn A. Bueno 

Debra Weisberg 
1 Fitchburg St., B550 
Somerville, MA 02143 
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Letter 353 


Ramon Bueno and Debra Weisberg 


Private 


Citizens: Somerville 


Response 


n the quality of life in surrounding communities. 


Regional ice: ....mproved and increased service at regional airports 


_ must be part of any serious future plan... 


Topic 2 Comment 
Preferred ..this measure postpones a few short years a more basic 
_ Altemative lecision about the long-term and sustainable growth for 


he area. And it does so with an unacceptable new burden — 


_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. Ifno actions 
are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high - 
: as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours ifithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impactof 
_ the regional altematives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 

_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
» over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
» that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 

_ levels increase. 


_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 

_ discussion of the specific role played by the regional 

_ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken _ 

_ to foster use of these altematives. Massport has long 

» recognized and has been a proponent of options to 

_ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 

_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 

_ Options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 

_ Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that 

- Could be absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 

_ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 

airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 

_ these developments will slow Logan Airport’s passenger 

traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 

| passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 
2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be 
achieved until after 2020. While regional altematives can play 

"an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 

_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airpor'’s inability 

_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 

_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 

_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport’s layout, is 

_ Necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

- fegional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 


Letter 353: Ramon Bueno and Debra Weisberg 
Private Citizens: Somerville 
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Code Topic 1 _ Topic 2 _Comment Response 


(353.3 Noise ~ Monitoring 


...ln Somerville ... there have been no > systematic. sound — The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

nd noise measurements with which to evaluate current Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 
verflights, never mind the proposed and substantial _ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 
increase that will result from the new runway. _ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 

_ arrivals. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to 

_ Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 

| These runway operating directions are currently running well 
_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32: 
_ would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 
_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 

_ established based on a thorough public participation process 

: in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 

_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

- 14/82 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 

_ persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 

_ term PRAS goals. 


The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 
_ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. 


ee Somerville will be subjected to increased [traffic] Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not 

| congestion from a new exit ramp from Route 93 at _ increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 

» Sullivan Station... _ deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. 

: _ Massport’s plans to handle the ground access requirements 
_ Of future passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 
_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent 

' Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 


ransportation | Logan 


It makes little sense to continue the large number of _ Commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move — 
_ takeoffs and landings from light aircraft at Logan. Many or _a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to other 
_ most of those flights belong elsewhere. Consolidated _ airports, since approximately 50 percent of passengers of 
| routes would alleviate the load. _ Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to other 
: _ Logan Airport flights. 


_ Federal constitutional provisions, federal aviation statutes and — 
_ regulations, and contractual provisions related to 
_ Federal Airport Improvement Program grants prevent 

_ Massport from any control over airline rates, routes, and 

_ schedules. Congress has specifically forbidden 

_ airport operators from exercising any discriminatory action 

_ against any class of airport users. Major factors in 

_ airline competition are frequency of service and number of 

_ Markets served, and Massport has no ability to force airlines 

_ to consolidate or eliminate flights to influence load factor or 
aircraft size. 


Letter 353: Ramon Bueno and Debra Weisberg 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


April 21, 1999 
Massachusetts Environmental 

Protection Agency 

Executive Office of Environmental A ffairs 

100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Attention: Arthur Pugsley LE TTER 354 


Re: File #10458 EOA 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


I am writing to submit comments on MassPORT’s Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
issued to obtain approval for construction of Tunway 14/32 and a new center field taxiway at Logan 


I live in Somerville, in the Ten Hills section on the Mystic River. MassPORT continually 
characterizes the current noise problem in Somerville as “minimal.” While I know communities 
like South and East Boston and Winthrop suffer much more than I do, I can tell you that plane 


14/32. 


I recommend that MEPA return the EIS to MassPORT and tell them that they simply failed 
to adequately address all of the necessary issues that must be addressed when you ask an already- 
overburdened urban community to live with more noise and pollution in the interest of cutting 
down on a percentage of the delays that currently exist. Thank you for considering my comments. 


Sincerely, 


M, (a 


130 Ten Hills Road 
Somerville, MA 02145 
(617) 776-1048 


+354 


304.2 


354.3 
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Letter 354 
Jack Christin, Jr. 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
_ 354.1 Environmental = MEPA 
' Review : _ alternatives to the construction of a new runway...does 
| Process _ [not] place any real value on the quality of lives of the _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 
: ' hundreds of thousands of people who live near Logan 


Airport. 


Letter 354: Jack Christin, Jr. 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


_ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Loga 


| Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 
_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 
_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 

_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

_ Numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

__ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other : 
_ Studies, were individually examined by Massport inthe Logan . 
_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995. Based on 
_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected andthe 
_ Most promising concepts were combined into the Altematives 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The i 
_ alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 
_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 
_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 
_ that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 

- ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


_ While equivalent jet operations increase by more than 

: 50 percent from a 1993 base to the future 37.5M High Fleet 

- scenario if the Preferred Alternative is implemented, the 

_ appropriate basis for comparison of the Preferred Alternative 
_ is the No Action Alternative. Equivalent jet operations would 
_ increase by more than 75 percent over the Preferred 

_ Alternative if no action were taken. Despite the increase in 

: equivalent jet operations, the Airside analysis indicates that 
_ overall noise impacts decline over time with the elimination of 

_ Stage 2 aircraft and the replacement of hushkitted Stage 3 

- aircraft with non-hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. By allowing 

: aircraft operations to shift from over-land to over-water 

» routings and by providing greater flexibility in the use of 

_ Runways 27 and 33L for takeoff, the Preferred Alternative 

_ further reduces the highest noise impacts to the close-in 

_ neighboring communities. Furthermore, the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR also demonstrates the more equitable balance of 

_ noise impacts among communities surrounding Logan Airport ~ 
» that can be achieved with the Preferred Alternative as 

: Opposed to the imbalance that occurs today and would occur 

_ in the future if no action is taken. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


not based on analysis and pootie of delays which occurred 
_ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
: Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 


_ to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 
_ calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

_ results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 
_ conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 


_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 
_ analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 


Code ‘Topic 1 : Topic 2. Comment Response: 
| 364.2 Purpose and Delay EIS uses old data from 1993, the worst year ‘for delays in 
| Need the history of the airport, to justify its position that a new 
i _ tunway is needed... 
ueunsussnsaccenerennesengeestenstenetecsstestamannanasovunsccncntteeseeeessnunwusuuiwemnquccessctunsecessevuneressnnnveneenareerttrsratestnananaiscssseattsstetsautsenunnuareeteenseeenatanesstutstenenuuauanasenseseeegsensrseetstesssttesseanutustusssuussieininnsunsseesssenessnnessaneceeseeereeeeseneeeeeeneeseeseursnanrosunansateseeesee gan Airport, 
/ 354.3 ol live in Somerville, in the Ten Hills section on the Mystic 


" Altematives _ Runway 14/32 


| River....... | will have to move out ... if the plane noise 
_ and air pollution is tripled in the wake of the addition of 


| Tunway 14/32. 


e Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 


_ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. There should be no new 
effects on the value of property or unacceptable increase in 
» Noise exposure for any of the alternatives. Future scenarios 
_ analyzed in this study have to rely on computations rather 


_ than measurements, since they occur in the future. However, 
_ if you are interested in measuring current conditions in 

_ Somerville, you should contact Massport and discuss your 

_ ideas. 

- The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

_ Altemative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

_ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 

_ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 

- arrivals. 


No altematives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Altemative 


Letter 354: Jack Christin, Jr. 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Bee: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOFA 


From: <DDyer15237@aol .com> , LE TTER 355 


bject: Opposition to Logan Airports Runway14/32 
te: Monday, April 19, 1999 16:35:01 EDT . 
-tach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


a a ae 


April 19, 1999 
Arthur Pugsley 


MEPA Unit - Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th floor 

Boston, MA 02202 

File 10458 EOA 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


sSports proposal to build runway 14/32. I feel that the environmental 
impact statement that Massport has submitted for review is inadequate and 
should be rejected. The humber one reason Massport has given to have runway 


being honest with people of the communities that will be affected by this 
runway, they have never directly said that by building this runway there will 
be a 300% increase in air traffic directly over our communities. As a ~ 
lifelong resident of Somerville, I feel that our community and surrounding 


to use any data compiled from sound monitors in the Mystic River are between 
Somerville and Medford, and noise monitors in Everett. Massport has also 
f-*led to included in its Statement any studies done in communities with 
graphics made up of hilly areas, and what impact noise would have on 
2sé communities. Somerville residence are already barraged with jets and 
turboprops for days on end, with virtually no letup. The flights typically 


began at 6 a.m. and often continue for most or all‘ of the day, until 11 p.m. 
or even later. The middle of the night flights have become increasingly 
common. Massport has no night time curfew and one should be implemented. I 
feel that we are being punished because we chose to live closer to the 


I would like to thank you for your time and consideration 
on this matter. 


Sincerely, 


Derek C. Dyer 
59 Hall Avenue 


Somerville, MA 02144 
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Letter 355 
Derek C. Dyer 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 _Comment Response 


355.1 Purposeand _—Delay __..Massport has used old data from 1993, its worst year, The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 

; | Need : ‘0 document delays at Logan... _ Not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred _ 
: _ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the / 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 

"to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use inmodel 

_ calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

_ results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 

_ conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 

_ analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 


“65. 2 


Preferred 
_ Altemative 


" Alteratives 


Other Strategies for hai delays at Logan are | The mineral concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
iven due consideration... _ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan . 
_ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 
_ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 
_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 
_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 
- Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 
_ numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 
_ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 
_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 
: unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 
_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other : 
_ Studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 
_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995. Based on 
the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected and the 
_ most promising concepts were combined into the Altematives 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
_ alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 
_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 
Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 
_ that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 
' provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 
- ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Letter 353: Derek C. Dyer 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


underestimated. Massport failed to use any data compiled 
_ from sound monitors in the Mystic River are[a] between 
_ Somerville and Medford, and noise monitors in Everett.... 


Letter 353: Derek C. Dyer 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


een reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and 
Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 
locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 


_ modification of source levels to better account for over-water 
_ sound propagation and apparent use of higher engine power 


ettings than are normally assumed in the noise model's 


_ database (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 

_ Annual Update). In 1998, differences between measured and 

_ modeled noise became even less when Massport upgraded its 
_ Monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 

_ aircraft ~ a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 

_ levels predicted by the noise model. At sites having exposure 

_ levels of 60 dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring 

_ System brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 

_ 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 

' 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR)). Massport continues to 

- investigate possible causes for remaining differences (such as 
_ from hill effects) and continues to pursue FAA approval of 

_ noise model adjustments that would permit expansion of its 

_ sound insulation program to include the effects of terrain. 

_ Massport also expects to extend eligibility lines to include 

_ boundaries that follow local streets rather than strict noise 
_ contour lines. Nevertheless, Massport continues to believe that 
_ the FAA’s INM noise model used in the Airside Projectnoise 
_ analyses accurately represents expected noise exposure. 


_ To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding 
_ is available, the proposed sound insulation program will 

_ include: (i) not only all residences that fall within the 

_ Preferred Alternative's 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour 
_ when compared to the Airside Project's No Action 

_ Alternative’s 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour, but also 

_ (i) Massport and the FAA will continue to sound insulate and 
_ work to complete the current 2-year sound insulation program 
_ as presented in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR. For the : 
_ eligible residences, the FAA will fund building code upgrades, 
_ to the extent necessary, to implement sound insulation 
_ improvements. 


_ The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 

_ than 60 GB for the future scenarios. However, if you are 

_ interested in measuring current conditions in Somerville, you 
. Should contact Massport and discuss your ideas. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

- Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

_ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 
affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 

_ artivals. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to 

- Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 
_ These runway operating directions are currently running well; 
_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 
_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 
_ established based on a thorough public participation process 
_ in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 


increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 


_ 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 
_ persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 
_ term PRAS goals. 


Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


From: "Tony Espy" <espy@openmarket .com> LETTER 356 
"ject: Logan Runway 14/32 Proposal ( File 10458 EOA ) 
2: Wednesday, April 21, 1999 17:56:36 EDT 
2 ach: , 
Certify: N 
Priority: Normal 
Defer until: 
Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


SOO Te Sige rec Na ee iain a ated eee eS 


Robert Durand, Secretary 
MEPA Unit 
Attention: Arthur Pugsi:2y 


Dear Mr. Durand -- 


increase the air traffic over Somerville by 300% or more, can be 
considered fair. I own a loft in the Brickbottom Artists’ building and 


do not want to see the value of my property decline, nor do I need 
the added noise that will most certainly affect the quality of my life. 


Oppose this proposal. 
thanks, : 


Anthony W. Espy 

1 Fitchburg St. c201 
Somerville, MA 02143 
617 666-2741 


356.1 
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Private C 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


_ ...added noise ... will most certainly affect the quality of 
_ my life. 


Letter 356 
Anthony W. Espy 
itizens: Somerville 


Altemative would promote runway use in a manner that is 
_ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 


"affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 

_ artivals. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivalsto 
_ Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 
: These runway operating directions are currently running well 
_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 — 
_ would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 
_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 

' established based on a thorough public participation process 

_ in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 

_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

_ 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 

. persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 

_ term PRAS goals. 


_ Future scenarios analyzed in this study have to rely on 
_ computations rather than measurements, since they occur in 
_ the future. However, if you are interested in measuring 


_ current conditions in Somerville, you should contact Massport 


Letter 356: Anthony W. Espy 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


LETTER 357 
Robert Durand, Secretary 


MEPA unit - Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge St., 20th floor ; 
Boston, Ma 02202 


To whom it may concern, eee ee 

| attended a meeting at Somerville City Hall to discuss the proposed runway 
expansion 14/32 at Logan airport. | learned then, that according to-their own records, 
this expansion, in spite of obfuscating rhetoric to the contrary, will result in a 300% 
in ir 

This is completely unacceptable to me as a resident and a homeowner. | was 
shocked to hear that Massport intends to do this. This will lower our property vaiues 
and increase noise pollution here in Somerville to an unacceptable level. | was also YA 
shocked to hear that no actual decibel reading has been done in the area to determine 
the impact on our community. One of the Alderman at the meeting has done a 
recording of decibel levels on Prospect hill that were well over 65 level considered 
necessary to warrant an actual citywide reading (| think the reading was in the 115 
range). Given this kind of data how can Massport even conceive of tripling air traffic 
over Somerville without considering the actual impact. The answer may be that they 
don’t want to consider the actual impact. They want the runway despite the heavy cost 
surrounding communities will have to pay. It is empirically clear, even without noise 
data, that it would be unfair and environmentally and economically devastating to 
property values and the business renaissance here to triple air traffic over Somerville. 
Why should Somerville be singled out for such a burden for the proposed flight pattern 

This study is flawed for a number of reasons: 3 47 y) 
1) It uses old data from 1993 - it’s worst year - to document delays at Logan. | ' 
understand delays are the major rationale for runway 14/32. 357 3 
2) Delays have actually decreased over the past six years. ; 
3) Other strategies for reducing delays at Logan haven't been given due 
consideration. Worcester, Concord, N.H., New Bedford, Providence, RI, and Hanscom 357 4 
Field airports could be expanded to accommodate any flight increases. An access , 


road could be built to connect Worcester airport to the MA pike. 3 57 5 
4) Increased congestion in car traffic that runway 14/32 will cause is not addressed. ' 
5) Noise impact in Somerville and Surrounding communities is grossly 357 6 
underestimated. : 


In Summary this proposed change will be devastating to Somerville residents 
who will bear the brunt of the change. It targets Somerville for a disproporticnate 
increase in air traffic that will certainly lower the potential for property value growth as 
well as the ability of it’s residents to experience their right to quiet enjoyment of their 
property and commiuiity. 

There is no environmental or human reason to find Massport ‘s Environmental 
Impact Statement anything other than grésaty j adequate. 


Sincerely, 
{high Ever 1 Fitchburg St. Somerville 02143 
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Letter 357 
Tilghman Evans 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
357.1 _ Altematives _ Runway 14/32 _ This will lower our property values and increase nose | The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 
i i pollution here in Somerville to an unacceptable level. . _ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. There should be no new 
_ actual decibel reading has been done in the area to _ @ffects on the value of property or unacceptable increase in 


_ determine the impact on our community... _ noise exposure for any of the alternatives. Future scenarios 

: _ analyzed in this study have to rely on computations rather 
_ than measurements, since they occur in the future. However, 
_ if you are interested in measuring current conditions in 
_ Somerville, you should contact Massport and discuss your 


: _ ideas. 
It uses old data from 1993--its worst year--to document  __ In response to the request made by the EPA, as well as by 
_ delays at Logan. | understand delays are the major _ EOEA in its MEPA Certificate on the Draft EIR, the 


_ rationale for runway 14/32. _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes delay and environmental 

i _ analyses for 1998 to reflect current conditions and to provide 
_ context to the delay problem at Logan Airport. However, it 
_ should be noted that the appropriate comparison for 
' assessing future year conditions and the effectiveness of the 
_ Airside Project, is a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to 
_ the No Action Alternative, not a comparison of the 
_ Preferred Altemative to the base year. 


A discussion of current and historic conditions can be found 
_ in Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/ 


Purpose and ___ Delays _ Delays have actually decreased over the past six seals, _ Logan Airport flight delays, as measured | y e FAA, did 
| Need » decline between 1993 and 1997. Nevertheless, the same 
_ data show that Logan Airport was consistently ranked as one 
_ of the nation’s most delayed airports throughout this period. 

_ In 1998, delayed flights at Logan Airport, as reported by the 

_ FAA increased by more than 30 percent, and continued to 

_ increase in 2000. in 2000, Logan was the second most 

_ delayed airport for arrivals in the U.S. This represents the 

: worst delay ranking in Logan’s history. 


_ There are three reasons for the decline in delays between 

_ 1993 and 1997. First, in 1997, the number of hourly 

_ scheduled flights was less than Logan Airport’s normal 

_ operating capacity of 120 flights per hour, unlike 1993, when 

_ airlines scheduled flights well beyond Logan Airport's hourly 

_ capacity. Second, Logan Airport’s hourly demand profile is 

" flatter than it was in 1993. Airlines are spreading scheduled 

_ flights throughout the day taking advantage of Logan Airport’s 

_ off-peak hours (é.9., 10 AM to 1 PM). Finally, airlines are 

_ Carrying more passengers per flight. In fact, with roughly the 

_ same number of flights as in 1993, Logan Airport 

- accommodated over 3 million more passengers. One reason 

_ for this is that the regional carrier network serving New 

- England is more efficient. In 1993, there were three regional 

_ carrier systems serving 2.1 million regional passengers at 

_ Logan Airport. Since 1994, Logan Airport has been served by . 

_ two regional airline systems (Business Express, now 
American Eagle, and US Airways Express). These carriers 
handled 2.2 million Logan Airport passengers in 1998. 


Letter 357: Tilghman Evans 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
357.4 Regional Regional Other strategies for reducing delays at Logan haven't Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 


: Transportation Airports _ been given due consideration. Worcester, Concord, NH, _ discussion of the specific role played by the regional : 
: i _ New Bedford, Providence, RI and Hanscom Field airports transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
_ could be expanded to accommodate any flight increases. _to foster use of these altematives. Massport has long 
| Anaccess road could be built to connect Worcester _ recognized and has been a proponent of options to 
: airports the Mass Pike. _ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 
; _ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 
" Options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 
_ Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that 
_ could be absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 
_ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
' airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 
_ these developments will slow Logan Airport’s passenger 
_ traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 
_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 
_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be 
_ achieved until after 2020. While regional altematives can play 
_ an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 
. to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 
_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport’s layout, is 
| Necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
_ fegional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
_ Logan Airport. Massport reports on the status of the 
_ New Bedford Airport Project in Section 2.6 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Worcester Regional Airport has existing terminal and : 
_ airport infrastructure and has been targeted for increased use 
_ and future service expansion. MassHighway is in the process 
_ of beginning the preparation of the Airside Project Draft 
_ EIS/EIR for highway improvements to improve access to 

' Worcester Regional Airport. 


ncreased congestion in car traffic that runway 14/32 will The Preferred Alternative is not expected to lead to an 

: Cause is not addressed. _ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 

_ No effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 

_ Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


"Ground _ Access to 
_ Transportation — Logan 


“a7. 5 


Letter 357: Tilghman Evans 
Private Citizens: Somerville 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
357.6 Analysis _ Noise Model Noise impact in Somerville and surrounding communitie 
: Assumptions/ is grossly underestimated. 


_ Methodologies 


Letter 357: Tilghman Evans 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


_ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. There should be no new 
_ effects on the value of property or unacceptable increase in 

' noise exposure for any of the alternatives. Future scenarios 

_ analyzed in this study have to rely on computations rather 
than measurements, since they occur in the future. However, 
_ if you are interested in measuring current conditions in 

_ Somerville, you should contact Massport and discuss your 
_ ideas. 


_ Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have | 
_ been reported in Logan Airport’s various GEIRs and i 
_ Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 
_ locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 

_ Modification of source levels to better account for over-water 

_ sound propagation and apparent use of higher engine power 
settings than are normally assumed in the noise model’s 

_ database (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 

' Annual Update). 


' In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 

_ became even less when Massport upgraded its monitoring 

__ System and began to report noise caused only by aircraft — a 
_ metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure levels : 
_ predicted by the noise model. At sites having exposure levels of 
_ 60.dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring system 
» brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of | 
: each other. (Refer to Chapter 5 of the Logan Airport 1998 
_ Annual Update). Massport continues to investigate possible 

_ causes for remaining differences (such as from hill effects) but 
_ believes the FAA’s INM noise model used in the Airside Project — 
_ Noise analyses accurately represents expected noise exposure. - 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 


Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 


_ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 
_ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 

_ arrivals. Total departures from Runway 33L andarivalsto 
_ Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 
_ These runway operating directions are currently running well 
_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 


would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 


_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 
_ established based on a thorough public participation process 
_ in response to community noise concerns. Additionally, by 

_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

_ 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 

_ persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 


term PRAS goals. 


LETTER 358 


William Falcetano 
45 Cherry St. 
Somerville, MA. 02144 


March 24", 1999 


Mr. Robert A. Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


I urge you to oppose Runway 14/32. As a citizen and property owner and taxpayer who 
has lived in Somerville for the past 15 years, I have noticed a significant increase in air 
traffic in the past year. The situation has gone from tolerable to absolutely intolerable, 
with constant air traffic at ALL HOURS OF THE DAY AND NIGHT. 


I have been informed that this new runway will increase air traffic over Somerville by 3 5 8 { 
two to three hundred percent. This is ABOSOLUTELY UNCONSCIONABLE. How : 
dare MASSPORT impose such a burden on the densely populated areas surrounding the 

Airport when noise conditions are already deplorable. 


The MASSPORT Environmental Impact Statement does not take any of this into account. 3 5 8 2 
Nor does it contain any information concerning the expected increase in road traffic to : 
accommodate this increase of air traffic. 


As for their claim to decrease delays, this is actually not true. Many delays will not be 

decreased as a result of a new runway because they are produced by weather conditions 358 3 
that will affect all runways. Also some delays are caused by delays in other Airports. 

Finally, even if there is a reduction in the rate of delays this will only last for a short 

period of time. The new runway is therefore merely a BANDAID SOLUTION. 


We are entitled toa REAL SOLUTION and not a cover-up for increasing the capacity at 

the airport. That real solution is to build another Airport or expand the use of 358.4 
HANSCOM FIELD, WORCESTER, etc. to accommodate the increase in air traffic. ; 
THIS AI A REGIONAL PROBLEM THAT DEMANDS A REGIONAL SOLUTION. 


Besides, the claims that this runway is needed to help the Boston economy are crying 
wolf and pure exaggeration. Similar claims were made in past years when the Boston 
economy was booming as it is now. 


Finally, the very suggestion that MASSPORT would be able to use its other runways 
(15/33) aimed as a cannon toward Somerville for non-stop flights over this city is nothing 
other than a bald threat. It will seriously deteriorate the quality of life here and this is a 
MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT that must be taken into account. 


MASSPORT must seek a regional solution that is equitable for the entire region. In fact 

air traffic over the Greater Boston METRO area should be decreased as out laying 

airports take up the slack. That is the real solution and I urge you to oppose this plan. 
Sincerely, 
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Comment 


Letter 358 
William Falcetano 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


: ccess to 
' Transportation Logan 


: Purpose and 
_ Need 


_this new runway will increase air traffic over Somerville 


: by two to three hundred percent...How dare Massport 

: impose such a burden on the densely populated areas 

_ Surrounding the airport when noise conditions are already 
: deplorable. 


...EIS] does [not] contain any information conceming the 


| expected increase in road traffic to accommodate this 
_ increase of air traffic. 


Letter 358: William Falcetano 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


_ ...Many delays will not be decreased as a result of anew 
_ Tunway because they are produced by weather conditions 
_ ... [and] by delays in other airports... 


_ The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 

_ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. There should be no new 
_ effects on the value of property or unacceptable increase in 

_ noise exposure for any of the alternatives. Future scenarios 

' analyzed in this study have to rely on computations rather 

_ than measurements, since they occur in the future. However, 
_ if you are interested in measuring current conditions in 

_ Someniille, you should contact Massport and discuss your 

_ ideas. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

| Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

' more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 

_ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 
arrivals. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to 

_ Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 
_ These runway operating directions are currently running well 
_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 
_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 
_ established based on a thorough public participation process 
_ in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 
"increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

_ 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 

_ persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 

: term PRAS goals. 


The Preferred ‘Altemative is is not t expected to to ) ead to 2 to an > 4 


_ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 
_ no effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways 
_ Refer to Section 4.2 of the ‘Supplemental | DEIS/FEIR. 


Delays oc occur when wind or weather conditions require the 7 
_ use of configurations with fewer than three active runways, 
: when poor weather requires increased separation distances 


between aircraft, or when airlines schedule more flights than 


_ Logan Airport can handle. The Airside Project addresses 

_ delays from constraints at Logan Airport. Section 1.4 and 

_ Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a 
_ detailed discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures - 
_ and historical data, along with comparisons of Logan Airport 
_ delays within the context of delays at other United States 

- airports. : 
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Code Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
» 358.4 Regional Regional | ...fal solution is to build another airport or expand the = A second major airport is not a solution to the current delay 
: | use of Hanscom Field, Worcester, etc.... ' and congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed 


: Transportation = Airports 
: _ Project to reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport 
_ must be implemented in the near term to address current and | 
_ future operating conditions. Even if a second major airport i 
_ were to be pursued, the planning period for site selection and 
- environmental review would require ten to 15 years, in 
_ addition to a multi-year construction period. Rather, 

_ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that : 
_ includes the T.F. Green/Providence, the Manchester, andthe 
_ Worcester Regional airports. Service development and 
_ increased passenger traffic at these airports are an important 
: part of the region’s long-term strategy to accommodate 

| passenger and activity growth. Greater use of the regional 

_ airports will provide passengers within the service area of 

_ such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 

_ demand within Logan Airport’s primary service area will 

_ remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 

_ will not eliminate the need for airside projects at 

_ Logan Airport. 


Letter 358: William Falcetano 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


LETTER 399 


Oratio Conta Strepitare 


My name is William Falcetano. I live in Somerville and I teach philosophy at Merrimack 
College. 

I have become involved in this dispute against my will as a result of the sudden 
and dramatic increase of air traffic noise I and others detected last year about this time. 
Along with other concerned citizens I took the initiative and started organizing meetings 
about this problem in December of 1998 before the organization C.AR.E. had been 
formed. I shun these kinds of political battles and prefer to live a quiet life of reading, 
reflection, and study. Nevertheless, this problem has severely interfered with my ability 
to think, read, write, and pursue the other necessary activities of a college professor. 

I have lived in cities all my life and have gotten used to the ambient noise of cars, 
trucks, pedestrians, kids playing, etc. However, persistent and loud air traffic is an 
altogether different matter. Since the sudden spike in air traffic over Somerville last year 
there has rarely been a single moment free from the sound of a jet or plane passing 
overhead. I hear loud, low-flying air traffic even in the wee hours of the morning — at 2, 
3, 4, and 5 AM! Those rare moments of quiet last only for very short periods of time as 


the traffic picks up again and continues with a dismaying mechanical persistency. Noise 


produced by neighbors talking, passing by, or playing is usually short-lived due to the 
limitations of the human voice, fatigue, distraction, etc. But mechanical noise is an 
altogether different matter, it has a relentless and superhuman resilience that does not 
offer any hope of relief. This is one reason why towns and cities have noise ordinances 
to prevent inconsiderate neighbors from inflicting this kind of misery on innocent people 
who simply want to have their right to the quiet enjoyment of their homes and properties 
respected. We as neighbors are simply asking MASSPORT to respect our rights. 

The deleterious effects of noise pollution are well-documented in medical and 
psychological journals. Noise pollution is a physical assault on the body. Although 
sound is a physical phenomenon, sound experienced as noise is not only physical but 
psychologiéal as well. Therefore any attempt to measure noise by decibels entirely 
misses the point that noise is not mere sound, but sound as it is experienced by a living 
human being. In this case so-called anecdotal evidence cannot be dismissed as though it 
were irrelevant with a wave of the hand and the smug presentation of numbers that 
measure sound, because the issue is not about sound but about noise, that is, sound as an 
experienced phenomenon and not merely as a physical event. 

Noise produces high blood pressure, hypertension, stress, fatigue, sleeplessness 
and its related disorders, such as irritability, disorientation, confusion, and incompetence 
“due to lack of focus and inattention (as a college teacher I know a little bit about lack of 
focus and inattention): Recent studies have shown that undue and distracting noise also 
interferes with the ability of children to concentrate at school. Noise from airplane traffic 
prevents people from being heard in their own homes, from talking on the telephone, 
from listening to the radio or television, from reading, thinking, praying, playing musical 
instruments, or any other activity that requires mental concentration or intellectual focus. 
It can even distract from intimate moments of love-making and caressing. 

In addition to the dramatic and unhealthful increase of noise (estimated at over 
300% in some areas) there is the question of the additional air pollution that will be 
caused by the increasing air traffic made possible by this ill-conceived scheme. The air 


309.1 


quality over the Greater Boston area is not very good; and recent Teports have shown that 
big power plants have not complied with their promises to convert to natural gas. They 


States very little or nothing about these effects on birds, dogs, cats, trees, shrubs, insects, 
and human beings. And shockingly it says absolutely nothing about the negative effects 
on roads and mass transportation that will be caused by this wrong-headed and heedless 
plan. 

In sum MASSPORT’S EIR is completely inadequate and unsatisfactory. I urge 
you therefore to refuse MASSPORT’S Tequest to go ahead with this unfair and injurious 


scheme to inflict even more suffering and hardship on communities that already endure a 


disproportionate burden of noise, air pollution, and traffic. 
Thank you very much for your kind consideration. 


William Falcetano 
45 Cherry Street 
Somerville, MA. 02144 
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Letter 359 
William Falcetano 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


359.1 Air Quality _ Impacts 
; : Noise (estimated at over 300% in some areas) there is the . shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 

: question of the additional air pollution that willbe caused 

_ by the increasing air traffic... 


: : Access to __....{the EIR] says absolutely nothing about the negative The Preferred Alternative is not expected to lead to a 

| Transportation | Logan | effects on roads and mass transportation that will be _ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 

: " caused by this wrong-headed and heedless plan. _ No effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
: _ Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter 359: William Falcetano 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


April 19, 1999 


LETTER 360 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

MEPA Unit - Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: Arthur Pugsley, File #10458 EOA 

100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 

Boston MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


The proposal to add Tunway 14-32 at Logan airport concerns me for several reasons. Tama 
Somerville resident and the proposal shifts more flights over my home. I am trained in the sciences 


As a citizen I must question Massport’s proposal and compare it to what common sense su ggests. 
Common sense suggests sending more flights over the ocean where no people live 


Massport proposes limiting runway 14-32 to one direction — over the ocean. However this 
claim is specious since Tunway 14-32 is only 5,000 feet and will be used by smaller aircraft. 
These aircraft will not be heading to Europe but will rapidly turn to their 
mostly regional headings impacting many communities surrounding Boston. 


Common sense suggests sending the most flights over the areas with the fewest people 


Massport claims that the number of people affected by the new runway is small. 

Their calculations follow FAA guidelines to determine the numbers of people impacted by 
noise. People within an area of noise “pressure” of 65 decibels or above on average are 
“impacted. This is a level of noise where two people having a normal conversation would be 
unable to hear each other. The FAA declares uninhabitable areas where this noise level is 
introduced unless the housing in the area is “mitigated”. 


Additionaly, Massport is changing its flight patterns to “share the burden”. Again, first 
appearance is that some neighborhoods, cities and towns will have similar numbers of 
overflights. Unstated is that many individuals will experience increased 
overflights of 100% to 300%. 


360.1 


2 


Secretary:Durand | 


3603 


The Massachusetts Port Authority's proposal for tunway 14-32 will increase the burden on 
individuals. The proposal will increase the burden on the Boston community. The proposal fails to 
address regional solutions. I urge you to reject the Massport's Environmental Impact Statement as 
inadequate and deficient. 


Very truly yours, 


- 360.1 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 360 


Irving Fischman, Ph.D. 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Comment 


Topic 1 Topic 2 


_ Altematives ' Unidirectional Massport | proposes limiting runway 14/32 to one direction- 
_ -over the ocean. However, this claim is specious since 
_ tunway 14/32 is only 5,000 feet and will be used by 

: smaller aircraft. ...[that] will rapidly turn to their mostly 
! regional headings impacting many communities 


surrounding Boston. 


_ What is most disturbing is the fact that the model 
_ Massport uses in the noise calculations assumes that the 
| topography of the entire region is flat. No hills in 

_ Somerville, where the planes pass very low, are included. 
» Nor has Massport placed noise monitors in Somerville to 
"test their model. This misrepresentation alone is reason 

' enough to reject the application. 


" Allematives 


~ Peak Period 
» Pricing 


A previous experiment in pricing structure significantly 
educed delays. ....Diverting smaller aircraft or 
onsolidating them into larger craft is an issue that must 
e addressed before any new runways are created. 


_ Massport and the FAA are committed to using Runway 14/32 
_ ina unidirectional manner, with aircraft arriving from and i 
_ departing to the southeast over Boston Harbor. See the 

_ discussion of mitigation in Chapter 8 of the 

Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


When this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR was initiated, there was 

_ no noise model in existence that could address topography, 

_ and even current versions of noise models greatly simplify 

_ calculations incorporating terrain adjustments. Thus, 

_ Massport used the best available technology at the time ~ a 

» Noise model developed by FAA Headquarters, with 

_ modifications adapted by Massport and approved by FAA to 

" accommodate over-water sound propagation unique to i 
_ Logan Airport's noise environment. The model is describedin 
_ Section 5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provid 
_ updated discussion of PPP at Logan Airport and an analysis 
_ Of the implications of an illustrative conceptual small 

- community exemption program. 


PPP was included among the Airside Project alternatives to 
_ address delays caused by over-scheduling. 


_ The potential impact of PPP on the fleet mix at Logan Airport © 

_ is discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

» Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
_ analysis of a PPP Exemption program. 


Letter 360: Irving Fischman, Ph.D. 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


LETTER 361 
ALFISHER 


HOTO GRAPH 


April 21, 1999 


‘and, Secretary 
MEPA Unit - Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: Arthur Pugsley, File #10458 EOA 
Street, 20th Floor 


Dear Mr. Durand: 
You must not support Massport’s plan to build Runway 14/32, 


Increasing air traffic 300% Will significantly impact the quality of life for thousands of 
People in the Charlestown/Somerville area. oe 361.1 
It will be impossible to enioy the comfort of uninterrupted sleep, to sit in your yard or on 

your porch and engage in quiet Conversation, or to have open windows winter or summer 

without the constant rumble and Scream of jet engines. 

Is not the quality of life for the people who live, work and vote here more important? 


Sincerely, 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 


Letter 361 
Al Fisher 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Comment Response 


quality of life for thousands of people in the _ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. 
_ Charlestown/Somenville area. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

| more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 

_ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 

_ arrivals. Total departures from Runway 33L andarrivaisto 
_ Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 
_ These runway operating directions are currently running well 
_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 
: would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 
_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 

_ established based on a thorough public participation process 

_ in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 

_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

_ 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 

_ persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 

_ term PRAS goals. 


$e 
Letter 361: Al Fisher 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Bee: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


From: "vitas" <Sativ99@110.nets ‘ 

“ibject: Runway 14/32 . LETTER 362 
te: Thursday, April 22, 1999 10:56:27 EDT 
tach: , 

certify: N 

Priority: Normal ‘ 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


A gee 


on the quality of life in Somerville and needs to be carefully studied. 


Thank you for your consideration 


Tad Flynn — 
1 Fitchburg Street #¢304 
Somerville, Ma 02143 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Letter 362 
Tad Flynn 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


_ increase in noise that this runway will cause... 


_ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

_ More consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 

_ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 
arrivals. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to 

_ Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are nonets. 
_ These runway operating directions are currently running well 
below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 
_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 

_ established based on a thorough public participation process 


in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 


increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

_ 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 

' persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 
~ term PRAS goals. 


Letter 362: Tad Flynn 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


52 Bradley Street 
Winter Hill, MA 02145 


LETTER 363 


April 15, 1999 


Mr. Arthur Puxley 
EOEA #10458 

100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Puxley: 
RE: Proposed Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport 


T have read considerably on the above topic in an effort to understand why 
MASSPORT wishes to build a runway called 14/32. There are numerous 
inconsistencies in MASSPORT’s arguments in favor of this runway. I want to 
highlight a few: 


MASSPORT misleads the public when it claims that Logan has “notorious delays”. 

Since, 1992, delays at Logan have gone down according to data from the Federal 

Aviation Administration’s 1998 ACE (Airport Enhancement Capacity) Report. By 

using exceedingly high “maximum capacity” goals, MASSPORT inflict such delays 363.1 
on their own customers. Located in such a densely populated area, MASSPORT’s 

maximum capacity goals should be 90 rather than 120 planes per hour. When 

questioned about the reduction in delays, MASSPORT’s Director of Aviation 

admitted only 20% of delays are due to lack of runway space, the remaining being 

weather related (Meeting of Aldermen, Somerville, 99/4/14). Thus, only 20% of 

delays will potentially be improved by having another runway. 


Furthermore, in MASSPORT’s Environmental Impact Study (EIS, one of the 
findings states that any delay reduction by this proposed runway would only be 
effective until 2003 i.e. four years. So, we spend all this money, increase the noise 
pollution, upset and disruption to local communities for such a small gain. 


At the present time, according to the Director of Aviation, larger aircraft cannot taxi 
at the same time along the two runways and ramps they have due to long wing 
span. Yet, MASSPORT have promised that they will only be using the new runway 
for smaller aircraft arriving and taking off over the ocean thus freeing up the other 
two runways. Freeing up the other two runways is irrelevant if larger aircraft are 
hampered by wingspan. Can MASSPORT honestly say they will restrict themselves 
to smaller aircraft on the new runway? 


What’s extremely troubling about the EIS is its total disregard for the noise pollution 363 2 
impact on people living in the surrounding communities. There is absolutely no ‘ 
analysis of how the proposed runway will affect people. 


What's extremely troubling about the EIS is its total disregard for the noise pollution 
impact on people living in the Surrounding communities. There is absolutely no 
analysis of how the proposed runway will affect people. 


Tam astonished that MASSPORT is pursuing this option which has very little 


economic benefit to the Surrounding communities and which, by MASSPORT’s 9 6 9 9 


own admission, will increase noise pollution considerably in certain surrounding 
communities. No economic analysis was done of the loss of market value on 
Properties in the surrounding communities. 


Given the limited vision of their economic analysis, I want you as an elected official 
of the electorate of this area to listen to the people who live, work, pay taxes in these 


Also, given the history of MASSPORT’s broken promises, their credibility rating is 
pretty much zero so every proposal by MASSPORT should be examined critically. 


Please reject MASSPORT’s EIS, support the present injunction against runway 
14/32, and encourage MASSPORT to pursue alternative, responsible ways of 
Landling projected air travel increases. 


Thank you, 


Angela Heély 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 363 
Angela Healy 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
363.1 Purpose and Delays ...Only 20% of delays will potentially be improved by Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
: _ Need "having another runway. _ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 


_ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high _ 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if ithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours inthe 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impactof 
the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
© expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows - 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
_ levels increase. 


The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 
_ than 60 GB for the future scenarios. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 
_ Altemative would promote runway use in a manner that is 
- more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 
| affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 
: arrivals. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to 
- Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 
_ These runway operating directions are currently running well 
_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 
_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 
' established based on a thorough public participation process 
_ in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 
_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 
14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 
' persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 
_ term PRAS goals. 


at's extremely troubling about the EIS is its total 
| disregard for the noise pollution impact on people living in 
_ the surrounding communities... 


Preferred ...Nlo economic analysis was done of the loss of market The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 
_ Alternative _ value on properties in the surrounding communities. _ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. There should be no new 
: : - effects on the value of property or unacceptable increase in 
- noise exposure for any of the alternatives. Future scenarios 
analyzed in this study have to rely on computations rather 
_ than measurements, since they occur in the future. However, 
if you are interested in measuring current conditions in 
_ Somerville, you should contact Massport and discuss your 


363.3 Altematives 


Letter 363: Angela Healy 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs LETTER 364 
Airports Division ANE 600 Ss. Se 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 


Arthur Pugsley 

MEPA Office 

EOEA 

100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 02202 


_ RE: Logan Airport - Addition of New Runway 
EOEA #10458 


Dear Gentlemen: 


I am opposed to the addition of a new runway at Logan 
Airport. My residence is located in West Somerville, 364.1 
Massachusetts and I work at the United States Courthouse located 
in the Seaport District of Boston, Massachusetts. 


My residence is located on Boston Avenue in Somerville. 
Currently, the noise and turbulence from the flights leaving 
Logan Airport flying over Somerville has created an impact on all 
residents. For sometime, I have believed that Boston Avenue may 
be an additional runway for Logan Airport. Many times in the 
middle of the night I thought a plane was landing on my street. 


60 to 70 years old. We have many elderly and children. An 
impact of a crash or a fuel accident would destroy our 


I work in the newly created Seaport District. When I wait 
for the bus at night when I leave work, I have noticed the many 
planes within minutes of one another circling and landing at 
Logan Airport. The impact of more planes landing at an 
additional runway seems incomprehensible. 


I do not believe that Massport has shown a genuine interest 
in trying to create an atmosphere of cooperation or environmental 
concern for local residents or businesses. I understand the 
concerns of the Boston financial district and the hopes of 
tourism dollars and business dollars that would be generated by 
an addition runway at Logan Airport but because of the lack of 
good faith of officials at Massport, I do not believe that they 
should be granted an additional runway or an extension of a 
runway at Logan Airport. 


Sincerely yours, 


Suzan wheal 2 


23 Boston Avenue 
Somerville, MA 02144 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 364 
Suzan Kelly 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


364.1 Altematives Runway 14/32 


Letter 364: Suzan Kelly 
Private Citizens: Somerville 
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Letter 365 
Ms. Carol Kiley 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

365.1 Noise Impacts _ Very concemed about the noise level and air pollution The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 
: _ how. Cannot imagine how bad it will be with new runway. than 60 dB for the future scenarios. There should be no new 
i _ (handwritten copy — couldn’t read) _ effects on the value of property or unacceptable increase in 


_ noise exposure for any of the alternatives. Future scenarios 

_ analyzed in this study have to rely on computations rather 

_ than measurements, since they occur in the future. However, 
if you are interested in measuring current conditions in 

_ Somerville, you should contact Massport and discuss your 

_ ideas. 


' The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

_ Altemative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

_ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 

_ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 

arrivals. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to 

_ Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 

_ These runway operating directions are currently running well 

_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 

_ would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 

_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 

_ established based on a thorough public participation process 

_ in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 

_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

_ 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 

| persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 
term PRAS goals. 


No alternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Altemative 
_ shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. : 


Letter 365: Ms. Carol Kiley 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


From: "Mo Lotman" <molotman@gis.nets 
bject: Runway 14/32 LETTER 366 
te: Tuesday, April 20, 1999 7:28:57 EDT 

«tach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


eA a he se Te a 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


I saw a notice in the City section of last weekend’s Sunday Globe 
mentioning that public comments were requested by Thursday on the proposed 
runway 14/32 at Logan Airport. 


As a resident of Somerville, I can attest that the airplane noise is 
already problematic. Although the intensity varies. with wind direction 
(ostensibly), there are Sporadic periods of up to a day or more with 


these occasions, there is actually ground vibration, and I have a few times 
been roused from sleep early on a Sunday morning. As the weather warms, 
this problem is exacerbated by open windows. There does not seem to be any 
night-time limit as to when these planes can fly, as I have even heard them 
after midnight. 


- idea that the overhead traffic would increase three-fold if the runway 366.1 
is built (as I’ve read in a number of sources) is just too much. No 


Suppose the average person who lives under one of these flight paths boards 
@ plane at logan? I’d be very surprised if it were more than once a year, 
if that. That even a frequent business traveller might wait fifteen minutes 


ruining the quiet of 500,000 people, all the time, forever. I am 


Sincerely, 


Mo Lotman 

48 Gorham Street 
Somerville, MA 02144 
617/629-4778 
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Letter 366 
Mo Lotman 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
366.1 Noise _ Impacts As a resident of Somerville, | can attest that the airplane The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 
: : _ Noise is already problematic....[and] am emphatically than 60 dB for the future scenarios. 
| against the construction of this new runway _ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 


_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

_ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 
_ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 

_ arrivals. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to 

_ Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 
_ These runway operating directions are currently running well ; 
_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 
_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 

_ established based on a thorough public participation process 

_ in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 

_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

_ 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 

' persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 

_ term PRAS goals. 


Letter 366: Mo Lotman 
Private Citizens: Somerville 
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Code  Topic1 Topic 2 


Letter 367 


Alice Atwood Mahoney 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


367.1 Purpose and Delay 
| Need : 


Letter 367: Alice Atwood Mahoney 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


_ The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 
_ not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
_ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
_ to the delay problem at Logan Airport and foruseinmodel 
_ Calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 

' DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

_ Tesults for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 
_ conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 

| Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 

' analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 

» Logan Airport. 


_ Logan Airport flight delays, as measured by the FAA, did 
_ decline between 1993 and 1997. Nevertheless, the same : 
_ data show that Logan Airport was consistently ranked as one 
of the nation’s most delayed airports throughout this period. 
' In 1998, delayed flights at Logan Airport, as reported by the 
_ FAA increased by more than 30 percent, and continued to 

_ increase in 2000. In 2000, Logan was the second most 

_ delayed airport for arrivals in the U.S. This represents the 

_ worst delay ranking in Logan’s history. There are three 

_ reasons for the decline in delays between 1993 and 1997. : 
_ First, in 1997, the number of hourly scheduled flights was less 
' than Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of 120 flights 
_ per hour, unlike 1993, when airlines scheduled flights well 

_ beyond Logan Airport’s hourly capacity. Second, 

_ Logan Airport’s hourly demand profile is flatter than it was in 

_ 1993. Airlines are spreading scheduled flights throughout the 
_ day taking advantage of Logan Airport's off-peak hours (e.g., 
- 10 AM to 1 PM). Finally, airlines are carrying more 

' passengers per flight. In fact, with roughly the same number 
© Of flights as in 1993, Logan Airport accommodated over 3 

» million more passengers. One reason for this is that the 

' regional carrier network serving New England is more 

- efficient. In 1993, there were three regional carrier systems 


[delays at Logan for runway 14/32]. Delays at Logan have 
_ actually decreased over the last six years. 


Response 


serving 2.1 million regional passengers at Logan Airport. 


_ Since 1994, Logan Airport has been served by two regional 
_ airline systems (Business Express, now American Eagle, and 
_ US Airways Express). These carriers handled 2.2 million 
_ Logan Airport passengers in 1998. 


Key lessons learned from this are: 1) while PPP might work in 
_ conditions of overscheduling, such as the 1993 environment, 
' because there is no sustained period of flight overscheduling 


at Logan Airport today, PPP would not provide meaningful 
delay reduction in the current operating environment; and 2) 
while delays declined from 1993 to 1997, Logan Airport 
continued to be one of the most delayed airports in the 


: country because, even though carriers were more efficient at 


scheduling flights, delays caused by wind and weather 
continued to occur. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRart EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 is Comment 


Response 


- 367.2 | Regional » Regional 

i | Transportation Airports _ been given consideration. Making use of Hanscom Field 
i in Bedford, promoting use of Worcester Airport, by 

: building an access road connecting the facility to the Mas: 


_ Pike. 


- 367. 


Transportation Logan | Cause is not addressed. 


Letter 367: Alice Atwood Mahoney 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


ogan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 
levelopment and increased passenger traffic at these 
irports are an important part of the region’s long-term 


_ Strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 

_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

_ regional airports and full use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 

: Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside: 
_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
» analysis supports the conclusion greater use of the regional 
' airports will provide passengers within the service area of 

_ such airports with a viable altemative to Logan Airport. Since 

_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 

_ remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 

_ will not eliminate the need for airside projects at Logan 

: Airport. 


Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 


iscussion of the specific role played by the regional 


_ transportation altematives and steps that Massport has taken 

_ to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 

" recognized and has been a proponent of options to 

_ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 

' has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 

_ options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 

_ Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that 

" could be absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 

__T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 

_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 

_ these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 

_ traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 

_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 

_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be 

_ achieved until after 2020. While regional altematives can play 

_ an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 

_ atLogan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 
to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 

_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 

_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport’s layout, is 

» necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

- only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

» regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 

_ Logan Airport. 


- Massport supports improved ground access to Worcester 

_ Regional, T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 

_ Logan airports. These projects are discussed in Section 2.9 
- Of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Since passengers do not 


travel between New England's regional airports, (e.g., 


_ passengers do not first go to Manchester Airport before 
_ driving to Logan Airport) itis not clear why improved access 
_ between the regional airports would generate any benefit. 


ncreased congestion in trafic that Runway 14/32 will 


The Preferred Alternative is not expected to lead to an 
increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 


: no effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 


Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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Code  Topic1 Topic 2 


Comment 


367.4 Noise 


Letter 367: Alice Atwood Mahoney 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


| Noise impact on surrounding communities are 
| underestimated. Somerville, unlike other affected areas, 
_ has not had an official decibel study of noise impact? 

| Noise levels officially considered to be nuisance have 

_ been recorded by an Alderman. 


Response 


_ been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and 

_ Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 
_ locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 

_ Modification of source levels to better account for over-water 

_ sound propagation and apparent use of higher engine power 

_ settings than are normally assumed in the noise model's 

' database (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 

: Annual Update). 


_ In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 

_ became even less when Massport upgraded its monitoring 

_ system and began to report noise caused only by aircraft - a 

_ metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure levels 
_ predicted by the noise model. At sites having exposure levels of 
_ 60 dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring system i 
_ brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of 
_ each other. (Refer to Chapter 5 of the Logan Airport 1998 
_ Annual Update). Massport continues to investigate possible 

_ causes for remaining differences (such as from hill effects) but 
_ believes the FAA’s INM noise model used in the Airside Project 
_ Noise analyses accurately represents expected noise exposure. 


_ The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 

_ than 60 GB for the future scenarios. However, if you are 

_ interested in measuring current conditions in Somerville, you 
_ should contact Massport and discuss your ideas. 


Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


From: "pmanadee" <pmanadee@email .msn.coms> 
ect: Massport’s Environmental Impact Statement LETTER 368 
e: Wednesday, April 21, 1999 15:20:20 EDT 

« cach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


a a ee 


Dear Mr. Puglsley: 

I am a resident of Somerville and concerned about Massport’s EIR. 

I would like to see more data collected before Runway 14/32 is approved. 368.1 
The current data we have is outdated and really inadequate. Please consider 
these factors before you approve Massport’s EIR. 

Sincerely, 


Panamai Manadee 
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Letter 368 
Panamai Manadee 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
368.1 Altematives Runway 14/32 | would like to see more data collected before Runway The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 
_ 14/32 is approved. The current data we have is outdated not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred _ 
"and really inadequate... _ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the : 


Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
- to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use inmodel 
_ Calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

» fesults for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 

" conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 

_ analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 

_Logan Airport. _ 


Letter 368: Panamai Manadee 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Bcc: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


From: <MgrMoo@aol . com> 
“~ “ject: Proposed Building of Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport 
e: Thursday, April 22, 1999 8:15:05 EDT 
. -ach: 4 
Certify: N LETTER 369 
Priority: Normal 
Defer until: 
Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


pO ete Pp ee oo Te a ee hae Se bine Reese aia eae oe ihe h ss ec! Bo 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


I am writing this message as a resident of Somerville in strong protest to 

the proposed building of Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport. The building of 

this runway will result in a 300% increase in air traffic volume over 369.1 
Somerville. The data used for justifying the building of this runway is out 

of date - from 1993! A close look at more recent data from Logan shows that 

air traffic delays have actually decreased over the last decade. 


Also, no official decibel level study of the noise impact on Somerville has 

been conducted; something that has been done for other communities 

potentially affected by runway construction. Why is this the case? Is it 

because Somerville has population largely comprised of ethnic and racial 369.2 
minorities, blue collar workers and others with low income levels? Don’t our 
votes, taxes and quality of life issues matter? 


che way, how would you like to have continuous air traffic over your house? 


Sincerely, 

Beth Manaster 

One Fitchburg St. #B-250 
Somerville, MA 02143 


As a constituent, I demand better representation. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 _Comment 


Letter 369 
Beth Manaster 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Response 


- 369.1 Purpose and Delay - ...The data used for isting the building of this runway 
| Need __ is out of date-from 1993! .. 


_ Justice 


lecibel level study of the noise impact on 
: Somenille has been conducted; . 
_ Somerville has population largely comprised of ethnic and 
_ racial minorities, blue collar workers and others with low 
income levels? ... 


~The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 
_ not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
_ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
- Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
_ to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 
calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

_ results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 

_ conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 

analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 


_ The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 

_ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. However, if you are 

_ interested in measuring current conditions in Somerville, you 
_ Should contact Massport and discuss your ideas. 


- Low income and minority populations were defined in 

' accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. 
- DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
| guidance on environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of » 
_ low-income populations was expanded to include households 
_ at 150 percent of poverty level. The data presented are based 
_ onthe most recently available census data (1990) using 

: Geographic Information System (GIS) technology to analyze 

_ impacts at the most detailed level possible. Refer to 

- Sections 6.8.3 and 6.8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for 

' a discussion of the analytical methodology and results, 

_ respectively. 


Letter 369: Beth Manaster 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Bcc: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


From: "michael mercadante" <michael@mainstdesign.com> 
bject: Logan expansion 
ea. mueaday Aeeit 20, 1999 10:04:49 EDT LETTER 370 
-tach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


I would like to voice my displeasure with the Proposed additional runway at 
Logan International Airport. I am Particularly concerned about the 
substantial increase in air traffic over Somerville that will take place. 


As I understand it, a complete impact study has not been done for our city 370.7 
and we will be one of the most effected locations. : 


I typically fly out of Logan three to four times a month and I seldom 
experience non-weather related delays. The infrequent inconvenience of a 
delay is worth more to me than the frequent noise impact the expansion will 
create. 


Sincerely, 
ehael Mercadante 


1 Fitchburg Street #c518 
Somerville, MA 02143 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Topic 2 


"Impacts 


Letter 370: Michael Mercandante 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Letter 370 


Michael Mercandante 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Comment 


..| am particularly concemed about the substantial 
increase in air traffic over Somerville that will take place. 
__....The infrequent inconvenience of a delay is worth more 
_ to me than the frequent noise impact the expansion will 

_ create. 


_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

| more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 

_ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 

» arrivals. Total departures from Runway 33L andarrivalsto 
_ Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 
_ These runway operating directions are currently running well 
_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 

_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 

_ established based on a thorough public participation process 


in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 


_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

_ 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 

_ persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 
_ term PRAS goals. 


LETTER 371. 


' 967° Broadway 
Somerville, MA 02144 


Arthur Pugstey- 

MEPA Unit é . 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge. st. €20th Floor) 

Boston; MA 02202 " 


~ 


; We are writing to express our opposition to the proposed 
Logan Airport Turnway expansion. We here in Somerville are already 
being disturbed by an increase in air traffic, and tripling the 
nuniber of flights over our homes ‘would be intolerable. ; 


Not only do we oppose this because of the impact on 
Somerville, but we. think the proposed Funway is a bad idea for 
everyone for the following reasons: ° er 


negative impacts on literaily hundreds of thousands of people .in 

the Boston metropolitan region. - Communities outside of those. that 
border the airport that wili Suffer tremendously with the 371.1 
increase in MOise pollution. vet Massport has not conducted fl, 
proper testing of decibel levels in these communities. 


Quality of. life is not factored into the equation. Noise 


._3- Massport has Overstated the delay problem through its method 
of calculating delays. 


4. The runway would be a very partial solution to the delay issue 
at best. Most of the delays at Logan aré for reasons ‘that cannot 371 y 
be addressed by a new runway. . ' 


5. The plan is short-sighted. Even according to Massport 
Projections, any delay-alleviating effects would be swamped 


within a few years by increasing traffic. Merely shifting traffic 
from one community to another is not a long-term solution. 


6. The plan is mot regional in nature. There has not been 871.3 
adequate consideration of the region’s needs and the fairness of 
the burdens associated with air traffic. 


7. The Proposal and public “comment-process=has been tainted by. 
Gibigens secu between Massport' and ‘business interests Geant 
fo paens Cannot afford-to-run= television advertisiny campaign 
to promote our: interests, but Massport has allowed big™’ . 
Corporations to step in and Promote the runway expansion idea. 


‘Sincerely, 


hate £ Memveks 


Elizabeth L. Merrick ©: 


Brian J. Merrick 
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Topic 1 Topic 2 


Letter 371 


Elizabeth and Brian Merrick 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Comment 


Need 


Letter 371: Elizabeth and Brian Merrick 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Sena . ae eeeslonens 


pollution... 


Massport has overstated the delay problem through its 
_ Method of calculating delays. 


» substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 

_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 

_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ Preferred Altemative will reduce the population affected by 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 

_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

_ the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 

_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-8 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 
_ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

_ Altemative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

_ More consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 

_ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 

_ arrivals. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to 

_ Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 
_ These runway operating directions are currently running well 
_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 
- would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 
: the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 
- established based on a thorough public participation process 
_ in response to community noise concerns. Additionally, by 

_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 


14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 
persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 


_ term PRAS goals. 


_ Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
_ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
* and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 
_ estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 
_ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 
» methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
_ of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 
_ estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 
_ models, which have been validated in previously published 
Studies of Logan Airport. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2_ Comment tee _ Resposse 
371.3. Regional Regional The plan is not regional in nature.... _ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 


ransportation — Airports _ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
_ Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 

' development and increased passenger traffic at these 
_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 
_ Strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
_ Massport has actively encouraged the development of 
_ regional airports and full use of other options, including 
_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport’s largest market, New York. 
_ Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the Airside 
_ Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. This 
_ analysis supports the conclusion greater use of the regional 
_ airports will provide passengers within the service area of 
_ such airports with a viable altemative to Logan Airport. Since 
_ demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 
' remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 
_ will not eliminate the need for airside projects at Logan 


Letter 371: Elizabeth and Brian Merrick 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Bcc: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@FROEA 


From: <GRAZIM61@aol .com> 
bject: Somerville objection to Runway 14/32 LETTER 372 
te: Tuesday, April 20, 1999 10:56:24 EDT. 

actach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer urtil: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


As a long time resident of Somerville and tax payer, I strongly object to the 
plan to build Runway 14/ 32. The Massport’s Environmental Impact Statemert 

is inadequate and shoul? be rejected by MEPA because : = 

-1) it uses old data 372.1 
- 2) delays at Logan have actually decreased over the last six years . 

- 3) other strategies should be given consideration, such as more use of 372.2 
Hanscom Field in Bedford and/or promoting Worcester Airport by building 
connecting road to MA turnpike. 


-4) and most important: increased congestion of traffic that runway 14/32 372.3 
will cause is not addressed!. : 
-5) - Somerville has not had an official decibel study of noise impact! 372.4 
Please, make the Secretary of the MEPA unit aware of our concerns. : 
Respectfully, M.Grazia Marzot, 1 Fitchburg St., C-109, SOMERVILLE, MA.02143 
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Letter 372 
_M. Grazia Marzot 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 
3721 ~~ Purposeand _Delays 
| Need lecreased over the last six years. 


Letter 372: M. Grazia Marzot 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


_ decline between 1993 and 1997. Nevertheless, the same 

_ data show that Logan Airport was consistently ranked as one 

of the nation’s most delayed airports throughout this period. 

_ In 1998, delayed flights at Logan Airport, as reported by the 

_ FAA increased by more than 30 percent, and continued to 

_ increase in 2000. In 2000, Logan was the second most 

_ delayed airport for arrivals in the U.S. This represents the 

_ worst delay ranking in Logan’s history. There are three 

_ teasons for the decline in delays between 1993 and 1997. 
_ First, in 1997, the number of hourly scheduled flights was less 
_ than Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of 120 flights 

_ per hour, unlike 1993, when airlines scheduled flights well 

_ beyond Logan Airport's hourly capacity. Second, 

_ Logan Airport's hourly demand profile is flatter than it was in 

_ 1993. Airlines are spreading scheduled flights throughout the 


day taking advantage of Logan Airport's off-peak hours (e.g., 


_ 10 AM to 1 PM). Finally, airlines are carrying more 

| passengers per flight. In fact, with roughly the same number 

_ of flights as in 1993, Logan Airport accommodated over 3 

: million more passengers. One reason for this is that the 

_ regional carrier network serving New England is more 

_ @fficient. In 1993, there were three regional carrier systems 

_ serving 2.1 million regional passengers at Logan Airport. 

_ Since 1994, Logan Airport has been served by two regional 
_ airline systems (Business Express, now American Eagle, and _ 
_ US Airways Express). These carriers handled 2.2 million 

_ Logan Airport passengers in 1998. 


_ Key lessons learned from this are: 1) while PPP might work in 
" conditions of overscheduling, such as the 1993 environment, 

_ because there is no sustained period of flight overscheduling 
_ at Logan Airport today, PPP would not provide meaningful 

_ delay reduction in the current operating environment; and 2) 

_ while delays declined from 1993 to 1997, Logan Airport 

_ continued to be one of the most delayed airports in the 

_ country because, even though carriers were more efficient at 
_ scheduling flights, delays caused by wind and weather 

_ continued to occur. 
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Code Topic 1 : Topic 2 Comment Response 


: 372.2 Regional - Regional | [O]ther strategies should be given consideration, ... ' The improvement concepts evaluated i in the Airside Project 

i Transportation — Airports ' Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan — 
| _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 

_ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 

» (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 

_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 

_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

_ numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 

_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

_ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 

_ Studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 

_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995.Basedon 

_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected andthe 

_ most promising concepts were combined into the Altematives 

_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 

_ alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 

- consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 

_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 

_ that altematives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 

_ provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 

ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Increased congestion of traffic that runway 14/32 will » The Preferred Altemative is not expected to lead to an 
cause is not addressed! _ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 

_ no effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
_ Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


merville has not had an official decibel study of noise = The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 
impact! _ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. However, if you are 

_ interested in measuring current conditions in Somerville, you 
_ should contact Massport and discuss your ideas. 


372.3 “Ground foes to 
| Transportation ' Logan 


Letter 372: M. Grazia Marzot 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


90 Glenwood Road 
Somerville. MA 02145 


(617) 623-II71 


4/18/99 LETTER 873. sC 


IN REGARDS TO ENCLOSED NEWS CLIPPING, I WOULD LIKE YO ADD.MY TWO CENTS 
WORTH. NAMELY DUE TO NOISE POLLUTION AND UNBELIEVIABLE NOISE CREATED BY 
PLANES THE CHURCHES OF AREA HAS HAD TC RESORT TO SIKENT PRAYERS IN THIIR 
SERVICES! THE PASTORS, PRIESTS, AND RABBISIN SOMERVIILE AND NEIGHBORING 
TOWNS CANNOT HEARPRAYERS BEING SAID ALONE, AFTERNOON NAPS IS A BYGONE 
LEISURE. 
IN MY OPINION MR.KINTON MENTIONED IN ARTIOLE IS AN OUTRIGHT LIAR. I HAVE 
LIVED ON WINTER HILL: FOR FIFTY TWO YEARS.MY SON HAS TINNITISS, A RINGING 
OF EARS. WHEN OUT IN YARD HE HAS TO CARRY EAR PLUGS TO PUT ON AT THE FIRST 373.1 
RUMBLE OF AN APPROACHING PLANE. AS YOU MAY PERCEIVE HE DOES NOT HAVE THE 
PLEASURE OF ENJOYING OUR PROPERTY. COOKOUTS, LEISURE TIME SPENT IN YARD 
READING PAPER OUT DOORS IS AN INPOSSIBILITY! I COULD GO ON AND ON ABOUT THE 
DETRIMENTS AND HARDSHIPS CAUSED BY PLANES FLYING OVER HEAD. WILL NOT 
CONTINUE AS THE MORE CCMPLAINTS I QUOTE THE MADDEX I GET! I ati GUITE SURE 
OTH:R LETTERS YCU RECEIVE wILL COVER THE GaHNITT.CF COMPLAINTS! 
GOOD LUCK TO YCU AND GOCDLUCK TCG 7:.- 
AIST Cf TEE PCPULATION CF SOm2R01TLLE; aD ec! 


os en eee 


weelL 2, PICKERSCH 
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Letter 373 
Cecil L. Nickerson 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


prayers in their services! The pastors, priests, and rabbis 
_ in Somerville and neighboring towns cannot hear prayers 
_ being said alone. 


Letter 373: Cecil L. Nickerson 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


PEL DuTeetie oRenituhonumones Laima 


Bec; Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EORA 


From: "lynn palmer" <drinkyll@webtv.net> 

“-oject: runway LETTER 374 
:e: Tuesday, April 20, 1999 22:56:36 EDT 
-ach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Ba ee ge ene eae ee eee Retain h No be 


please don’t turn somerville into another chelsea. we get enough jet 3744 
noise well into the nigh:.. i’m told of a 300 percent increase over - 
somerville so i cannot justify a new runway. 
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Letter 374 
Lynn Palmer 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 


374.1 | Noise Impacts 
i : _ Altemative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

_ More consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 

_ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 

_ arrivals. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to 

_ Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 

_ These runway operating directions are currently running well 
_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 
_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 

_ established based on a thorough public participation process 

_ in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 

_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

_ 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 

_ persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 


Letter 374: Lynn Palmer 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Bee: 

From: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attach: © 
Certify: 
Priority: 
Defer until: 
Expires: 
Forwarded by: 


DEAR MR. ARTHUR 


TSMTPOutBound@itd.w4@servers ["Pugsley-ENV, Arthur" <Arthur.Pugsl 
somTPOutBound@itd.w4@servers [<FBERMAN@ci .cambridge.ma.us>] Tauep 
servers [<"lisa.b@erols.comlisa.b"@erols.com>] , ISMTPOutBound@ita 
ield-HOU, Maggie" <Maggie.Carfield@state.ma.us>] , ISMTPOutBounde; 
CASSESSO@m1n.Lib.ma.us>] , ISMTPOutBound@itd .w4@servers [<SOMMATLas 


SMTPOut Bound@itd.w4@servers ["Janine Fay" <jfay@gis.net>] , ISMTPOu 
rohOson na nmaniéaol . com>] , ISMTPOutBoundeitd.w4@servers ["Dawny G 


our], ISMTPOutBoundei td. wa@servers [<rxprod@sprynet .coms] ‘Taverns 
Joand poke en enehotmail.com>] , ISMTPOutBound@itd.wi@servers [<chey 
],and others... 

Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 

<POETRYPIZA@aol . com> 

STOP MASSPORT/LOGAN 14/32 RUNWAY EXPANSION LETTER 375 
Tuesday. April 20, 1999 22:38:13 EDT 


N 
Normal 


PUGSLEY: 


(MASS ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS UNIT DIRECTOR) 
I STRONGLY REQUEST THAT you REFUSE TO APPROVE THE MASSPORT 


INCORRECT. 


T FEEL ANY FURTHER EXPANSION OF OPERATIONS, FLIGHTS IN AND our, win 375 4 
piyp NETLY CAUSE A TREMENDOUS NEGATIVE ENVIRONMENT IMPACT ON THOSE of US WHO 
SORE OUN ORK AND GO TO SCHOOLS IN THE VERY DENSELY POPULATED COMMUNITIES 
SURROUNDING LOGAN AIRPORT. 


I ASX YOU 


TO REMAIN OPEN AND SENSITIVE THE OUR BASIC QUALITY OF LIFE 


FUNDAMENTALS, "EXCESSIVE NOISE OVER OUR HEADS DAY AND NIGHT, ALONG WITH BAD 
AIR EMISSIONS ARE STEALING OUR BASIC RIGHTS." WE NEED YOUR HELP AND 


PROTECTION. 


OUR PEACEFUL AND HEALTHY FUTURE. IS IN YOUR HANDS. 
VERY RESPECTFULLY YOURS, 


LAWRENCE PAOLELLA, PE (RETIRED) 


42O0XFORD STREET 
SOMERVILLE, MA 
(617) 628-8126 


02143-1608 
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Letter 375 
Lawrence Paolella 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
eneral Opposition 


: Opposition 


Letter 375: Lawrence Paolella 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Bee: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


From: <CRego58018@aol.com> 
yect: logan airport expansion 14/32 LETTER 376 
e: Wednesday, April 21, 1999 19:38:34 EDT 

« cach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires; 


Forwarded by: 


— www www mew wm ww eee ee Seek a eg GOS oy ae Sa cet a De od a tek 


I"m against it. I have ilived in somerville all my life and the air traffic 
is gettting atrocious. it Starts at 6:45 am, and can still be heard after 
10 PM, and some days I c-n’t even hear my T.V. 


I attended a meeting a: city hall when some of the Mass Port 
representatives presented their Side. I think the delays need to be defined 
more throughly and the... seems to be some discrepincies in the way they have 
created their statistics. Everyone that lives in this area knows the wintersg/0, | 


can be bad. That’s just a fact of life that can’t be changed by adding 
more runways. 


When, and if, the new runway goes in, the air traffic is expected to increase 
by 300%, how could any one want this? And who is going to promis it will 
never be used a bidirectional manner when it suits the air port? 


y taked about a hill effect, that hasn’t even been studied, I don’t live 


a hill and I still hear it: There have never been any noise levels or EPA 
Studies done here, only in near by towns. 


The airport increase in flights and traffic will only increase and per Mass 376.2 
Port already be obsolete by 2004, about the time the expressway is completed, 
what will they do with all that traffic? 


It’s good for business is not alwayas good for the neighborhood, our town is 376.3 
just starting to come out of it’s slumerville era and this could set us back 


economicaly. Our home prices will decline and we will be Chealse and East 
Boston. No boom for: them or us. 


I have worked in these area, and have heard all the comments about how long 
they need to wait to gét their houses sound prooffed and some are still not 
done becasue they are on some sort of a lottery system. Of course this 
doesn’t help you when: you are in your yard or standing outside. 


But of course, Somerville has already been informed renumberation will not 

be available to us. Sometimes you can’t even carry on a conversation 376 4 
standing outside the house when the airplanes are going overhead, so what . 
good would sound prooffing the house do? 


There are other available sites that could be used and improve if they wer« 376.5 
to put some effort into it, such as Worcestor. since at least 50% of the : 


yr ~ole who use the airport come from outside the 495 area, they should als 
ce in the prosperity. 


There is to much concentration of power in Mass Port, what does it taxe -o 


stop them? 


Find other alternatives. Carol Rego 
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Letter 376 
Carol Rego 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
376.1 += Purposeand _—Delay . think the delays need to be defined more thoroughly "Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR fora. 
| Need : and there seems to be some discrepancies in the way ' discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 


' they have created their statistics... _ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
: _ and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 
__ estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 
_ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 
_ methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
_ of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 
_ estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 
_ models, which have been validated in previously published 
Studies of Logan Airport. 


“376. 2 Ground _ Access to The airport increase in flights and traffic will only The Preferred Alternative is not expected to lead to an 
| Transportation — Logan _ increase... _ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 
i : i _ no effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
_ Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Preferred __....Qur home prices will decline.... The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 

_ Altemative : _ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. There should be no new 
: _ effects on the value of property or unacceptable increase in 
_ hoise exposure for any of the alternatives. 


_ Sound ..what good would soundproofing the house do? _ While sound insulation does 1 not mitigate exterior sound 

- Insulation i "levels, itis a widely accepted measure considered 

: _ appropriate for general mitigation of noise impacts. Sound 
_ insulation reduces noise inside the home. While the 
_ implementation of the Preferred Alternative would bring 
_ additional homes within the criteria for inclusion in the sound 
_ insulation program, the inside of these homes will have lower 
» noise levels than they would have had without sound 
_ insulation under the No Action Alternative. 


- Measures designed to improve PRAS (i.e., the PRAS 

_ monitoring program) are also mitigation measures. Improved 

» achievement of PRAS goals under the Preferred Alternative 

_ will further benefit the most highly exposed areas around 
: Logan Airport. 


Letter 376: Carol Rego 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Seem REE ENNIO TANT NEI TTCLer eA ASST OT OTOH ONInTeAI IIASA HIS THI AFRO EEERSHRRTSE ISI HtOHTH GH ORHHMIIOISISHHINIHTNSFI MINHA HVSSISSSsetttnieiesttetestetetstesietnepeefsseienesenintnietetsntentseteettttitsentsentreneteneeliitlsbihiiertnentsitnnretnetterete 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Response 


_ 376.5 Regional _ Regional 
| Transportation Airports 


is Worcester... 


here are other available sites that could be used... such 
" City of Worcester to aggressively market the : 
_ Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its _ 
_ involvement with Worcester Regional Airport by assuming : 
_ Operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 

_ Since January 2000 Massport has attracted three new 

_ airlines to Worcester Regional Airport. Delta Connection 

' began serving Worcester Regional Airport with two daily 

| Nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta on 

_ February 1, 2000 and will be increasing its service to three 
daily flights in April 2001. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle 

_ began service to New York JFK Airport with three daily 

» Nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. In February 

: 2001, PanAm began daily scheduled service from Worcester 

» to Orlando Intemational Airport. Massport is in ongoing 

' discussions with other carriers regarding potential new : 
_ services at Worcester Regional Airport. Since 1995, Massport 
_ has worked closely with the City of Worcester to aggressively 
_ market the Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport 
_ increased its involvement with Worcester Regional Airport by 
"assuming operational responsibility of the airport on 

_ January 15, 2000. Since January 2000 Massport has 

_ attracted three new airlines to Worcester Regional Airport. 

_ Delta Connection began serving Worcester Regional Airport 

_ with two daily nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft 

© to Atlanta on February 1, 2000 and will be increasing its 

_ service to three daily flights in April 2001. On July 6, 2000, 

_ American Eagle began service to New York JFK Airport with 

_ three daily nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. In 

_ February 2001, PanAm began daily scheduled service from 


Worcester to Orlando Intemational Airport. Massport is in 


_ ongoing discussions with other carriers regarding potential 
_ New services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition to the 
: Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has pursued a variety 
_ Of initiatives to promote the use of other regional airports and 

_ travel modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth 

_ pressures at Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, 

_ Massport and Governor Cellucci co-sponsored a 

_ Regional Transportation Summit of the New England 


Governors and transportation officials. The Summit focused 


: On joint marketing among the New England commercial 


service airports and the joint promotion of rail and road 


_ initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced regional 

_ transportation system. A second summit was held in Rhode 
- Island in December 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 

- Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 
_ Massport’s regional transportation planning initiatives. 

_ Massport disagrees that its record in diverting traffic to other 
_ airports is unsuccessful. Since 1996 eight out of 

_ ten new passengers in New England were directed to 


regional airports, which include T.F. Green/Providence, 
Worcester Regional, and Manchester airports. In 1999, 
Massport estimates that regional airports attracted 2.4 million 


_ passengers, that would have otherwise used Logan Airport. 


Letter 376: Carol Rego 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


LETTER 377 


~ 


GI PRESTON ROAD 
SOMERVILLE, MASSACHUSETTS 02143 


April 22, 1999 


Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary 4 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: Arthur Pugsley, Associate Environmentalist 
File #10458 EOEA 

100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Durand: 


This letter is in response to the proposal to construct Runway 14/32 at Logan 
International Airport. I oppose this project on the grounds that (a) the effect on the 
Somerville community has not been considered, (b) the 65dB threshold to measure the 
effect on residents in the flight path is not reflective of the actual consequences of the 
noise, vibration, and trauma of overflights on human health, (c) the full effect of 
changes at regional airports drawing traffic away from Logan has not been factored into 
the plan, (d) delays have not been appropriately measured, and (e) other means to 
consolidate passengers and "levelize" utilization over the daylight hours on necessary 
flights have not been adequately considered, such as peak Pricing, incenting small non- 
connecting flights away from Logan through the fee structure, and incenting fuller, 
fewer, and larger-capacity planes in smaller connecting flights. 


My heart is in the first point above. As to Social Impacts, the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Report states on page 6-5, "Implementation of any of 
the improvement alternatives would occur on the airport, and therefore there will be no 
division or disruption of established communities or orderly planned development as a 
result." I do not find this statement to be true. 


The community of Somerville is a remarkable place. Initially reluctant to move 
here because of the livability rumors prevalent fifteen years ago, I instead became 
captivated by a little block-long neighborhood of well-cared-for homes of quiet, 
respectful families, and took proud possession of a house with stained glass, oak 
wainscoting, coved ceilings, a fireplace, a built-in library, a front porch, and a tiny 
garden--the house of my dreams. I've never regretted my fiance's and my ending our 
search elsewhere and moving here in 1985. Somerville presents a delightful 
combination of elements such as convenience to transportation, diversity in its citizens, 
historic architecture and craftsmanship in its homes, a lively artists’ presence, a 
considered self-reflection, heightened in its present transition to a new mayor, on such 
issues as schools and youth activities and concern for seniors, and a growing awareness 
of the importance of green space (former Mayor Capuano headed an initiative to plant 
hundreds of trees on the city's streets) and community gardening. Of course all this is 
in addition to the superb restaurants the city has long been known for! I have also been 
active in the community chorus and in the process learned that there are over 350 
musicians living here. For all of us Somerville citizens (in the most densely populated 
city in Massachusetts), whether working class, middle class, or those even more well-off 
who have settled here and meticulously restored those grand Victorian mansions, this is 


home. We appreciate each other's presence and expect to be able to continue to live 
together here, peacefully. , 


On Easter morning this year, not only did we lose an hour's sleep in the change 
to Daylight Savings Time, but the airplanes from Rynway 33L began launching 
themselves over our heads starting around 6:00 a.m. The din was constant into the 
afternoon, with takeoffs usually two minutes apart. Unfortunately that was the morning 
T had planned to sleep late, being in the midst of a major project at work which entailed 
working late every night for several weeks. I felt tremendously powerless against the 
noise that morning and, knowing that there were plans afoot to send three times as 
many planes over Somerville as a result of new runway 14/32, I felt crushed that my 
wonderful home and community could be torn apart, as those with the means to leave 
to escape the noise would over time sell and move away, leaving Somerville again a 
working-class-only town. I knew I could not myself tolerate the noise, and stay. 


The effect of that noise is shattering. There is the sleep-loss factor, which is 
thoroughly debilitating in itself. As that demanding work project has progressed, I have 
dreaded coming home, wanting so badly to sleep, but not knowing if it would be 
Somerville's turn to stay up on into the night. But there is also the true trauma of the 
unremitting audible assault--the physical effect of the noise and vibration of the 
overflights, combined with not knowing how much more of that torture one would 
have to endure, and when it would start again once it stopped. I used to find it a bit 
exciting on a sunny Saturday while doing the laundry to hear the jets cutting through 
Somerville's skies on their way to adventure or family reunions or faraway places. I 
certainly appreciate the fact that part of the proximity that I enjoy in this close-in city is 
the opportunity without too much inconvenience to get to the airport for an occasional 
business trip or vacation. But the new plan for 14/32 would transform my community 
in ways that have not been considered in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report. Indeed, as the report notes on page 6-10, "the flight tracks for 
Runway 14/32 will not involve overflying any neighborhoods that are not now 
overflown." But a threefold increase in air traffic over Somerville would have an 
enormous impact on this community. It is not enough not to overfly new communities; 
it is imperative as well not to degrade the quality of life in those presently overflown. 


I have come to understand that Runway 33L is used when demand is low since 
it is part of the two-runway configuration available at Logan. And demand is likely low 
“in the early morning and late at night. I also see in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report that there is a limit to the number of hours in a day that a community 
is expected to bear the noise of overflights. But if the community's burden is during 
sleeping hours(after 10:00 p.m. and before 7:00 a.m.--and that should be on weekdays; 
on weekends a more realistic target is 8:00 a.m.), its tally should be weighted to count in 
multiples the sleeping hours. To keep people up late at night and then wake them again 
in early morning to use their share of the hours is unhealthy as well as inequitable. 


It was odd to see Somerville not discussed in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report. It appeared as a ghostly presence in Figures 5.2-5 on page 5-30 and 
6.2-3 on page 6-13, under the flight path of Runway 33L. The means of measuring the 
impact of the noise of takeoffs over a 24-hour day causes the repeated 110dB single- 
takeoff impacts in Somerville (which my neighbors have measured over their homes) to 


S77 


be reduced, through the magic of math, to below 65dB, and thus below the threshold of 
concern of the mathematical model which draws the 65dB contours shown in the report 
in Section 6.2. Repeatedly the report notes, as on page 7-18, that only in the denoted 
65dB areas is an increase in sound level taken into consideration. But going forward 
with this plan would entail increasing sound in Sdmerville by a delta that would 
transform the community, and the report has not considered this outcome. 


The report openly states, as on page 7-1, that the proposed plan would provide 
a significant reduction in noise for the most severely impacted areas. And those areas 


delays (e.g., putting into perspective that only 20-25% of present delays are due to 

runway traffic), and the actual effect of €nactment on those delays. The new plan 

should also take into account all the benefits to a regional air traffic plan that will result 

over the next few years from changes such as suburbanites' migration to accessible 

regional airports, limitation of small no “connecting flights into Logan, and limitation of 317.3 : 
low-volume flights. Ground transportation changes too should be included in the plan, 

both improved access by highway and rail for regional airports such as Worcester, and 

improved mass transit around Logan. 


In short, greater vision is needed. In the few years since investigation for the 
report was begun, much has changed--and those changes need to be factored into the 
plan. 


T recall an experience in business school of which the present dilemma reminds 
me. My study group had submitted our answer to a problem but were dismayed to learn 


incomplete. I urge those making the decision on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report to entrust consideration of the many-faceted air traffic problem in 
the Boston area to those with great vision, so that a better plan for all concerned 


consider. I look forward with great anticipation to the FEIR, trusting that the 
neighborhood outcry that has greeted the DEIR has called attention to its 
incompleteness. Like my professor, I want to see a more successful and complete 
answer to a, here, too-vaguely-stated problem. I want a solution greater Boston can be 
proud of, and I believe that will be the outcome. . 


x 


Thank you for this opportunity to share my thoughts. 
Sincerely, 


Adige LO yyy 


Margaret H. Sanfilippo 


cc: Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
Senator John F. Kerry 
Representative Michael E. Capuano 
Governor A. Paul Cellucci 
Senate President Thomas F. Birmingham 
Speaker Thomas Finneran 
Representative Patricia Jehlen 
Alderman Kevin Tarpley 


Ons, 


Me ete, 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
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Letter 377 


Margaret Sanfilippo 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Comment 


: increase in air traffic over Somerville would have an 
' enormous impact on this community... 


__...[ believe a better plan than this can be developed, one 
_ that analyzes more closely the precise nature of the 
_ delays... 


Need 


| The new plan should also take into account all the benefits 
© to a regional air traffic plan that will result over the next few 
| years from changes such as suburbanites’ migration to 

_ accessible regional airports, limitation of small non- 

| connecting flights into Logan, and limitation of low-volume 
flights... 


oo ea 
| Transportation — Airports 


“ws 


_ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

_ Altemative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

_ More consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 

_ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 

_ arrivals. Total departures from Runway 331 and arrivals to 

- Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 

_ These runway operating directions are currently running well 

_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 
_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 

_ established based on a thorough public participation process 

_ in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 

_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

_ 14/82 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 

_ persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 

_ term PRAS goals. 


_ Delays occur when wind or weather conditions require the 

_ use of configurations with fewer than three active runways, 

_ when poor weather requires increased separation distances 

_ between aircraft, or when airlines schedule more flights than 

' Logan Airport can handle. The Airside Project addresses 

_ delays from constraints at Logan Airport. Section 1.4 and 

_ Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also containsa 
_ detailed discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures — 
_ and historical data, along with comparisons of Logan Airport 
_ delays within the context of delays at other United States 


airports. 
The Airside analysis does take into consideration the 


_ increasing attractiveness of the regional airports. Refer to 

. Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

. comprehensive discussion of the role of regional airports and 

- other options to Logan Airport. Federal constitutional 

_ provisions (preemption, commerce clause, equal protection), 

_ federal aviation statutes and regulations, and contractual 
_ provisions related to covenants in connection with the federal — 
: Airport Improvement Program grants which Massport 

: Teceives restrict Massport's ability to control the number of 

_ aircraft operations at Logan Airport. As such, Massport can 

_ Not prohibit low-volume flights from using Logan Airport 

_ airport or unjustly discriminate against small aircraft. 


Letter 377: Margaret Sanfilippo 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


« 


Bec:. Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


~-om: "David Dahlbacka/Jane Sauer" <ddahlbac@ix.netcom.com> 
bject: Stop Massport/Logan Runway Expansion 
ce: Thursday, April 22, 1999 15:02:38 EDT 

actach: LETTER 378 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 8 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


ee tod ie ts Ope aa airline eS SG aa NN ia Ok miata at ey |! 


Mr. Archur Puglsey 

Unit Director 

Massachusetts Environme..cal Affairs 
Executive Office Building 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston MA 02202. 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


By means of this letter I am urging you NOT to approve the Massport 
environmental report on the proposed runway 14/32 at Logan Airport. 


Also this report does not take into account the quality of life for 378.2 


The environment for all of us in Massachusetts should be taken into 
consideration and protected. I trust you will do this. 


Sincerely, 


Jane 'Sauer 

“Ss Hancock Street 
nerville MA 02144 
-7) 776-0945 


cc: Senator Edward Kennedy 
Senator John Kerry 
Representative Michael Capuano 
Senator Joseph Moakley 
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Letter 378 
Jane Sauer 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Piesndleall Response 


...Other altematives such as the use of other aimports i in = Regarding caps on airport operations, federal constitutional : 
"the area for smaller aircraft and freight planes has not _ provisions (preemption, commerce clauses, equal protection), ; 
_ been explored in this report... "federal aviation statutes and regulations, and contractual 
_ provisions related to covenants in connection with the Federal _ 
_ Airport Improvement Program grants which Massport 
_ Teceives, restrict Massport’s ability to control the number of 
_ aircraft operations at Logan Airport. 


_ However, all cargo operations were included in the future 

_ fleets analyzed in the Airside Project. Additionally, some 

_ cargo is now being diverted to regional airports as indicated 
_ by the strong growth in cargo services and air cargo activity 
_ at the regional airports. 


port does not take into account the quality of life _ While equivalent jet operations i increase by more than 

“for those affected by aircraft noise now and in the _ 50 percent from a 1993 base to the future 37.5M High Fleet 

"future... _ scenario if the Preferred Alternative is implemented, the 

i _ appropriate basis for comparison of the Preferred Alternative 

_ is the No Action Alternative. Equivalent jet operations would 

_ increase by more than 75 percent over the Preferred 

' Altemative if no action were taken. Despite the increase in 

_ equivalent jet operations, the Airside analysis indicates that 

_ overall noise impacts decline over time with the elimination of 

_ Stage 2 aircraft and the replacement of hushkitted Stage3 

_ aircraft with non-hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. By allowing 

_ aircraft operations to shift from over-land to over-water 

_ outings and by providing greater flexibility in the use of 

_ Runways 27 and 331 for takeoff, the Preferred Alternative 

_ further reduces the highest noise impacts to the close-in 

_ Neighboring communities. Furthermore, the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR also demonstrates the more equitable balance of 

_ noise impacts among communities surrounding Logan Airport 

_ that can be achieved with the Preferred Alternative as i 

_ opposed to the imbalance that occurs today and would occur 
in the future if no action is taken. 


: - Regional _ Regional 
_ Transportation Airports 


" Noise _ General 
: _ Opposition 


Letter 378: Jane Sauer 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


LETTER 379 


Amanda Sawires 

55 Columbus Avenue, #2 
Somerville, MA 02143 
617-628-6293 


April 20, 1999 : 
by 
Arthur Pugsley 
MEPA Unit 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 
| am writing to express my opposition to MassPort’s propesed Runway 14/32. 
| have lived in the same address in Somerville for over seven years, and | absolutely attest to 


the fact that air traffic over Somerville has increased in the past year. My neighbors and | : 
have been remarking to each other and lamenting to ourselves the noise from overhead flights 3794 


interfere with a decent quality of cat life in our neighborhoods. 


Please do not approve Runway 14/32. | Suggest that looking into a regional plan to manage air 

traffic, assessing the noise and burden on Somerville of air traffic, limiting the number of flights 379 2 
directed over Somerville and high population areas, and diverting flights to other airports in the : 
region be considered as options. | would appreciate hearing what your position on this matter 

is. 


Thank you in advance for your anticipated support. 
Yours truly, 


a 


Amanda Sawires 
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Letter 379 
Amanda Sawires 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 _Comment Response 
379.1 Noise General __...air traffic over Somerville has increased in the past _ The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 

i _ Opposition "-year.. .if Runway 14/32 is approved, | understand that air _ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. 
| traffic over Somerville could triple... _ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 
i | Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 
/ _ More consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 
/ _ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 
: arrivals. 

379.2 Regional _ Regional .~| Suggest that looking into a regional plan to manage air The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less than 
_ Airports take cesecsnd fo nic entueen Sova | 6048 for the future scenarios. 


__ traffic, limiting the number of flights directed over Somerville and 
_ high population areas, and diverting flights to other airports in the 
Pn De OeRrO eS ONE 


i 
i 


|The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Prefered Attemative 


| would promote runway use in a manner that is more consistent with 


_ annual PRAS goals, and Somervile is affected most by Runway 33 
_ departures and Runway 15 arrivals. Total departures from Runway 
_ 33L and arrivals to Runway 15R would increase, but many of these 
_ are non-jets. These runway operating directions are currently 
_ Tunning well below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 
_ 14/82 would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 
__ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 

established based on a thorough public participation process in 

| response to community noise concems. Additionally, by increasing 
_ the number of operations over water, Runway 14/32 would reduce 
| the total annual hours of dwell and persistence over populated 

| areas in accordance with short-term PRAS goals. : 
_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a discussion of 
the specific role played by the regional transportation altematives 
_ and steps that Massport has taken to foster use of these 

| altematives. Massport has long recognized and has been a 

_ Proponent of options to Logan Airport. Together with the regional 
airports, Massport has implemented a regional strategy to enhance 
_ the use of options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft 
 EISVEIR, Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers 

/ that could be absorbed by regional altematives that include use of 
| T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 

| airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In the 

| Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that these 

_ developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger traffic growth. 
_ Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million passenger forecasts 
until after 2010, but rather closer to 2015, and the 45 million i 
| passenger forecasts may not be achieved until after 2020. While 

__ Tegional altematives can play an important role in reducing the rate 
__ of future traffic growth at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan 
__ Airport's inability to efficiently accommodate current levels of 

| demand during northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is 
: designed to correct the problem with Logan Airports layout, is 

| necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear benefits at 
| Current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will only increase in the 
future, even as developments at the regional airports act to reduce 
| the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


naa remem nneenemneemnnenen ince en 
Letter 379: Amanda Sawires 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Bcc: , Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEFA 


™*OmM: "Marguerite Scott" <100303 .702@compuserve. coms 
bject: Runway 14/32 and environmental impact 
te: Thursday, April 22, 1999 17:20:12 EDT LETTER 380 
Attach: 
Certify: N 
Priority: Normal ‘ 
Defer until: 
Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Ne REE iv OS Ry pena eee eee eee St os ath: 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


I am a resident of Somerville, a voter, a taxpayer, anda very concerned 
citizen. I Oppose Massport’s plans to build Runway 14/32. 


Frankly, if part of environmental impact is its effect on human beings, I’m 
not sure we can even take Massport’s proposal seriously. Somerville is one 

of the most densely populated cities in the state. I’m sure the 

surrounding communities reflect this as well - in Medford, Cambridge, eFe- 3804 


traffic over them will decrease, if Massport gets its way, air traffic over 
us will increase - by 300%. Three times the burden of noise, disruption, 
and pollution we now share with our urban neighbors. 


‘~w is it desirable to solve a problem already clearly intolerable (and 
Managed) for communities like East Boston with mere shifts and squeezing 


Massport is thinking too small. The wailing and gnashing of teeth about 
Boston’s status as a "world class city" is only showing that the wailers 
haven’t been to very many of them. Take New York. There’s a world-class 


away from the center of town. One is even in another State. It doesn’t 
seem to be stopping the legions of businesspeople, tourists, and 
conventioneers from going to New York. London is served by two airports, 


tourists, and conventioneers a world-class city. But Gatwick and Heathrow 
in London, and Kennedy, La Guardia, and Newark in New York do relieve the 
impact of these busy, busy airports on an already overburdened metropolitan 


center. 380.2 


Of course, the Boston area needs to accommodate air travel. I wouldn’t 
want it any other way. I live here; I want it to be as thriving, 
successful, accessible as any other great town. I travel. I want the 
airport(s) to serve me well. But there are ways to share the impact of 
growing air traffic other than switching around the communities to harm, 


and hoping they won’t have the power, money, or influence to have a Say 
"16 DE: 


Regional development without a new runway could benefit everyone. 


But I hear that the business community will never let it happen, and the 


“sea, Massport will never let regional development happen. Not when they 
it this runway. 


Runway 14/32 will do more harm than good. Its impact will hurt the 
environment for many, many people who work here, raise families here, and 
call it home. You tell me, Mr. Pugsley: can thetOffice of Environmental 
Affairs let this go forward? Does environmental impact include its effect 
on people? 


Very sincerely yours, 


Marguerite Scott 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 380 
Marguerite Scott 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
380.1 Noise General __...ait traffic over us will increase--by 300%. Three times 
_ Opposition _ the burden of noise, disruption, and pollution we now 
_ share with our urban neighbors. 
~ Regional Massportis thinking too small. .....Regional development 


_ [of other airports] without a new runway could benefit 


| Transportation —_Airports : 
: : | everyone. 


_ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

_ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 

_ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 
arrivals. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to 

_ Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 

_ These runway operating directions are currently running well 
_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32. 
» would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 
_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 

_ established based on a thorough public participation process 

_ in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 

_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

_ 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 

_ persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 

_ term PRAS goals. 


_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 

_ discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
_ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
_ to foster use of these altematives. Massport has long i 
_ fecognized and has been a proponent of options to 

_ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 

_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 
Options to Logan Airport. in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 

_ Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that 


could be absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 


_ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 

_ these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 


traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 


_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 

_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be : 
- achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play _ 
» an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 


at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 


_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 


northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 


_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 

_ necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 

- benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

' only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 


Letter 380: Marguerite Scott 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Bcc: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EORA 


From: "Jerry Shines <shine ipeline.coms 
Subject: Runway Proposal oe LETTER 381 
Yate; Thursday, April 22, 1999 15:46:38 EDT 
ctach: 
artify: N 
Priority: Normal 
Defer until: : 
Expires: ; 


Forwarded by: 


a ee 


airplane noise to this extent over one of the most densely 
Populated areas of the state is beyond m 


Second, I have lived in Somerville for ten years. Over the first 

nine and three-quaters years, airplane noise was negligible. 

Over the last three months, it has been, at times, unbearable. 381.4 
And yet Massport insists that air traffic over Somerville has not ' 


pend a g 
Tourists go there to relax and visit historic sites. And yet, as 
they are walking the streets, airplanes are constantly flying 
Overhead, completely destroying the ambiance they came to Boston 


compete with other cities around the world is ridiculous. New 381.2 


same car. be said for -London. Washington pc’s airport is not 
downtown. Nor is New Orleans’ or Tokyo’s. The list of major 


cities in which the airport lies an hour or SO away goes on and 
on. 


In summary, building a new runway would have an extremely 
negative impact on the quality of life for thousands of people in 
countless neighborhoods close to Boston, as well as an adverse 


effect on tourists visiting Boston for its historic sites. [ am 
Opposed to it. 


Sincerely, 
Jerry Shine 


2°4 Powderhouse Blvd. 
7 (ville, MA 02144 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
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Letter 381 
Jerry Shine 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Response 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
381.4 Noise _ General ....How it can be considered fair...to increase airplane 
: : _ noise [300%] over one of the most densely populated 


_ Opposition 
_ areas of the state is beyond me. 


381.2 Regional 
_ Transportation Airports 


__... the argument that Boston must have a new runway to 
| compete with other cities around the world is ridiculous. 

_ New York City has two airports, neither of which is 

_ downtown. The same can be said for London. 

| Washington, D.C.’s airport is not downtown. Nor is New 
| Orleans’ or Tokyo's. The list of major cities in which the 

_ airport lies an hour or say away goes on and on. 


than 60 dB for the future scenarios. 


' The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

_ Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

_ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 

_ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 

- arrivals. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivalsto 
_ Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 
_ These runway operating directions are currently running well 
_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 
_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 

_ established based on a thorough public participation process 

_ in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 

_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

» 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 

_ persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 

_ term PRAS goals. 


_ The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase: 
_ the airports efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 

_ environmentally responsible manner. The construction of 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32 would prevent the significant 

_ drop in airfield capacity that now occurs during 

_ northwest wind conditions. The runway would not increase 

_ Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of 

_ approximately 120 operations per hour which is available 

_ nearly 80 percent of the year, but rather would allow this 


capacity to be maintained more consistently. 


Letter 381: Jerry Shine 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


From: <Sweetuumms@aol .com> LETTER 382 


rect: Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport 
ee: Thursday, April 22, 1999 8:21:24 EDT 
- cach: 
Certify: N 
Priority: Normal 
Defer until: 
Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


I am writing this messagé as a resident of Somerville in strong protest to 

the proposed building of Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport. The building of 

this runway will result in a 300% increase in air traffic volume over 

Somerville. The data used for justifying the building of this runway is out 38) | 
of date - from 1993! a close look at more recent data from Logan shows that ; 
air traffic delays have actually decreased over the last decade. 


Also, no official decibel level Study of the noise impact on Somerville has 
potentially affected by runway construction. Why is this the case? Is it 389 9 
minorities, blue collar workers and others with low income levels? Don’t our 
me guess - you don’t live in Somerville. Second guess, maybe a nice 
quite community like Arlington, Lexington, or some other suburb. 
Sincerely, 
Deirdre Smith. 
One Fitchburg St. #B-250 
Somerville, MA 02143 


As a constituent, I demand better representation. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
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Letter 382 
Deirdre Smith 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
382.1 += Purposeand _—Delay __....The data used for justifying the building of this runway 
_ Need _ is out of date-from 1993! ...more recent data from Logan 


Letter 382: Deirdre Smith 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


| shows that air traffic delays have actually decreased over 
| the last decade. 


_ decline between 1993 and 1997. Nevertheless, the same : 
_ data show that Logan Airport was consistently ranked as one 
_ of the nation’s most delayed airports throughout this period. 
_ In 1998, delayed flights at Logan Airport, as reported by the 
_ FAA increased by more than 30 percent, and continued to 
increase in 2000. In 2000, Logan was the second most 

_ delayed airport for arrivals in the U.S. This represents the 

_ worst delay ranking in Logan's history. 


_ There are three reasons for the decline in delays between 

_ 1993 and 1997. First, in 1997, the number of hourly 

_ scheduled flights was less than Logan Airport's normal 

| operating capacity of 120 flights per hour, unlike 1993, when 
airlines scheduled flights well beyond Logan Airport’s hourly 
_ Capacity. Second, Logan Airport's hourly demand profile is 

_ flatter than it was in 199. Airlines are spreading scheduled 
__ flights throughout the day taking advantage of Logan Airport’s 
_ off-peak hours (e.g., 10 AM to 1 PM). Finally, airlines are 


carrying more passengers per flight. In fact, with roughly the 


_ same number of flights as in 1993, Logan Airport 

_ accommodated over 3 million more passengers. One reason 
for this is that the regional carrier network serving New 

_ England is more efficient. In 1993, there were three regional 
_ Carrier systems serving 2.1 million regional passengers at : 
_ Logan Airport. Since 1994, Logan Airport has been served by 
_ two regional airline systems (Business Express, now i 
_ American Eagle, and US Airways Express). These carriers 
_ handled 2.2 million Logan Airport passengers in 1998. 


_ Key lessons learned from this are: 1) while PPP might work in 
_ conditions of overscheduling, such as the 1993 environment, 
_ because there is no sustained period of flight overscheduling 
_ at Logan Airport today, PPP would not provide meaningful 

_ delay reduction in the current operating environment; and 2) 

_ while delays declined from 1993 to 1997, Logan Airport 

: continued to be one of the most delayed airports in the 

_ country because, even though carriers were more efficient at 
" scheduling flights, delays caused by wind and weather 

_ continued to occur. 


_ The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 
" Not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
_ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 


Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 


_ to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 
_ Calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

_ results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 
_ conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 


analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 


Logan Airport. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL Drart EIS/FINAL EIR 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


382.2 Noise _ General 
| _ Opposition 


..NO official decibel level study of the noise impact on | The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 
omerville has been conducted; ....Is it because _ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. There should be no new 
omerville has population largely comprised of ethnic and _ effects on the value of property or unacceptable increase in 
racial minorities, blue collar workers and others with low noise exposure for any of the alternatives. Future scenarios 
income levels? ... _ analyzed in this study have to rely on computations rather 
_ than measurements, since they occur in the future. However, 
_ if you are interested in measuring current conditions in 
_ Somerville, you should contact Massport and discuss your 
_ ideas. 


_ Refer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

_ discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. Noise was 

_ found to be the only adverse impact from the 

_ Preferred Altemative with the potential for 

_ Environmental Justice impacts. Additional demographic 

_ analysis of the noise-affected areas was conducted to : 
_ determine if minority and/or low-income populations would be 
_ disproportionately affected by the Preferred Altemative. This 
_ analysis found that there is no high and 

_ adverse disproportionate impact caused by the 

_ Preferred Alternative. 


Letter 382: Deirdre Smith 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


14 Wyatt Street 
Somerville, Massachusetts 02143 


April 21, 1999 
Robert A. Durand 
Secretary, MEPA Unit, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor . 
Boston, Massachusetts 02202 
Attention: Arthur Pugsiey, File No. 10458 EOA 
Dear Secretary Durand: 


Jam writing in order to state my strenuous opposition to proposed new 
Runway 14/32, as outlined in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that has 


about Runway 14/32 that are Specific to the City of Somerville, where I have 
lived continuously in the home that I own since October of 1991, and where I 
lived previously for two and one-half years, from 1984 to 1986, My concerns 
are as follows 


1. Somerville has not been given due consideration, in the EIR, with 
regard to the actual impacts that it will Sustain as a result of Run way 14/32. 


published on Jan. 21, 1999, and remarks to state representatives at a meeting at 
the State House this past winter, as related by Fred Cabral, aide to State 


G 


LETTER 383 


383.1 


occasion, In a phone conversation with me yesterday, Massport Spokesperson 
Jeremy Crockford, while admitting that turboprops may “ i over 
Somerville after takeoff from aFaa na): Wied to dismiss these impacts, stating 


It also overlooks the fact that these smaller aircraft typically Senerate more noise 
than their larger counterparts, since they tend to fly at lower altitudes, 


Moreover, visual observation of planes flying over Somerville when 
runways other than 15/33 arc in use indicates thar a number of these aircraft are 
not turboprops but, rather, jets that apparently have deviated from their initia! 
flight tracks, 


Tt also strains credibility to assume that the So-called “over-the-water” 
approaches that are constantly mentioned by Massport in reference to Runway 
14/32 would never culminate in deviations to a westerly path after initial 
takeoff, similar to the deviations that occur relative to the already existing 
runways, 


Thus, Somerville’s aggregate air-traffic increase due to 14/32 would be 
approximately 300% for jet departures from 15/33 combined with whatever 
indeterminate (because not yet estimated) but substantia] increases would accrue 
from the other Tunways that generate bath turboprop and “off-course” jet waffic 
Over our city. (Air traffic associated with Runway 27/22, for example, is 

) 


FAA-run control tower routes over Somerville during so-called off-peak 38 3 2 


air waffic sufficiently loud to awaken one from a sound sleep, which has become 
increasingly comraon over the last year, I and other Somerville residents haye 
experienced sleep deprivation on many occasions because of such disturbances, 


Sleep deprivation is Tapidly coming to be recognized as a significant public- 


business travelers’ feelings of frustration over flight delays at Logan, It can only 
be hoped that MEPA uses a more balanced and humane system of prioritization. 


TIL Massport has done no study of air-traffic noise impacts on 
Somerville. 383.4 


In conclusion, I ask that MEPA find the EIR submitted by Massport 
and the FAA to be inadequate and that both Massport and the FAA be directed 
to do the following. (1) They should provide a true and accurate estimate of the 
total air-traffic increase that Somerville would incur as 2 result of Runway 


affect the city ~ not just 15/33 but also 27/22, 22L./22R, 4L/4R, and 4/9 — and 
all types of aircraft ~ Rot just jets but turboprops and cargo planes as wel]. 
Massport's official position that only Runway 15/33 affects us in any . 
meaningful way is in stark contradiction to the experience of Somerville 


in association with Runway 14/32 < again, With regard to ail runways and all 
types of aircraft. Because sleep deprivation is an adverse health impact, It should 


Massport should be required to place noise monitors in Somerville, especially 
(but not only) in the most elevated and densely populated areas, 


As was pointed out by a Participant in the Runway 14/32 meeting that 
Congressman Michael Capuano hosted on March 27 at Bunker Hill Community 


contrast, residents’ quality of life and, perhaps just as importantly, their faith in 
agencies such as MEPA that are entrusted with protecting the public from injury 


by powerful parties that wield disproportionate monetary and political influence, 
stand to be shattered irreparably if the i ll-edvised, environmentally disastrous 


Appendix: Copies of Complaint Calls to Massport's Noise Abatement 
Complaint Line Citing Various Runways as Sources of Ai Traffic over 
Somerville 


cc: Robert Bartanowicz, New England Regional Administrator, Department of 
Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration; John P. DeVillars, Regional 
Administrator, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; Senator Edward M. 
Kennedy; Senator John F. Kerry; U.S. Congressman Michael E. Capuano; City 
of Boston Mayor Thomas Menino; Speaker of the Massachusetts House of 
Representatives Thomas Finneran; State Representatives Timothy Toomey, 
Patricia Jeblen, and Vincent Ciampa; Todd Fontanella, Director of 


City of Somerville; Somerville Mayoral Candidates Dorothy Kelly Gay and 
John Buonomo 


Appendix 


Copies of Complaint Calls to Massport’s Noise Abatement Complaint Line 


Citing Various Runways as Sources of Air Traffic over Somerville 


beat Stic <? 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Allison Stieber Telephone: 
14 Wyatt Street 
Somerville, MA 02143 


Distugbance Date and Time: 11:30 on O06 Jan 99 to 
11:30 on 06 Jan 99 
Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 190 deg Wind Speed: 10 Knots 
Ceiling: 18000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 27 - 22L 
Departuras: 2R - 22L 


Complaint Description: The last two nights at 3:40 and 3:45 ama 
small airplane caused a disturbance over this area. I would like 
to know the name of the carrier. 


Massport Report of Investigation: On 1/5/99 you were affected by 


an AEST cargo aircraft which departed from Logan's Runway 27. The 
FAA has been notified of your concerns and observations by copy of 
this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Pyke Cook/NAO 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


eos 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Allison Stieber Telephone: 
14 Wyatt Street 
Somerville, MA 02143 


Disturbance Date and Time: 20:06 on 04 Maz 99: to 


20:06 on 04 Mar 99 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 260 deg Wind Speed: 
Ceiling: 4800 Ft visibility: 
Runways _in Use: 
Arrivals: 27 - 22L 
Departuras: 22R - 22L 


20 Knots 
10.0 Miles 


Complaint Description: There is too much aircraft noise. 
Massport Report of investigation: You are affected by arrivals to 


Logan’s Runway 22L, in use with strong westerly winds. 


of runway configuration occurred at midnight. 
Massport Reporter: Arduino Parravano/NAO 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


A change 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Allison Stieber Telephone: 
14 Wyatt Street 
Somerville, MA 02143 


Distu>barce Yate. anz Mize; 07:4S on 28 Nuv 98 te: 
SB’ Pats ans Tine 


07:49 on 18 Now 98 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 320 deg Wind Speed: 7 Knots 
Ceiling: Visibility: 7.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 
Departures: 


Complaint Deseription: 1 was awakened by aircraft at 5:30 am. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You were affected by a B727 
which arrived on Logan’s Runway 4R. The FAA has been notified of 
your concerns and observations by copy of this complaint. 


Magsport Reporter: Ross E. DiPietro/NAO 
Send Copy: Yes 
_ ©¢: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Letter 383 
Allison Stieber 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment 


| Massport states that, with 14/32 in place, air traffic over 

: Somerville will increase by approximately 300%. 

: However, this figure would appear to be a substantial 

' underestimate as it is based solely on historical-use data 
» for Runway 15/33 despite the fact that other runways also 
| generate air traffic over Somerville... 


383.1 Altematives = Runway 14/32 


as faile 'o take into account the 


| disproportionate amount of air traffic associated with 

_ Runway 15/33 that Logan Airport's FAA-run control tower 
_ routes over Somerville during so-called off-peak 

_ hours...and it has not addressed the corresponding air- 

_ traffic increases that would occur during those hours if 

| Runway 14/32 is built. 


‘The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides updated information 


_ for 1998—the latest year for which actual Logan Airport data 
_ are available. 1993 was adopted as the base year when the 
_ Airside Improvement studies commenced in 1994. The 

" primary function of the Base Year analysis is to calibrate the 
: airfield operation models and environmental impact models. 


_ The benefits and impacts of the action altematives 


» (Alternatives 1, 1A, 2 and 3) are assessed by comparing 

_ these not with the base year, but with Altemative 4, the No- 
_ Action Altemative. The planning scenarios for 37.5 and 45 

_ million passengers represent a range of future activity at 

_ Logan Airport expected in the 2010 to 2020 time frame. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a discussion of the 
_ FAA and DOT delay measures and historical data, along with 
_ comparisons of Logan Airport with other United States 

_ airports. The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of 
_ the most delay prone airports in the United States 

_ Logan Airport's estimated annual delay hours are over five 

_ times the FAA's threshold of 20,000 hours for a severely 


_ delayed airport. FAA Opsnet delays at Logan Airport peaked 


in 1993, declined for two years and are rising again. Arrival 


_ delays which would be directly affected by Runway 14/32 
_ have risen steadily since 1994. 


he Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 
han 60 dB for the future scenarios. However, if you are 


_ interested in measuring current conditions in Somerville, you 
_ Should contact Massport and discuss your ideas. 


evaluation do take into account the operations over 


: Somerville, but the noise exposure levels resulting from those 
_ operations are relatively low compared to other communities 
and are not i in any way considered incompatible with 


Letter 383: Allison Stieber 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


if the Preferred Altemative is implemented, Somerville’s 

_ overflights will increase in comparison to the No Action 

_ Alternative. However, the highest resulting noise exposure in 
_ that community is estimated to be on the order of 55 dB DNL, 
_ well beyond the 60 dB DNL contours shown in Figures 6.2-8 

_ and 6.2-10 through 6.2-14 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Both the delay model and the noise model used in this 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 x Comment Response 
383.3 Noise Impacts __....Nowhere in its EIR do Massport and the FAA address = The Night Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) was calculated at 


_ the repercussions of sleep deprivation due to air traffic... 23 selected locations for alll fleets and scenarios. 

i | Tables 6.2.15and 6.12-16 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ report these data for the 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet 
| scenarios of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The results show 
_ that, at most locations, the LeqN for the future fleets is lower 
_ than for the 1993 case. Where there is an increase in LeqN, 
_ the reason was the increase in flights for the 
_ No Action Altemative, which generally was mitigated bythe 
_ Preferred Altemative. These results indicate that there willbe 
_ less sleep disturbance in the future than that currently 
_ experienced. 


Refer to Section 7.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ discussion of cumulative noise impacts. 


| Masport has done no study of air-traffic noise impacts on 
| Somenville. 


The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 

_ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. However, if you are 

_ interested in measuring current conditions in Somerville, you 
- should contact Massport and discuss your ideas. 


Letter 383: Allison Stieber 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


LETTER 384 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

MEPA Unit-EOEA . 

Att: Arthur Pugsley, File # 104S8EOA 

100 Cambridge St. 20th Floor . 

Boston, MA 02202 April 22,1999 


More Logan flights will make the traffic to and from the airport even 384 3 
more overwhelming. ; 
It is my understanding that the data used to justify the need 
for a new runway is based on Logan's worst year for flight delays 38 4 4 
(1993) and that delays at Logan have actually decreased over the : 
last 6 years. 
An increase of air traffic over Somerville by 300% or more is 


not acceptable. 


Susan Strauss 

Jane Owen 

20 Willoughby St. 
Somerville, MA 02143 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 384 
Susan Strauss and June Owen 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


- 384. - _ Noise | Impacts We are already uncomfortable with the noise pollution : The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 
: i | from flights over our city. A nighttime curfew ought to be _ than 60 GB for the future scenarios. 


_ enforced! _ The Night Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) was calculated at 
: _ 23 selected locations for all fleets and scenarios. 
_ Tables 6.2.15 and 6.2-16 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
_ report these data for the 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet 
_ scenarios of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The results show 
_ that, at most locations, the LeqN for the future fleets is lower 
_ than for the 1993 case. Where there is an increase in LeqN, 
_ the reason was the increase in flights for the 
_ No Action Alternative, which generally was mitigated by the 
_ Preferred Alternative. These results indicate that there willbe 
_ less sleep disturbance in the future than that currently 
_ experienced. 


Refer to Section 7.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ discussion of cumulative noise impacts. 


...there has been no citywide noise impact study with _ The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 
_ microphones done in Somenville... _ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. However, if you are 
: _ interested in measuring current conditions i in ae you 


Ground » Access to More Logan flights will make the traffic to and from the _ The Preferred Altemative is not expected to lead to an 

_ Transportation — Logan | airport even more overwhelming. _ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 

_ No effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
_ Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Purpose and __...data used to justify the need fora new runway is based The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 

' Need : : on Logan's worst year for flight delays (1999)... ‘Not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred - 

i : : _ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 

- to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 

_ calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

_ results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 
conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 

_ analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 

Log aM AO 


Letter 384: Susan Strauss and June Owen 
Private Citizens: Somerville 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 385 
Daniel Toner 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 _ Topic 2 Comment 


cS | Noise _ Impacts _ The question should not be whether to increase the 
: i _ number of flights in our or any other direction, but urgently 
_ to reduce the noise level and frequency of these flights. 


At the present levels, economic damage is wreaked upon 
» our community and this state through poor job 

| performance and missed workdays due to sleeplessness 
_ caused by this noise... 


— 385.3 Noise _ Impacts ...-Further economic damage results from depreciated real 
: _ estate values, stress levels causing more violence and 
_ vehicle accidents... 


"The Day-Night Sound Level values i in Somerville are less 


_ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

_ Altemative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

_ more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 

_ affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 

_ arrivals. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to 

_ Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 

_ These runway operating directions are currently running well 
_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ would allow the controllers to approach but still remainbelow 
_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 

_ established based on a thorough public participation process 

_ in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 

_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

_ 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 

_ persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 

_ term PRAS goals. 


_ Table 6.2-17 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 

_ nighttime jet operations projected to increase from 144 in : 
_ 1998, to as many as 231 under the No Action Alternative with 
_ the 2015 High Regional Jet Fleet. However, regardless of the _ 
' fleet, many of the future night operations are the result of 
_ delays that will occur as demand at Logan Airport continues 

_ to increase. One of the direct benefits of the Preferred 

_ Alternative is that it will reduce these night operations by 32 

- to 43 flights depending on the fleet forecast, though any 

_ alternative to the No-Action scenario will help alleviate some 

_ of the projected delays. In addition, Massport is committed to 

_ exploring other measures to reduce nighttime noise whether 

_ ornot the Preferred Alternative is implemented. 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR respond to federal and state scoping directives 
_ and applicable FAA environmental orders and all other NEPA 
and MEPA requirements, and provide appropriate analytical 
_ content for assessing altematives. 


Letter 385: Daniel Toner 
Private Citizens: Somerville 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL Drart EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 386 
Carla Wilbur 


Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
- 386.1 | Environmental ' MEPA | demand a citywide impact study as has been done i in other _ The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 
_ Review  [alffected communities. _ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. However, if you are 
| Process i : _ interested in measuring current conditions in Somerville, you 
: should contact Massport and discuss your ideas. 
386.2 — Analysis “Base Year of demand a modem environmental impact statement _ The projections of future airfield delays atLoganAirportare 
| Assumptions/ _ derived from 1999 data—not 1993, the worst year for delays not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred _ 
| Methodologies - at Logan. _ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
_ to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 
_ calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 
: _ results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 
_ conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 
- Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 
_ analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 
_ Logan Airport. 
— 386.3 Ground Access to | demand auto traffic studies on how to contend with » The Preferred Altemative is not expected to lead to an 
_ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 


| Transportation — Logan _ increased traffic congestion caused by the 300% increase in 
: : air traffic runway 14/32 will cause. 


- no effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
_ Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter 386: Carla Wilbur 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code Topic1 _ Topic 2 — Comment oes, Response war 
_ 386.4 Regional _ Regional _ I demand an [eamest] investigation of the possibilities of ‘The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 


| Transportation Airports ' Hanscom Field or Worcester airports as alternatives. _ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Fieldin the 
H analysis of regional altematives. Hanscom Field, which servesasa 
_ general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, already 
"accommodates a significant number of aircraft operations (183,000 
_ Operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field activity includes private, 
_ business, charter, and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 
» Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, 
_ Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began commercial 
scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 
_ Services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford 
_ (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), and : 
_ Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting operations between 
_ Hanscom and New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport 
_ Supports commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general aviation 
__teliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
_ commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 
__ Significant number of flights from Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, 
__ since approximately 50 percent of passengers on Logan Airport's 
_ commuter fights connect to other Logan Airport flights and a 
Significant number of passengers are travelling to Boston. However, 
__ any new commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 
__ Shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR(HGEIR) 
_ andits Annual Updates, and shall be considered by the 
_ Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to Section 2.6 of 
__ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field. 
_ Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the City of Worcester 
_ to aggressively market the Worcester Regional Airporttoairines. 
_ Massport increased its involvement with Worcester Regional Airport 
_ by assuming operational responsibility of the airport on ; 
_ January 15, 2000. Since January 2000 Massport has attracted three 
_ Newairlines to Worcester Regional Airport. DeltaConnectionbegan 
_ Serving Worcester Regional Airport with two daily nonstop 
__ roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta on February 1, 
_ 2000 and will be increasing its service to three daily flights in April 
- 2001. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle began service to New 
- York JFK Airport with three daily nonstop roundtrip flights on : 
turboprop aircraft. In February 2001, PanAm began daily scheduled 
Service from Worcester to Orlando Intemational Airport. Massportis 
_ in ongoing discussions with other carriers regarding potentialnew 
» services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition to the 
_ Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has pursued a variety of 
_ initiatives to promote the use of other regional airports and travel 
_ Modes with the goal of relieving traffic growth pressures at 
_ Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, Massport and 
: Govemor Cellucci co-sponsored a Regional Transportation Summit 
_ Of the New England Govemors and transportation officials. The 
: Summit focused on joint marketing among the New England 
* commercial service airports and the joint promotion of rail and road 
__ initiatives that will foster an efficient and balanced regional 
: transportation system. A second summit was held in Rhode Island 
in December 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of Massport's regional 
__ transportation planning initiatives. Massport disagrees that its record 
in diverting traffic to other airports is unsuccessful. Since 1996 eight 
_ Out of ten new passengers in New England were directed to 
_ regional airports, which include T.F. GreervProvidence, 
Worcester Regional, and Manchester airports. In 1999, Massport 
_ estimates that regional airports attracted 2.4 million passengers that 
_ would have otherwise used Logan Airport. 


Letter 386: Carla Wilbur 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Bee: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 


From: <lyager@uism.bu.edu> 
dject: Logan Airport Expansion LETTER 387 
7e: Tuesday, April 20, 1999 13:26:17 EDT. 

- -cach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


a ec er na ee ee 


I am writing to discourage any attempt on the part of Logan Airport and 
Massport to expand runways and thus airplane usage. I have been a resident of 
Somerville for 20 years, and have definately noticed a large incresae in jets 
flying over the city in the last two or three years. The idea of three times 
the traffic is absurd ani a definate infringement on my quality of life. [IF 
Massport needs more airplanes coming into the area, let them move out to Hanscom 


and the greater Boston Urban area. Many cities can Support more than one major 
airport. Boston could as well. 1 definately Oppose any runway or flight 
expansion. 
Thank You: 
Lawrence A. Yager 

Columbus Ave #2 

erville, MA. 02143 


lyager@bu.edu 
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Letter 387 
Lawrence A. Yager 
Private Citizens: Somerville 


Code Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
387.1 | Regional : Regional ...lf Massport needs more airplanes coming into the area, The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
: _ Transportation | Airports _ let them move out to Hanscom Field and expand there or — DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field — 
i _ some other place not as densely populated as Somerville _in the analysis of regional altematives. Hanscom Field, which 
and the greater Boston urban area.... _ Serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 


- already accommodates a significant number of aircraft : 
_ operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
' activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi : 
_ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

_ newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

_ services to short-haul regional markets - Trenton, Buffalo, 
_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
_ operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 

: established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that — 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general : 
_ aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 

_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will preventits 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
- commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
"a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

: passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 

_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 

_ passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

_ commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

_ (GEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 

_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

_ Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 

_ of Hanscom Field. 


Letter 387: Lawrence A. Yager 
Private Citizens: Somerville 
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COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOFA #1 0458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental i impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be otter 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EOEA file number may not be considered. . LETTER 388 


All comments must be reccived April 22. 1999 
All mail conceming the environmental i impact review process including filings. comments. and all associated matcrials 
must be addressed to: a 

Bob Durand. Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 

100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor. 

Boston. MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 
Dear Mr. Durand, 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside eens Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 

(vo £ ( Of planes using Runway 27. The noise 
the planes make when wind conditions make the use of Runway 27 NECeSSANY, 45 VOY 
disturbing. It is heard aon the first thing in the morning until one goes to eteep 
at night. Hdiminishes the ity of Life. It intevu television viewin ; 


talking on the Lekephone and Sometine even conversations. 
it of Southwest Boston and 


meigibonene towns to eoneeae meee IE 32 mana will triple the air traffic 


over those areas. The communities affected are densely populated, and at 388.1 
Seems 10 me unfain to further burden those communities with noise and pollution, 

There is an ainport at Hanscom m Field that is underutivized and could be 388. y) 
developed. Fewer homes would be a Sa a ee 


_1t is mainky small atnnagt that cause congestion GE Lode 7 ee Eo 4& mainky small aincrnatt that cause congestion at Logan. I believe that 
Zou should experinent aith peak time priving to beep down the Volant of CO age — and Reduce detage- To Tie TREE Toe TG me OT BRAT 388 3 
Aeduce @ Snort term, evetop a secon and reduce delays in the short torm, and develop a Second RUGlOMal BOGUT EE top — AKport ab a Long 
term solution. term solution. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FinAL EIR 


Letter 388 
Joanne McGrath 


Private Citizens: West Roxbury 


Code = Topic 1 _Topic 2 _Comment 


_ Response 


388.1 Altematives ~ Runway 14/32 -Runway 14/32...will triple the air traffic over [the 


| communities of Southwest Boston]... The communities 
_ affected are densely populated, and it seems to me unfair 
- to further burden those communities with noise and 

_ pollution. 


» Regional Regional 
| Tianepontaion® 3 ks 


rport ai Hanscom Field that is underutilized 
_ and could be developed. Fewer homes would be affected. 


_ Implementation of Runway 1 14/32. would not result in 

_ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ Preferred Altemative will reduce the population affected by 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

» the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


_ Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
_ population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-8 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
" inthe analysis of regional altematives. Hanscom Field, which : 
_ serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
_ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 
_ Operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
_ activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 7 
_ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

_ newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

_ Services to short-haul regional markets - Trenton, Buffalo, 
_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting : 
_ operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

- commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 


Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 


_ aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
' Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will preventits. 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
_ commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
_ asignificant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

' passengers on Logan Airport’s commuter flights connect to 

_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 


passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 
commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 


_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 
_ (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 


the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 
Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 


of Hanscom Field. 


Letter 388: Joanne McGrath 
Private Citizens: West Roxbury 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code _— Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
| 388.3 Altematives Peak Period __....you should experiment with peak time pricing to keep 
i _ Pricing : down the volume of air traffic and reduce delays in the 


: short term,... 


_ DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 

: demand management altemative at Logan Airport. The 

_ analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 

_ airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 

_ capacity of the airport, and provides an assessment of the 
_ extent of the benefits from PPP under such circumstances. 
_ See Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Letter 388: Joanne McGrath 
Private Citizens: West Roxbury 


ANDREA TAAFFE 
Garden Design & 
Landscape Consultation 
—______. 


LETTER 389 “3 West Reker MA 02132 
617.327.9369 


Arthur Pugsley 
Exec. Office of Environmental Affairs 
Atten: M.E.P.A_ file #10458 
100 Cambridge St. 20 floor 
Boston, Mass. 02202 
4-14-99 


Dear Mr. Pugsiley, 


I am writing to you as a resident of the West Roxbury section of the city of Boston and as an 
environmental educator who works with urban school children. 
As a resident I oppose the proposed new Tunway for the following reasons which affect my, my 
family’s and my community’s quality of life. 
1. Currently planes dump fuel before landing over my home eventhough this is not supposed to 
happen. You might ask how I know this. I work at home and often take a break by going into 389 | 


2. Tuse Forest Hills Cemetery in Jamaica Plain and Franklin Park in Dorchester as outdoor 
classrooms for environmental education for students from the Boston Public Schools and 
private schools. Often the roar of planes overhead mars their experience. We must stop what 
we are doing and wait until the noise stops. These children live in the city where this type of 389.2 
education is so important. Many of them do not have access to the environment other than 
these experiences. The new runway would only make this problem worse. Do not these 
children have the right to enjoy the quiet of nature like many of their suburban counterparts? 
They have a right to hear birds sing and listen to the rustle of leaves. By learning about the 
environment these students will become the caretakers of our urban centers during the twenty 
first century. Please do not take away their future. 


Field. Yes, problems exist with access to this field but I believe our planners at Massport could work out a 3 89 3 
addition to the core of the city. ‘The burden of air traffic needs to be spread out throughout Eastern 


Massachusetts. 
Sincerely, ; 
Gis Teg 


Andrea Taaffe 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 389 
_ Andrea Taaffe 
Private Citizens: West Roxbury 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


.l oppose the proposed new runway [because]: _ Fuel dumping (dropping) typically occurs only in aircraft 

; _ emergencies. Air traffic control makes every effort to direct 

: t lindas Paice Sttp Wet erate lenny Overy _ the pilot away from residential and other populated areas 
_ during this procedure. Notwithstanding the above, the Federal 

_ Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements allow fuel 

_ dumping at or above an altitude of 2,000 feet. This distance 

' above ground allows much of the fuel to evaporate and : 

_ disperse. Thus, emergency fuel dumping should have little or 

_ No impact on human health and welfare. : 


_ the project relative to parklands. As depicted in Figure 6.3-4 

: of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the Amold Arboretum, 

_ Emerald Necklace, and Franklin Park are well outside the 

- 65 dB DNL noise contour associated with the 

_ Preferred Altemative. Therefore, the Airside Project will have 
| no impact on these parklands. In addition, the 

- Boston Harbor Islands, while within the No Action Alternative 
_ 65 dB DNL noise contour, will have no noise increase under 
_ the Preferred Altemative. Refer to Section 6.3 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of 

_ parklands. 


Regional - Regional .... The burden of air traffic needs to be spread out Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
_ Transportation — Airports _ throughout eastern Massachusetts. _ discussion of the specific role played by the regional : 
: _ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
_ to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
_ recognized and has been a proponent of options to 
_ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 
_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 
_ options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 
_ Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that 
~ could be absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 
_ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 
: the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 
_ these developments will slow Logan Airport’s passenger 

traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 
_ Passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 
_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be 
_ achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play 
» animportant role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 
_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
_ Northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 
_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport’s layout, is 
_ Necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
| benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
» only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
" regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at : 
_ Logan Airport. 


.... The new runway would only make...[noise over 
Franklin Park] worse.... 


Letter 389: Andrea Taaffe 
Private Citizens: West Roxbury 


LETTER 390 


Ronald A. Fama 
11 St. Anne Road 
E. Weymouth, MA 02189 
(781) 340-0386 


April 22, 1999 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
ATT; Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

MEPA Office - EOEA-NO 10458 
100 Cambridge Street — 20" Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 
The enclosed documentation represents an example of the abuse sustained by East 
Weymouth and the South Shore in general. There is no reason to believe that a new 390.1 


runway will not exacerbate an already intolerable condition. 


I will contact your office with more complete data and information but I just wanted to 
give you some idea of the batteri g and degraded citizenship we now endure. Something 


Thank you. 


Sincerely yours, 
Ronald A. Fama 


RAF:jmf 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 03:30 on 26 Mar 99 to 
- N 03:30 on 26 Mar 99 
en, ; = 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 290 deg Wind Speed: 7 Knots 
Ceiling: 25000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: ; i 
Arrivals: 33L - 33R ‘ “ VW 
Departures: 4R 4 . f if 


Complaint Description: Planes are flying overhead 15 minutes apart: 
on a regular schedule. 


Massport Report of Investi ation: You are affected by jet arrivals 
on Runway 33L, in use with westerly winds. The FAA has been 
notified of your concerns by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


x 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 : 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 00:21 on 25 Mar 99 to 
aaaeeeence Date and Time 
00:21 on 25 Mar 99 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 320 deg Wind Speed: 8 Knots 
Ceiling: 4400 Ft Visibility: 6.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: 
Arrivals: 33L - 33R 
Departures: 22R - 22L 
Complaint Description: There is too much aircraft noise. 
Massport Report of Investi ation: You are affected by jet 


departures from Logan’s Runway 22R, in use with northwesterly winds 
and moderate air traffic demand. The FAA has been notified of your 
concerns by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Dino/NAO 


Send Copy: Yes 
cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


A 
$8 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 23:06 on 26 Mar 99 to 
soetireance Yate and Time 
23:06 on 26 Mar 99 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 0 deg Wind Speed: 0 Knots 
Ceiling: 25000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 33L - 33R 
Departures: 27 - 33L 


Complaint Description: There is too much aircraft noise. 
Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet arrivals 
The FAA 


on Runway 33L, in use with moderate air traffic demand. 
has been notified of your concerns by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office . 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


4 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 00:42 on 19 Mar 99 to 
=isturbance Date and Time 
. 00:42 on 19 Mar 99 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 250 deg Wind Speed: 15 Knots 

Ceiling: 10000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: 

Arrivals: 33L - 33R 

Departures: 22R - 22L 
Complaint Description: There is too much aircraft noise. 
Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet 


departures on Runway 22R, in use with strong westerly winds. The 
FAA has been notified of your concerns by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


8 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 23:57 on 18 Mar 99 to 
23:57 on 18 Mar 99 
Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 270 deg Wind Speed: 16 Knots 
Ceiling: 10000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways _ in Use:. 


Arrivals: 33L - 33R 
Departures: (27 - 33L 


Complaint Description: There is too much aircraft noise. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You were affected by a B757 that 


arrived on Runway 33L. The FAA has been notified of your concerns 
and observations by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Arduino Parravano/NAO 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East BOREOR: MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance 3 yt? arte 
Mr. Ron Fama a “340- 0386 

11 St Anne Road 

Weymouth, MA 02189 “ go fF. 


03:52 of 19 Aug 98 to Seacee 


03:52 on 19 Aug 98 


Disturbance Date an@ Time: 
aaetiiwance Date and Time 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 350 deg Wind Speed: 8 Knots 
Ceiling: 4100 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 33L 
Departures: 15R 


Complaint Description: I was blasted out of bed. 


Massport Report of Investi ation: You were affected by an A300 
which arrived on Logan’s Runway 331, in use with northerly winds. 
The FAA has been notified of your concerns and observations by copy 
of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Operetions Dept. 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


% 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 01:15 on 03 Nov 98 to 
01:15 on 03 Nov 98 
Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 290 deg Wind Speed: 12 Knots 
Ceiling: 4800 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 33L - 33R 
Departures: 22R - 22L 


Complaint Description: I heard an aircraft at 1:15 am. It woke 


me up. Please identify and send 5 copies. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You were affected by a DC8 which 


departed from Logan’s Runway 22R. The FAA has been notified of 
your concerns and observations by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 
Send Copy: Yes _ 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Dis turbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


8 
& 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 00:19 on 10 Apr 99 to 
00:19 on 10 Apr 99 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 0 deg Wind Speed: 12 Knots 
Ceiling: 3300 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways _ in Use: 


Arrivals: - 33L 
Departures: 15R 


Complaint Description: There is too much aircraft noise. Send a 


copy to the Selectman. 


Massport Report of investigation: You are affected by jet arrivals 


on Runway 33L, in use with strong northerly winds. A copy of this 
complaint has been sent to your Selectman as you requested. 


Massport Reporter: Dino/NAO 
Send Copy: No 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


* 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 18:50 on 31 Mar 99 to 
ase eence vate and Time 
18:50 on 31 Mar 99 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 300 deg Wind Speed: 10 Knots 
Ceiling: 35000 Ft. Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: 
Arrivals: 33L - 33R 
Departures: 27 - 33L 


Complaint Description: There is too much aircraft noise. I want 


a log from 5 to 7 am, including the altitudes. 


Massport Report of investigation: You are affected by jet arrivals 


on Runway 33L, in use with northwesterly winds. The information 
you requested has been enclosed. 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


OAG Departures For: Boston Logan International 


Date Printed: April 16, 1999 Time: 09:27:58 


Report Conditions 
Days of Operation is like %3% 
_ Effective Date is <= 31 Mar 99 
Discontinue Date is >= 31 Mar 99 
Departure Time is between 05:00:00,07:00:00 


Departure Time ace h Hoe: Model Type 
05:40 DL 6913 J41 
05:50 DL 561 767 a 
05:55 TW 203 M80 : AA eee if eC 
06:00 CO 341 M80 yy) 
06:00 DL 1965 757 / 
06:00 DL 6350 SF3 # if 
06:00 HP 40 320 | Ly —_ 4 a { 
06:00 NW 719-757 * 
06:00 US 1189-733 
06:00 US 421 733 
06:05 AA 1011 Mso 
06:05 UA 589 735 
06:09 UA 787 319 
06:10 CA 8103 757 
06:10 CO 1737 733 
06:10 DL 1200 M80 - 
06:10 NW 1191 757 
06:15 AA 1711 AB6 
06:15 US 306 734 
06:16 AA 2329 757 
06:20 US - 1104 734 
06:25 CP 5937 100 
06:30 AA 4936 SF3 
06:30 CO 339 Mso 
06:30 DL 1821 72S 
06:30 UA 4699 J41 
06:30 US 1854 734 
06:30 US 29 757 
06:30 US 6171 72S 
06:30 we9 501 73S 


Massport Boston Logan International Page 1 of 2 


E VAU Lepartures 


Departure Time . sae vinci rico Model Type 
06:40 FL 343 ‘DSS 
06:40 US 267 733 
06:40 YX 202 Dcg 
06:45 UA 1017 319 
06:45 US 333 Mso 
06:50 FL 361 Dos \ 
06:50 UA 199 757 
06:50 UA 7159 J41 
06:55 JI 3 320 
06:55 US 4600 BE1 
07:00 AA 1923 757 
07:00 CO 343 Mg8o 
07:00 CP 2151 F28 
07:00 DL 2451 73S 
07:00 DL 3969 CRJ 
07:00 DL 565 757 
07:00 DL 6355 SF3 

~ 07:00 DL 6409 SF3 
07:00 HP 821 320 
07:00 NW 9355 SF3 
07:00 NW 9409 SF3 
07:00 UA . 169 757 
07:00 US 1256 757 
07:00 US 1924 733 
07:00 US 6161 72S 


April 16, 1999 Page 2 of 2 


OAG Arrivals For: Boston Logan International 


Date Printed: April 16, 1999 Time: 09:27:10 


Ls 


2m 


ssport 


Report Conditions 
Days of Operation is like %3% 
Effective Date is <= 31 Mar 99 
Discontinue Date is >= 31 Mar 99 
Destination Airport is = BOS 
Arrival Time is between 05:00:00,07:00:00 


diagraph ‘Flight 


Arrival Time fame Number Model Type 
05:09 WO 150 DSF 
05:49 5X 16 D8F 
05:57 5X 14 75F 
06:02 AA 138 757 
06:04 HP 826 320 
06:09 WO 390 D8F 
06:26 UA 182 762 
06:27 AA 192 757 
06:27 CI 904 757 
06:27 ER 449 72F 
06:28 NZ 4806 757 
06:28 UA 168 757 
06:30 AA 6409 SF3 
06:35 AA 6413 SF3 
06:35 US 4600 BE1 
06:40 AA 198 757 
06:40 Cl 912 757 
06:50 9K 702 CNA 
06:50 CO 4770 BE1 
06:50 US 5268 BE1 
07:00 1K 750 72F 
07:00 US 5312 BE1 
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MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: O1 
saesteance Yate and Time 


Telephone: 340-0386 


:15 on 03 Nov 98 to 


01:15 on 03 Nov 98 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 
Ceiling: 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 33L - 33R 
Departures: 22R - 22L 


Complaint Description: 


me up. 


290 deg 
4800 Ft 


Massport Report of Investi ation: 


departed from Logan's Runway 22R. 


I heard an aircraft at 1:15 .am. 
Please identify and send 5 copies. 


12 Knots 
10.0 Miles 


Wind Speed: 
Visibility: 


It woke 


You were affected by a DC8 which 


The FAA has been notified of 


your concerns and observations by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


Operations Dept. 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


N\, 
Disturbance Date and ee ee on 04 Nov 98 to ~ 


00:04 on 04 Nov 98 


ae 


Conditions: 
‘Wind Direction: 290 deg Wind Speed: 5 Knots 
Ceiling: 4400 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways _in Use: 2 


Arrivals: 33L - 33R 
Departures: 22R - 22L 


a 


Complaint Description: The children are being awakened at 12:06 
am. The FAA is using the wrong runway configuration at this time. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet 
departures from Logan’s Runway 22R, in use with westerly winds. 
A change in runway configuration occurred at 12:30 am. 


Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


8 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 19:30 on 30 Oct 98 to 
sasturcance Date and Time 
19:30 on 30 Oct 98 
Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 310 deg Wind Speed: 17 Knots 
Ceiling: 7500 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: = oN PUN / 
Arrivals: 33L - 33R {\ - pl tedster 
7 7- ; 
Departures 27 33L ley7 — 


Complaint Description: There was constant noise last night between 
midnight and 1 am. 


Massport Report of investigation: You are affected by jet arrivals 


to Logan’s Runway 33L, in use from dnight xto 25:55 with strong 
northwesterly winds. The Faa has been notified of your concerns 
by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Arduino Parravano/NAO 
Send Copy: Yes oie pe / 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief Vita i O- e 
AUK Mag 


ee 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


y 
: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road | 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 20:09 on 01 Apr 99 to 
aneturoance Date and Time 
20:09 on O1 Apr 99 

Conditions: 

Wind Direction: 90 deg Wind Speed: 3 Knots 

Ceiling: 9000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: 

Arrivals: 4R - 4L 

Departures: 9-4R-4L 
Complaint Description: They are driving us nuts. 
Massport Report of Investi ation: You are affected by jet 


departures on Runway 9 and jet arrivals -to-Rynway 4R. A change of 
runway configuration ie rea \ 


Massport Reporter: Arduino (Parravano/NA@-—" 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 18:50 on 31 Mar 99 to 
18:50 on 31 Mar 99 
Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 300 deg Wind Speed: 10 Kndts 
Ceiling: 35000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Se 


Runways in Use: ‘ 


Arrivals: | 33L - 33R 
Departures: - 33L 
ar 


ao wee . ae 


Complaint Descriptisn; There is too much aircraft noize. I want 
a log from 5 to 7 pm, including the altitudes. 


NS a2 


a = An . . - 
Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet arrivals 


on Runway 33L, in use with northwesterly winds. The information 
you requested has been enclosed. 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 
Send Copy: Yes 


ce: FAA Boston Tower Chief 
shee ipa an JAo 
VA 


ae Ee ee 


OAG Arrivals For: Boston Logan International 


massport 


Date Printed: April 6, 1999 Time: 14:00:16 


Report Conditions 
Days of Operation is like %3% 
Effective Date is <= 31 Mar 99 
Discontinue Date is >= 31 Mar 99 
Destination Airport is = BOS 
Arrival Time is between 17:00:00, 19:00:00 
1000 


diagraph —_‘Flight 


Arrival Time Aarne Number Model Type/Runway FAR Stage/Tail Number 
17:00 AF 322 763 Stage 3 
17:00 DL 8258 763 Stage 3 
17:00 US 225 D93 Stage 2 
17:02 Wo 1106 DOF Stage 2 
17:03 AA 984 AB6 Stage 3 
17:04 EB 314 D8F 
17:04 UA 7294 J31 
17:05 UA 112 319 Stage 3 
17:09 AC 386 CRJ Stage 3 
17:09 UA 3118 CRJ Stage 3 
17:10 DL 342 Mso Stage 3 
17:10 FI 633 757 Stage 3 
17:10 UA 7638 J41 
17:11 US 6090 72S 
17:12. AA 1356 Mso Stage 3 
17:14 US 531 733 Stage 3 
17:15 BA 215 747 Stage 3 
17:15 CO 4856 BE1 
17:15 US 4507 BE1 
17:17 NW 20 D10 Stage 3 
17:20 AA 226 757 Stage 3 
17:25 CO 360 M80 Stage 3 
17:25 TW 7724 J41 
17:25 US 4586 BE1 
17:25 US 774 734 Stage 3 
17:26 US 1488 733 Stage 3 
17:30 DL 2514 73S Stage 2 
17:30 DL 6924 J41 


Massport Boston Logan International Page 1 of 3 


SAUOOPULE VOLUN LEAL LULCLUAUUUAL OAG Arrivals 


diagraph _‘ Flight 


Arrival Time Hanis Number Model Type/Runway . FAR Stage/Tail Number 
17:30 UA 4724 . J41 
17:31 FL 962 73S Stage 2 
17:35 DL 1840 72S 
17:35 UA 174 . 762 Stage 3 
17:39 US 76 757 r Stage 3 
17:40 US 5307 BEI ; 
17:45 US 1264 Do Stage 2 
17:48 HP 67 319 Stage 3 
17:49 AA 1782 100 Stage 3 
17:49 CP 5926 100 Stage 3 
17:50 US §422 BE1 
17:55 CO 330 Mso Stage 3 
17:55 OK 4054 Ms0 Stage 3 
17:59 KL 6802 320 Stage 3 
17:59 NW 802 320 Stage 3 
18:00 AC 8846 DH1 
18:00 UA 3488 DH1 
18:00 UA 518 _ 728 
18:00 US 5335 BE1 
18:01 US 377 M80 Stage 3 
18:03 AM 5109 Mso Stage 3 
18:03 DL 1094 Mso Stage 3 
18:03 SR 8333 M88 Stage 3 
18:05 US 4524 BE1 
18:07 CO 422 Mgo Stage 3 
18:08 AM 5040 767 Stage 3 
18:08 DL 2040 767 Stage 3 
18:10 US 4547 BE1 
18:10 YX 53 Dgs Stage 2 
18:13 AA 1372 738 Stage 3 
18:15 AA 6582 F28 Stage 2 
18:15 CP 2152 F28 ; Stage 2 
18:15 DL 2356 73S Stage 2 
18:17 US 6100 728 
18:20 US §816 CRJ Stage 3 
18:21 US 245 733 Stage 3 
18:22 DL 210 763 Stage 3 
18:26 KL 6038 757 Stage 3 
18:26 NW 38 757 : Stage 3 
18:27 UA 1200 757 Stage 3 
18:28 US 868 100 Stage 3 
18:30 US 3847 DH8 © 
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sree woe eer es mee ues aeseenmauumad OAG Arrivals 


Arrival Time peeing 7 ie Model Type/Runway FAR Stage/Tail Number 
18:30 US 4682 . BE1 
18:30 US 5392 BE1 
18:32 FL 298 D9S Stage 2 
18:32 UA 272 72S 
18:35 5X 2016 D8F P 
18:35 AC 8762 DH1 : 
18:35 DL 1842 728 
18:35 UA 3498 DH1 
18:35 US 5318 BEI 
18:37 US 392 D93 Stage 2 
18:41 TW 730 Ms0 Stage 3 
18:44 AC 388 CRJ Stage 3 
18:44 UA 3062 CRJ Stage 3 
18:45 AA 1508 100 Stage 3 
18:45 |B 7105 100 Stage 3 
18:50 CO 4777 BE1 
18:50 DL 2502 73S Stage 2 
18:52 US 730 733 Stage 3 
18:54 AA 654 Mso Stage 3 
18:54 GU 2002 M80 Stage 3 
18:54 TA 2002 Mso Stage 3 
18:55 US 4631 BE1 
18:55 US 4645 BE1 
18:55 YX 207 Dgs Stage 2 
18:59 DL 1866 Mso Stage 3 
18:59 OS 8122 Ms0 Stage 3 
18:59 SN 8122 M80 Stage 3 
18:59 TP 200 Mso0 Stage 3 
18:59 UA 520 735 Stage 3 
19:00 US 987 733 Stage 3 
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MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-038 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


7 
/ 


an 


Disturbance Date and Time: 


me : 01:47 on 10 Mar 99 to 
01:47 on 10 Mar 99 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 320 deg Wind Speed: 11 Knots 
Ceiling: 16000 Ft - Visibility: 10.0 ry den Ki 


Runways in Use: (fry Liga 
Arrivals: 33L - 33R ~~ } 


eo 
Departures: o ai le 


Complaint Description: I am requesting oe air ft logs from 10 


pm on 3/9 until 7 am on 3/10. 


Massport Report of Investigation: The en edemati on you requested 


has been attached. The FAA has been notified of your concerns by 
copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


OAG Arrivals For: Boston Logan International 


Date Printed: March 11, 1999 Time: 13:54:27 


Report Conditions 
Days of Operation is like %2% 
Effective Date is <= 09 Mar 99 
Discontinue Date is >= 09 Mar 99 
Destination Airport is = BOS 
Arrival Time is between 22:00:00,23:59:00 
1000 


diagraph —_Flight 


Arrival Time fannie Number Model Type/Runway 
22:00 US 1146 733 
22:05 DL 2322 73S 
22:05 DL 2598 73S 
22:05 JI 9 320 
22:06 UA 7512 J41 
22:07 KL 6568 757 
22:07 NW 568 757 
22:09 DL 404 767 
22:20 YX 208 Dcg 
22:24 US 695 733 
22:26 DL 1850 728 
22:26 US 1506 M80 
22:30 DL 2442 73S 
22:31 UA 358 319 
22:32 AA 988 AB6 
22:35 DL 6912 J41 
22:35 UA 4712 J41 
22:36 HP 2824 320 
22:38 FL 368 D9s 
22:38 TW 152 Ms0 
22:39 US 2672 73M 
22:42 AC 810 319 
22:42 UA 3240 319 
22:44 US 38 757 
22:45 DL 2460 73S 
22:47 US 66 757 
22:50 AA 592 100 
22:55 US 6150 72S 


Massport Boston Logan International Page 1 of 2 


ee er 


Arrival Time ein 7 Pi lia Model Type/Runway 


March 11, 1999 Page 2 of 2 


OAG Arrivals © For: Boston Logan International 


Date Printed: March 11, 1999 Time: 13:48:16 


Report Conditions 
Days of Operation is like %3% 
Effective Date is <= 10 Mar 99 
Discontinue Date is >= 10 Mar 99 
Destination Airport is = BOS 
Arrival Time is between 00:00:00,07:00:00 
1000 


: diagraph —_‘Flight 
Arrival Ti a, name Number Model Type/Runway 


Massport Boston Logan International Page 1 of 2 


ATA Ae ae VULU ES aU GU BELO VAU ALLLVaIS 


Arrival Time ein 7 ee Model Type/Runway 
06:40 AA - 198 . 757 
06:40 Cl. 912 757 
06:50 CO 4770 BE1 
06:50 US 5268 BE1 
07:00 1K 750 72F 
07:00 US 5312 BE1 : 
Number of Records = 
iN 
y 
) 
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MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


. 
xy 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 23:04 on 09 Mar 99 to 
Semen ee, : 
23:04 on 09 Mar 99 

Conditions: 

Wind Direction: 320 deg Wind Speed: 12 Knots 

Ceiling: 20000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: 

Arrivals: 4R - 4L 

Departures: 4R - 44 


Complaint Description: The aircraft noise is excessive. 


i i ae You axe afifected by jet arrivals 
on Runway 4R, in use with str g northweste winds. A change of 


runway configuration occurre 


Massport Reporter: Dino Parr vano/NAO 


Send Copy: Yes — 
cc: FAA Boston. Tower Chief 


\ 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: . 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


( 


Disturbance Date and Time: 7 23:05 on 04/Mar 99 to 
eee, * 
i 23:05 on 04 Mar 99 
\ fe 
Conditions: \ fa 
\ 
Wind Direction: 270 deg Wind Speed: 20 Knots 
Ceiling: 5000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: . | 
‘ / a wae 
_ Arrivals: 22.- 22n \ Ou . 
Departures: ; 


aircraft are flying at the wrong time. 


Complaint Description: 


Massport Report of Investi ation: You are affected by jet 
departures on Runway 22R, in use with strong westerly winds. The 
FAA has been notified of your concerns by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Dino Parravano/NAO 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


LY 
. 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 22:24 on 03 Mar 99 to 
saSeescsuce Date and Tims 


22:24 on 03 Mar 99 
Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 130 deg Wind Speed: 11 Knots 
Ceiling: 1300 Ft Visibility: 2.5 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 
Departures: 


Arduino Parravano/NAO 


Massport Reporter: 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 5 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 21:45 on 16 Mar 99 to 
21:45 on 16 Mar 99 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 230 deg Wind Speed: 9 Knots 
Ceiling: 9000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 27 - 22L 
Departures: 22R ~- 22L 


ene, 
Complaint Description: The aircraft noise iS too loud>... 


You are affected ‘ 
th southwesterly win 
red at 12:05 am. 


Me 


jet 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abateme Office 


Send Copy: Yes Ss 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


‘ 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 


11 St Anne Road 


Weymouth, MA 02189 
00:24 on 15 Mar 99 to 


00:24 on YS Mar 99 


Disturbance Date and Time: 
SN 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 80 deg Wind Speed: 11 Knots 
Ceiling: 1500 Ft Visibility: 1.5 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 4R > L 
Departures: 15R 


Complaint Description: -The aircraft flying over Weymouth are 
waking up tthe children. 


Massport Re ort-of Investi ation: You are affected by jet arrivals 
on Runway 4R, in use with strong easterly winds. The FAA has been 
notified of your concerns by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


‘ 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road - 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time -/ 
=isturvance Date and Time -/ 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 
Ceiling: 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 
Departures: 


Complaint Description- ease call the Tower. This has to stop! 


I am also requesting the altitude of planes flying over the 
coastline. ; 


Wind Speed: 15 Knots 
Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


: nvestigation: Between 11 and 11:40 pm, there 
four planes which departed to the south from Runway 22R. Two 
at about 6000 ft, one &t about 800 , and one at about 9000 


feet, when crossing the coastline. The has been! notified of 
your sted. 

Massport Reporter: Dino Parravano/NAO . 
Send Copy: Yes (V 
cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


Nn 
i 


é | \W ( 


' 


rc 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


. Person Reporting Disturbance: 


a 
. 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 08:15 on 02 Mar 99 to 
sestiteance Date and Time 
08:15 on 02 Mar 99 
Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 250 deg Wind Speed: 12 Knots 
Ceiling: 7500 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
~“ 
Runways in Use: eis, Uf * 
Arrivals: 27 - 22L a aS, * 
Departures: 22R ~22L 


crossing over the 
vibrations can be 
advise the FAA. 


this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 
Send Copy: yYes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama '. Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 06:55 on 31 Mar 99 to 
06:55 on 31 Mar 99 
Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 240 deg Wind Speed: 10 Knots 
Ceiling: 20000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 27 - 22L 
Departures: 22R - 22L 


Complaint Description: There was excessive noise between 5 and 7 
am. I’d like to have a copy of the flight logs. Something landed 
around 2 am and woke up my family. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You were affected by an MU2 that 


arrived on Logan’s Runway 33L. The FAA has been notified of your 
concerns and observations by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


od 


10 
Pit 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 15:14 on 01 Apr 99 to 
saat teance bate and Time 
- 15:14 on 01 Apr 99 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 80 deg Wind Speed: 
Ceiling: 8000 Ft Visibility: 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 4R - 44 
Departures: 9-4R-4L 


9 Knots 
10.0 Miles 


Complaint Description: The Runway 9 departures are too low, too 


loud, and they are criss crossing with the 4R arrivals right over 


the same piece of land. 


Massport Report of Investigation: The FAA has been notified of 
your observations and concerns by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


% 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 21:02 on 09 Apr 99 to 
snetitvance bate and Time 
21:02 on 09 Apr 99 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 120 deg Wind Speed: 8 Knots 
Ceiling: 8000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 4R - 4L 
Departures: 9-4R-4L 


Complaint Description: There is too much noise. 


Massport Report of investigation: You are affected by jet arrivals, 


to Logan’s Runway 4R, in use with southeasterly winds and h# air 
traffic demand. A change of runway configuration occurred at 12:15 
am. 


Da 
£ 


Massport Reporter: Arduino Parravano/NAO = 


Send Copy: Yes . a 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft 


Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


.Y 
x 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 


11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 
saSeeerauce dete and Time 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 280 deg Wind Speed: 10 Knots 
Ceiling: 7000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: . Fa pot 
Arrivals: 27 - 22L ee i POR 5 
Departures: 22R - 22L *. S 


Complaint Description: I 


07:10 on 14 Apr 99 to 
07:10 on 14 Apr 99 


was disturbed by aircraft landings all 


night long. There has been serious noise from Runway 22 departures 


this morning before 7 am. 


Aircraft are flying too low, and below 


6,000 feet. I am requesting logs and altitudes from 5:45 to 7:30. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet 


departures on Runway 22R, 
traffic demand. aA change o 
The information you reques 


in use with westerly winds and high air 
£ runway configuration occurred at 9 am. 
ted has been enclosed. 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 


Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chie 


£ 


OAG Departures For: Boston Logan International 


Date Printed: April 16, 1999 Time: 13:02:14 


Report Conditions 
Days of Operation is like %3% 
Effective Date is <= 14 Apr 99 
Discontinue Date is >= 14 Apr 99 
Departure Time is between 05:45:00,07:30:00 


diagraph ‘Flight 


Departure Time fans Number Model Type 
05:50 DL ' 561 767 
05:55 TW 203 Mso 
06:00 CO 341 M80 
06:00 DL 1965 757 
06:00 DL 6350 SF3 
06:00 HP 40 320 
06:00 NW 395 320 
06:00 UA 1951 735 
06:00 UA 501 757 
06:00 US 1769 733 
06:00 US 421 733 
06:05 UA 1215 757., 
06:10 NW 434 757 
06:15 AA 1813 Mso 
06:15 CO 493 733 
06:15 DL 1200 Mso 
06:15 US 306 = §=—s- 734 
06:20 US 1104 734 
06:25 AA 1337 757 
06:25 UA 4699 J41 
06:30 AA 4936 SF3 
06:30 AA 881 AB6 
06:30 CO 339 Mso 
06:30 CP 5722 SF3 
06:30 DL 1821 72S 
06:30 US 1854 757 
06:30 US 29 757 
06:30 US 6171 72S 
06:30 W9 409 73S 
06:35 AA 1317 100 
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Departure Time 
06:35 
06:40 
06:40 
06:40 
06:45 
06:45 
06:45 
06:50 
06:55 
07:00 
07:00 
07:00 
07:00 
07:00 
07:00 
07:00 
07:00 
07:00 
07:00 
07:00 
. 07:00 
07:00 
07:05 
07:10 
07:10 
07:10 
07:10 
07:10 
07:15 
07:15 
07:15 
07:15 
07:15 
07:15 
07:20 
07:25 
07:30 
07:30 
07:30 
07:30 
07:30 
07:30 


diagraph 
name 


cP 


ES 


Flight 
Number 
5937 : 100 
343 D9S 
267 733 
202 DC9 
1017 319 
333 Ms0 
501 73S 
7159 J41 
3 320 
1019 AB6 
1323 757 
6832 F28 
. 343 Ms0 
2451 73S 
5643 CRJ 
6355 SF3 
6409 SF3 
819 320 
1953 319 
1256 734 
1924 733 
6161 72S 
169 757 
4831 BE1 
565 757 
4640 BE1 
5269 BE1 
§350 BE1 
703 - CNA 
801 319 
915 Mso 
171 762 
3229 319 
1485 D93 
2545 73S 
4596 BE1 
2015 D8F 
1361 100 
1945 Mso 
337 Mso 
1823 72S 
2439 73S 


Model Type 


8 
. 
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VAY eparlucs 


diagraph Flight 
Departure Time name Number Model Type 
07:30 US 1535 734 
- 07:30 WO 1105 DSF 


April 16, 1999 


Page 3 of 3 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 781-340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 08:20 on 31 Mar 99 to 
=aattrsance Date and Time 
08:20 on 31 Mar 99 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 170 deg Wind Speed: 5 Knots 
Ceiling: 20000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 27 - 22L 
Departures: 22R - 22L 


Complaint Description: Departure flights are too low and off 


course. There is noise pollution well before curfew. I would like 
the name of the FAA supervisor on duty right now. 


Massport Report of Investi ation: ou are affected by jet 
departures on Runway 22R, in use with southerly winds. A change 
of runway configuration Occurred at 10:15 am. The FAA has been 
notified of your request. ; 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 08:53 on 15 Aug 98 to 
anatltsance Date and Time 
08:53 on 15 Aug 98 

Conditions: 

Wind Direction: 200 deg Wind Speed: 8 Knots 

Ceiling: 4800 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: 

Arrivals: 27 - 22L 

Departures: 22R - 22L 
Complaint Description: There is severe pollution and noise. The 
FAA is ignoring the noise aba es and sending aircraft 
directly over this area 3 €@ FAA should follow 
procedure. 
Massport Report of Investi ation: You are affected by jet 


departures from Logan’s Runway 22R, in use with southerly winds. 
The FAA has been notified of your concerns by copy of this 
complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


. MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 20:56 on 14 Aug 98 to. 


20:56 on 14 Aug 98 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 200 deg Wind Speed: 12 Knots 
Ceiling: 25000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: 
Arrivals: 27 - 22L 
Departures: 22R - 22L 
Complaint Description: There is constant aircraft noise. 
Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet 


departures from Logan’s Runway 22R, in use with strong southerly 
winds. A change in runway configuration occurred at 11:15 pm. 


Massport Reporter: Dino/NAO 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: < 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 00:47 on 27 Jun 98 to 
=Saattimance date and Time 
00:47 on 27 Jun 98 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 220 deg Wind Speed: 3 Knots 
Ceiling: 9000 Ft Visibility: 7.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 4R - AL 
Departures: 15R 


Complaint Description: The Planes flying over Weymouth woke my 


family up. Please send three copies. 


Massport Report of investigation: You are affected by jet arrivals 


to Logan’s Runway 4R. A change in runway configuration occurred 
at 1:25 am. The FAA has been notified of your concerns by copy of 
this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: n 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 23:28 on 29 Jun 98 to 
ssSeestance date and Time 
23:28 on 29 Jun 98 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 230 deg Wind Speed: 14 Knots 
Ceiling: 1500 Ft Visibility: 8.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: 
Arrivals: 27 - 22L 
Departures: 22R - 22L 


Complaint Description: we are experiencing aircraft noise since 


10:30 pm. This is past the curfew. Please send 3 copies. 


Massport Report of Investi ation: partures 
from Logan’s Runway 22R, in use with ong southwesterly winds. 
A change in runway configuration occ ’ 


Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
- East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: : 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 23:17 on 05 Nov 98 to 
23:17 on 05 Nov 98 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 350 deg Wind Speed: 8 Knots 
Ceiling: 25000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 4R - 4L 
Departures: 9-4R-4L 


Complaint Description: The aircraft noise is excessive and at the 


wrong time. 


Massport Report of investigation: You are affected by jet arrivals 


to Logan’s Runway 4R, in use with northerly winds. A change in 
runway configuration occurred at midnight. 


Massport Reporter: Dino Parravano/NAO 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: ‘ 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 20:06 on 05 Nov 98 to 
=saeatvance Date and Time 
20:06 on 05 Nov 98 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 350 deg Wind Speed: 9 Knots 
Ceiling: 25000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 4R - 4L 
Departures: 9-4R-4L 


Complaint Description: The aircraft noise is excessive. 


Massport Report of Investi ation: You are affected by jet arrivals 
to Logan’s Runway 4R, in use with northerly winds. A change in 
runway configuration occurred at midnight. 


Massport Reporter: Dino Parravano/NAO 


Send Copy: Yes 
cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: R 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road , 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Tine: 23:45 on 17 Nov 98 to 
23:45 on 17 Nov 98 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 350 deg Wind Speed: 10 Knots 
Ceiling: ; 600 Ft Visibility: 9.0 Miles 


Runways _in Use: 


Arrivals: 4R - 4L 
Departures: 9-4R-4L 


Complaint Description: The aircraft noise is at the wrong time. 
Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet arrivals 


on Runway 4R, in use with northerly winds. The FAA has been 
notified of your concerns by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Dino Parravano/NAO 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 


11 St Anne Road 


Weymouth, MA 02189 
Disturbance Date and Time: 23:00 on 23 Jun 98 to 
=aaSSstence Sate and Time 

23:00 on 23 Jun 98 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 220 Wind Speea: 4 
Ceiling: lb00 onc. Visibility: Ss 


Runways in Use: 


A agp ag, fe 


Departures: 22R - 22L 
Complaint Description: ‘The same group of planes have been flying 
over for the last month. They are too low. There is noise after 


11:00 pm. This is a serious problem. 


Massport Report of Investi ation: You are affected by departures 
from Logan’s Runway 22, in use with southwesterly winds and high 
air traffic demand. Runway 15R became the primary departure runway 
at the time of your call. 7 


Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


a. 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: Y 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 


Weymouth, MA 02189 [y 


23 Jun 98 to 
23 Jun 98 


Disturbance Date and Time: 
ateturiance Yate and Time 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 210 Wind Speed: 7 Knots 
Ceiling: 800 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 22L - 22R 
Departures: 15R - 22L 


Complaint Description: The aircraft are taking off at least 1/2 
hours before the curfew. Send 3 copies. Attn: Nancy Timmerman. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by departures 


from Logan’s Runway 22L, in use with southeasterly winds. A change 
in runway configuration occurred at 11:00 am. Also please note 
that Logan Airport is open 24. hours per day. 


Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


‘ 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 00:00 on 20 Jun 98 to 
eee 


- 00:00 on 20 Jun 98 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: &m-}O Wind Speed: 
Ceiling: \OD &kN Visibility: 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 
Departures: 


Complaint Description: 1 am being awaken by you people. An 


aircraft flew over my home at midnight. 
<=. 4 


Massport Report of Investigation: You were affected by an arrival 


to Logan’s Runway 4R. The FAA has been notified of you concerns 
and observations by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Operations: Dept. 


Send Copy: Yes 


Nui 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: n 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 23:21 on 30 Jun 98 to 
23:21 on 30 Jun 98 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 0 deg Wind Speed: 0 Knots 
Ceiling: 3200 Ft Visibility: 6.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 22L - 22R 
Departures: 22R - 22L 


Complaint Description: The aircraft noise is at the wrong time. 
Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet 


departures from Logan’s Runway 22R. A change in runway 
configuration occurred at midnight. 


Massport Reporter: Dino Parravano/NAO 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: : 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 07:52 on 27 Jun 98 to 
—Saesnce date and Time 
07:52 on 27 Jun 98 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 270 deg Wind Speed: 12 Knots 
Ceiling: 8000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 


ve serious problems. Since 6 am, the 
aircraft have been flying low over my home. I was blasted out of 


bed every few seconds. I have not been receiving my additional 
copies. 
Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet 


departures from Logan’s Runway 22R this morning and arrivals to 
Logan’s Runway 4R last night. The FAA has been notified of your 
concerns and observations by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 


Send Copy: Yes oa 
cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 

11 St Anne Road 

Weymouth, MA 02189 ab 
ZA 


a 


™, 
S 
Ne 


ss. 


“ 
: N 


a 


ia ra of “ ) 
Disturbance Date and Time:’ 23:22 on 07 Jan 99 to 
: ( 23:22 on _07.Jan 99 


Conditions: i 
Wind Direction: 300 deg Wind Speed: 8 Knots 
Ceiling: 7500 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: a 
Arrivals: / 27 - 220 | 


Departures: 22R - 22L/ 
Complaint tt See is aircraft noise after the curfew 
again. The kids need to sleep. They have to go to school in the 
morning. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet 
departures on Runway 22R. The airport is open 24 hours per day. 
The FAA has been notified of your concerns by ‘copy of this 
complaint. : 


Massport Reporter: Arduino Parravano/NAO : 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 09:21 on 11 Jan 99 to 
09:21 on 11 Jan 99 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 270 deg Wind Speed: 11 Knots 
Ceiling: . 4100 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in a aie oS 
roel sh 27 - 22L 
Departures: 22R - 22L 


5 


Complaint Description: I would like a log from 6 am until 9 am 
this morning. Runway 22R was in use before 7 am. 


Massport Report of Investigation: The information you requested 
is attached. The FAA has been notified of your concerns by copy 
of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Ross DiPietro/NAO 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


OAG Jet Departures For: Boston Logan International 


Date Printed: January 14, 1999 Time: 10:07:54 


Report Conditions 
Days of Operation is like %1% : 
Effective Date is <= 11 Jan 99 
Discontinue Date is >= 11 Jan 99 


Departure Time is between 06:00:00,09:00:00 
General Type is = Jet 
1000 


Departure diagraph 


Flight Number — Model Type 


Effective 


Discontinue 


Days of 


Time name Date Date Operation 
06:00 AM 5965 757 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 


06:00 CO 
06:00 DL 
06:00 HP 
06:00 UA 
06:00 US 
06:00 US 
06:00 US 
06:05 UA 
06:08 AA 
06:08 CP 
06:10 CA 
06:10 CO 
06:10 DL 
06:10 NH 
06:10 NW 
06:10 UA 
06:10 US 
06:10 US 
06:10 W9 
06:15 AA 
06:15 US 
06:18 AA 
06:20 AA 
06:20 AA 
06:20 CP 
06:25 AC 
06:25- UA 


341 
1965 
40 
275 
17 
421 
851 


828 
5937 
380 
3116 


M80 
757 
320 
757 
757 
733 
733 
735 
M80 
M80 
320 
733 
M80 
757 
757 
320 
D93 
757 
73S 
AB3 
734 
757 
M80 
757 
M80 
CRJ 
CRJ 


15 Dec 98 
02 Dec 98 
07 Jan 99 
05 Jan 99 
06 Jan 99 
06 Jan 99 
07 Jan 99 
06 Jan 99 
01 Jan 99 
01 Jan 99 
01 Dec 98 
07 Jan 99 
10 Jan 99 
04 Jan 99 
05 Jan 99 
. 06 Jan 99 
06 Jan 99 
06 Jan 99 
01 Dec 98 
01 Jan 99 
06 Jan 99 
15 Dec 98 
11 Jan 99 
15 Dec 98 
11 Jan 99 
04 Jan 99 
04 Jan 99 


30 Jan 99 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
16 Jan 99 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
29 Jan 99 
29 Jan 99 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
30 Jan 99 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
11 Jan 99 
29 Jan 99 
22 Jan 99 
29 Jan 99 
30 Jan.99 
29 Jan 99 
30 Jan 99 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 


123456 
1234567 
123456 
1234567 
123456 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 7 
12345 7 
1234567 
123456 
1234567 
1234567 
1234567 
123456 
12345 
12345 
1234567 
12345 
12345 
12345 
123456 
12345 
123456 
123456 
123456 
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Departure diagraph Flight Number Model Type Effective Discontinue Days of 


Time name Date Date Operation 
06:30 AA 650 M80 15 Dec 98 29 Jan 99 12345 


06:30 BR 3102 Mso 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 12345 
. 06:30 CO 336 Mso 26Oct98 01 Jan 00 12345 
06:30 CO 339 M80 15 Dec 98 01 Jan00 12345 
06:30 DL 1820 72S 04 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
06:30 DL 3967 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:30 US 1510 Dos 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
06:30 US 1854 734 07 Jan 99 22 Jan99 12345 
06:30 US 2325 Do3 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
06:30 US 6170 72S 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
g 06:35 US 5811 CRJ 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
i 06:40 DL e 3980 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
® 06:40 DL 934 _ 757 11 Jan 99 16 Jan99 123456 
£ 06:40 FL 343 Des O1Jan99 01 Jan 00 123456 
06:40 US 1524 Mso 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 123457 
06:40 US 1845 757 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:40 YX 202 DC9 04Jan99_ «1 Jano 123456 
06:45 UA 1017 319 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:45 UA 160 757 11 Jan 99 29 Jan99 123456 
06:45 US 333 734 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
Jj JF 06:50 AA 6727 320 02 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:50 CP 204 320 02 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
-) 06:50 FL 361 Dgs 02 Nov 98 01 Jan0O0 123456 
06:50 W9 309 73S 01 Dec 98 11 Jan 99 1234567 
06:55 US 1696 Mso 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
07:00 AA 1923 757 15 Dec 98 29 Jan99 12345 
07:00 AA 196 757 15 Dec 98 30 Jan99 1234567 
07:00 AA 6832 F28 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 CO 343 Mso- 15 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 CO 38 M80 16 Dec 98 01 Jan00 12345 
07:00 CP 2151 F28 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 DL 2451 73S 01 Oct 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 DL 2456 73S 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 DL 2510 73S 01 Oct 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 DL 3969 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 123456 
07:00 DL 565 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 HP 821 320 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 UA 169 762 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 US 1256 | 734 05 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 123456 
07:00 US 1924 733 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 US 280 D93 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
07:00 US 395 M80 - 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
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Departure diagraph eight Number Model Type 


ime name 

07:00 US 6160 _ 728 
07:00 YX 43 D9s 
07:01 AA 1019 AB3 
07:05 AC 800 319 
07:05 JI 3 100 
07:05 UA: 3228 319 
07:05 US 1804 73S 
07:10 DL 198 757 
07:10 DL 915 Mso 
07:10 JI 650 100 
07:10 UA 170 757 
07:10 UA 171 762 
07:15 AC . 801 319 
07:15 CA 8013 ‘757 
07:15 NW 348 757 
07:15 UA 3229 319 
07:15 US 1485 D93 
07:20 DL 1224 757 
07:20 NW 380 72S 
07:21 AA 807 100 
07:21 CP 5923 100 
07:29 AA 769 Mso 
07:30 AA 108 757 
07:30 CO 337 Mgo 
07:30 CO 370 VE) 
07:30 DL 1822 72S 
07:30 DL 2545 73S 
07:30 DL 752 Mgo 
07:30 US 1535 734 
07:30 US 1698 100 
07:30 US 68 757 
07:35 AA 596 ABS 
07:35 SA 7301 AB3 
07:38 CO 1222 M80 
07:40 DL 1184 72S 
07:40 DL 2439 73S 
07:40 FL 360 D9s 
07:42 CO 233 M80 
07:44 UA 504 72S 
07:45 AA 129 757 
07:45 AA 146 757 
07:45 KL 6723 757 


Effective 
Date 
07 Jan 99 


04 Jan 99 
01 Jan 99 


29 Dec 98 | 


01 Sep 98 
29 Dec 98 
07 Jan‘99 
02 Dec 98 
02 Dec 98 
01 Oct 98 
05 Jan 99 
05 Jan 99 
04 Jan 99 
01 Dec 98 
05 Jan 99 
04 Jan 99 
06 Jan 99 
01 Dec 98 
06 Jan 99 
15 Dec 98 
11 Jan 99 
06 Jan 99 
05 Jan 99 
15 Dec 98 
15 Dec 98 
02 Jan 99 
01 Dec 98 
01 Dec 98 
10 Nov 98 
06 Jan 99 
07 Jan 99 
15 Dec 98 
01 Jan 99 
07 Jan 99 
01 Dec 98 
01 Oct 98 
02 Nov 98 
15 Dec 98 
05 Jan 99 
05 Jan 99 
06 Jan 99 
05 Jan 99 


’ Diseoatiaue 


Date 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
30 Jan 99 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
OT Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 06 
- 30 Jan 99 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
30 Jan 99 
30 Jan 99 
30 Jan 99 
29 Jan 99 
30 Jan 99 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
04 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
29 Jan 99 
30 Jan 99 
29 Jan 99 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 00 
01 Jan 0O 
30 Jan 99 
30 Jan 99 
30 Jan 99 


Days of 

Operation 
123456 
12345 
1234567 
12345 
1234567 
12345 
12345 
1234567 
12345 7 
123456 
1234567 
1234567 
12345 
12345 7 
1234567 
12345 
12345 
1234567 
1234567 
123456 
1234567 
12345 
1234567 
12345 
12345 
123456 
1234567 
1234567 
1234567 
123456 
1234567 
12345 
1234567 
12345 
1234567 
1234567 
123456 
1234567 
12345 
1234567 
1234567 
1234567 
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MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


we? 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 20:10 on 19 Jan 99 to 
SS Se . 
20:10 on 19 Jan 99 

Conditions: 

Wind Direction: 260 deg Wind Speed: 15 Knots 

Ceiling: 4800 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: 

Arrivals: 27 297, 

Departures: 22R - 22L ; 
Complaint Description: There is too much aircraft noise. 
Massport Report of Investi ation: You are affected by jet 


departures on Runway 22R, in use with strong westé Y .winds. A 
change of runway configuration occurred at midnight. 


Massport Reporter: Arduino Parravano/NAO 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


D di. h i "Di Days of 
re agrap Flight Number Model Type cae ss ai sa 


‘name Operation 
07:45 NW 723 - ‘757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
07:45 UA 505 72S 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:45 UA 988 735 O6Jan99_  - O1Jan00 1234567 
07:45 US 520 Mso 06Jan99 - Of Jan0O 12345 
07:45 Ww9 385 73S 01 Dec 98 11 Jan 99 1234567 
07:50 UA 1031 757 05Jan99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:50 US 299 734 | O6Jar#99 22 Jan99 123457 
07:50 YX 203 Dos 04 Jan 99 O1 Jan 00 12345 
07:54 TW 192 Mso 02 Jan 99 07 Jan00 1234567 
07:57 CO 1818 733 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
08:00 AA 1547 Mso —18Dec98 ~~ 30 Jang 1234567 
08:00 AA 195 757 15 Dec 98° 30 Jan 99 1234567 
08:00 CI 903 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
08:00 CO 345 ~ M80 15 Dec 98 01 Jan00 12345 
08:00 DL 2314 73S 01Dec98 01 Jan 00 1234567 
08:00 DL 2503 73S 01 Oct 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:00 UA 172 757 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:00 UA 178 320 10 Jan 99 29 Jan99 1234567 
08:00 US 358 D93 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:00 US 373 100 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
08:00 US 6001 72S 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
08:01 LH 6589 727 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:01 UA 1762 72S 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:04 AA 1038 Mso 06 Jan 99 29 Jan99 12345 
08:05 AC 381 CR 04 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
08:05 UA 3143 CRJ 04Jan99 01 Jano 123456 
08:05 UA 837 757 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:05 US 1181 733 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 123457 
08:05 US 2673 73M 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:05 Ww9 936 73S 01 Dec 98 11 Jan99 1234567 
08:10 AS 5095 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
08:10 DL 323 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:10 DL 464 L10 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:10 FL 292 Dogs 02 Nov 98 01 Jan00 123456 
08:10 HP 2643 320 08 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:10 NW 95 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
08:10 UA 1208 757 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
08:10 US 28 . 757 07Jan99_ 01, Jan0O 123456 
08:11 AA 1679 Mgo 06 Jan 99 29 Jan99 12345 
08:15 AA 11 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
08:15 DL 433 763 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:15 NW 388 Dg5 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
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S$ 


Departure diagraph Flight Number Model Type Effective Discontinue _ Days of 


Time name Date Date Operation 
08:15 TW 751 Mso ; 17 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 


08:15 US 238 D93 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:15 US 241 733 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123457 
08:15 US 52 757 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
08:25 wo 550 73S 01 Dec 98 11 Jan 99 1234567 
08:30 CO 344 M80 15 Dec 98 01 Jan00 123456 
08:30 DL 1824 72S 01 Dec 98 01 Jan 00 1234567 
08:30 HP 61 319 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
08:30 UA 233 319 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
08:30 US 1021 733 06 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 1234567 
08:30 US 1670 D93 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123457 
08:30 US 1914 Dogs 06 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 1234567 
08:40 DL 2433 - 73S 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:40 DL 350 L10 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:40 DL 3970 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:40 TR 712 L10 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:45 AA 449 Mso 15 Dec 98 30 Jan 99 1234567 
08:45 AA 744 Mso 15 Dec 98 29 Jan99 12345 
08:45 BA 238 777 26 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:45 CP 5934 M80 01 Jan 99 29 Jan99 12345 
08:45 DL 3983 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:45 UA 506 72S 05 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 1234567 
08:50 KL 6249 757 05 Jan $9 30 Jan 99 1234567 
08:50 NW 249 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
08:53 US 5811 CRJ 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
08:55 DL 3968 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 AA 1259 757 01 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
09:00 AA 156 762 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 AA 226 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
09:00 CA 8016 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 CO 347 M80 14 Dec 98 01 Jan00 12345 7 
09:00 DL 211 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 DL 2461 73S 01 Oct 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 KP 545 72S 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 NW 806 D95 06 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
09:00 UA 165 762 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 US 370 73S 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 123457 
09:00 US 409 73S 07 Jan 99 22 Jan99 12345 
09:00 US 6020 72S 01 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 1234567 


Number of Records = 193 
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Departure diagraph Flight Number Model Type hd Discontinue Days of 


Time name ate Date Operation | 
0805 ST S0TSS*~«OSSSS 0 Se 88 Jan OO TESS 
09:10 DL 1069 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 123457 
09:10 DL 729 757 02Dec98  01Jan00 1234567 
09:15 CO 1231 Mso 07 Jan 99 23 Jan 99 123456 
09:15 US 1142 M80 06 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 1234567 
09:15 US 216 Mso 06 Jan‘99 22Jan99 12345 
09:20 AC 803 319 28 Dec 98 01 Jan 00 1234567 
09:20 UA 3231 319 28 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:25 AA 6930 . 320 02Jan99 = Ol Jan 00 1234567 
09:25 CP 205 320 02 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:26 US 31 757 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:27 AA 1358 «757 01 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
09:30 AC 802 319 11 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
09:30 CO 346 Mgo 04Jan99 01 Jan00 123457 
09:30 DL 1826 728 02 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:30 UA 3230 319 11 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 123456 
09:30 US 1586 D93 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 123457 
09:30 US 381 100 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
09:30 US 966 De3 02 Dec 98 01 Jan0O 123456 
09:30 US 984 734 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:35 Jl 25 100 06 Jan 99 01 Jan0O 123456 
09:40 AC 382 CRJ 04 Jan 99 01 Jan0O 123457 
09:40 DL 268 728 - 26 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:40 FL 345 Des 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:40 KL 6019 727 06 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
09:40 NW 19 728 06 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
09:40 UA 3058 CRJ 04 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123457 
09:42 AA -. 1329 Mso 15 Dec 98 30 Jan 99 1234567 
09:42 GU 2003 M80 | 15 Dec 98 30 Jan99 1234567 
09:45 UA 508 735 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123457 
09:45 UA 895 320 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:50 HP 820 320 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:50 UA 201 320 05 Jan 99 16 Jan99 1234567 
09:56 US 728 Mso 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 123457 
10:00 CO 349 Mso 15 Dec 98 01 Jan00 12345 
10:00 DL 1776 757 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
10:00 HP 2032 320 07 Jan 99 01 Jan'00 1234567 
10:00 NW 807 728 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
10:00 SR 8361 757 28 Nov 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
10:00 US 1242 D93 07 Jan 99 22 Jan99 12345 
10:00 US 2309 100 07 Jan 99 22 Jan99 12345 
10:00 US 6030 728 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
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MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 


Noise Abatement Office _— 
\ ww Boston-Logan International Airport a 


East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


\ Aircraft Disturbance Report 


| arms 
Person Reporting Disturbance: a] Va 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 oe 


11 St Anne Road ee 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 10:15 on 12 Jan 99 to 
10:15 on 12 Jan 99 

Conditions: 

Wind Direction: 230 deg Wind Speed: 16° Knots 

Ceiling: 15000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: 

Arrivals: 

Departure A 


Complaint Description: “f would like the runway logs for arrivals 


- and departures from 5 am to 10 am. I would also like the altitudes 


of each operation. This is going to Senator Kerry’s office. 
Massport Report of Investigation: The information you requested 


is enclosed. The FAA has been notified of your concerns by copy 
of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


OAG Jet Departures For: Boston Logan International 


Date Printed: January 14, 1999 Time: 10:45:09 


Report Conditions 


Days of Operation is like %2% 

Effective Date is <= 12 Jan 99 : 
Discontinue Date is >= 12 Jan 99 

Departure Time is between 05:00:00,10:00:00 

General Type is = Jet 


Departure diagraph Flight Number | Model Type Effective Discontinue Days of 


Time name Date Date Operation 
05; 750 72F 27 Oct 98 01 Jan00 2346 
05:49 EB 14 D8F 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 23456 
05:50 DL 561 767 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
05:50 TW 203 Mso 02 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
05:55 1A 778 D8F 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 2345 
06:00 AM 5965 757 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:00 CO 341 Mso 15 Dec 98 30 Jan99 123456 
06:00 DL 1965 757 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:00 HP 40 320 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
06:00 UA 275 757 05 Jan 99 16 Jan99 1234567 
06:00 US 17 | 757 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
06:00 US 421 733 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
06:00 US 851 733 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
06:05 UA 580 735 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
06:08 AA 1011 Mgo 01 Jan 99 29 Jan99 123457 
06:08 CP 6735 Mso 01 Jan 99 29 Jan99 123457 
06:10 CA 8014 320 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:10 CO 1737 733 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
06:10 DL 1200 Mso 10 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:10 NH 7101 757 04 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:10 NW 1191 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
06:10 UA 1497 320 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
06:10 US 2274 D93 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
06:10 US 29 757 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
06:15 AA 881 AB3 01 Jan 99 29 Jan99 12345 
06:15 US 306 734 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 12345 
06:18 AA 2329 757 15 Dec 98 29 Jan99 12345 
06:20 AA 754 Ms0 11 Jan 99 30 Jan99 123456 
06:20 AA 828 757 15 Dec 98 29 Jan99 12345 
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gi hi Giagraph Eight Number Model Type: - Elective pene eae 
_ 0820 CP 5987 Wis. iano aan es 
06:25 AC | 380 CRJ 04 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
06:25 UA 3116 CRJ 04Jan99 01 Jan00 123456 
06:30 AA 650 M80 15 Dec 98 29 Jan99 12345 
06:30 BR 3102 Mso 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 12345 
06:30 CO 336 M80 26 Oct 98 01 Jan00 12345 
06:30 CO 339 Mso 15 Dec 98 01 Jan00 12345 
06:30 DL 1820 728 04 Jan 99 O01 Jan00 12345 
06:30 DL 3967 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:30 US 1510 Do3 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
06:30 US 1854 734 07 Jan 99 22 Jan99 12345 
06:30 US 2325 Do3 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
06:30 US 6170 ‘72S 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
5811 CRJ 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
3980 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
934 757 11 Jan 99 16 Jan99 123456 
343 D9s 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
1524 Ms0 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 123457 
1845 757 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
202 DC9 04 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
1017 319 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
160 757 11 Jan 99 29 Jan99 123456 
333 734 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
6727 320 02Jan99 =. 01 Jan00 1234567 
204 320 02 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
361 D9S 02 Nov 98 01 Jan00 123456 
1696 M80 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
1923 757 15 Dec 98 29 Jan 99 12345 _ 
196 757 15 Dec 98 30 Jan 99 1234567 
6832 F28 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
343 M80 » 15 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
38 Mso 16 Dec 98 01 Jan00 12345 
2151 F28 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
2451 73S 01 Oct 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
2510 Lv 73S 01 Oct 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
3969 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 123456 
565 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
821 320 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
169 762 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
1256 734 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
1924 733 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
280 D93 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
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paris diagraph Flight Number Model Type Effective Discontinue Days of 


ime name Date Date Operation 
07:00 US 895 Mgo . 07 Jan 99 O01 Jan00 12345 


07:00° US 6160 728 07Jan99  —s--O1 Jan 00. 123456 
. _07:00' YX 43 Dos 04Jan99 01 Jan00 12345 
07:01 AA 1019 AB3 01 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
07:05 AC 800 - 319 29 Dec 98 01 Jan 00 12345 
07:05 Ji 3 100 01 Sep 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:05 UA 3228 319 29 Dec 98 01 Jan00 12345 
07:05 US 1804 73S 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
07:10 DL 198 757 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:10 DL 915 Mso 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 123457 
07:10 JI 650 100 01 Oct 98 01 Jan00 123456 
07:10 UA 170 757 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:10 UA 171 762 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:15 AC 801 319 04 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
07:15 CA 8013 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 123457 
07:15 NW 348 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
07:15 UA 3229 319 04 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
07:15 US 1485 Des 06 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 12345 
07:20 DL 1224 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan 00 1234567 
07:20 NW 380 72S 06 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
07:21 AA 807 100 15 Dec 98 30 Jan 99 123456 
07:21 CP 5923 100 11 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
07:29 AA 769 , Mso 06 Jan 99 29 Jan99 12345 
07:30 5X 2015 D8F 27 Oct 98 01 Jan 00 2345 
07:30 AA 108 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
07:30 CO 337 Mg0 15 Dec 98 01 Jan 00 12345 
07:30 DL _ 1822 72S 02 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 123456 
07:30 DL 2545 73S 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:30 DL 752 Mso 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:30 SY 325 727 05 Jan 99 21Jan99 24 
07:30 US 1535 734 10 Nov 98 01 Jan 00 1234567 
07:30 US 1698 100 06 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 123456 
07:30 US 68 757 07 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 1234567 
07:30 Wo 1105 DoF 27 Oct 98 01 Jan 00 234 
07:35 AA 596 ABS 15 Dec 98 29 Jan 99 12345 
07:35 SA 7301 AB3 01 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
07:38 CO 1222 Mso O7Jan99 29 Jan 99. 12345 
07:40 DL 1184 72S 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:40 DL 2439 73S 01 Oct 98 01 Jan 00 1234567 
07:40 FL 360 Des 02 Nov 98 01 Jan00 123456 
07:42 CO 233 Mso 15 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:44 UA 504 72S 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
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petore diagraph Flight Number Model Type Effective Discontinue —_ Days of 


Ti name Date Date Operation 
07:45 AA 129 - 757 ; 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 


07:45 AA 146 757 06 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
07:45 KL 6723 757 05 Jan99-— 30 Jan 99 1234567 
07:45 NW 723 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
07:45 UA 505 728 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:45 UA 988 735 06 Jan 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:45 US 520 Mg0 06 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 12345 
07:50 UA 1031 757 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:50 US 299 734 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 123457 
07:50 YX 203 D9s 04 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
07:54 TW 192 M80 02 Jan 99 01 Jan0O0 1234567 
07:57 CO 1818 733 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
08:00 AA 1547 -M80 15 Dec 98 30 Jan 99 1234567 
08:00 AA 195 757 15 Dec 98 30 Jan99 1234567 
08:00 CI 903 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
08:00 CO 345 Ms0 15 Dec 98 01 Jan00 12345 
08:00 DL 2314 73S 01 Dec 98 O1 Jan0O0 1234567 
08:00 UA 172 757 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:00 UA 178 320 10 Jan 99 29 Jan99 1234567 
08:00 US 358 D93 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:00 US 373 100 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
08:00 US 6001 72S 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
08:01 LH 6589 727 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:01 UA 1762 72S OSJan99 = O1 Jan00 1234567 
08:04 AA 1038 Ms0 06 Jan 99 29 Jan99 12345 
08:05 AC 381 CRU 04 Jan 99 01 Jan0O0 123456 
08:05 UA 3143 CRU 04 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
08:05 UA 837 757 - 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:05 US 1181 733 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 123457 
08:05 US 2673 73M 06 Jan 99 01 Jan0O0 1234567 
08:10 AS 5095 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
08:10 DL 323 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:10 DL 464 L10 01 Dec 98 01 Jan0O0 1234567 
08:10 FL 292 Des 02 Nov 98 01 Jan00 123456 
08:10 HP 2643 <a O8Jan99 01 Jan0O 1234567 
08:10 NW 95 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
08:10 UA 1208 757 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
08:10 US 28 757 07 Jan 99 01 Jan0O0 123456 
08:11 AA 1679 Mso 06 Jan 99 29 Jan99 12345 
08:15 AA 11 757 0S Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
08:15 DL 433 763 01 Dec 98 01 JanOO 1234567 


08:15 NW 388 D95 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
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Departure diagraph Flight Number Model Type oe Discontinue _ Days of 


Time name ate Date Operation 
08:15 TW 751 Mso : 17 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 | 


08:15 US 238 D93 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:15 US 241 733 07 Jan 99 .01Jan00 12345 7 
08:15 US 52 757 07 Jan 99 O01 Jan00 123456 
08:30 CO 344 Mso 15 Dec 98 O01 Jan00 123456 
08:30 DL 1824 72S 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:30 HP 61 319 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
08:30 UA 233 319 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
08:30 US 1021 733 06 Jan 99 O01 Jan00O 1234567 
08:30 US 1670 D93 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123457 
08:30 US 1914 D93 06 Jan 99 O01 Jan00 1234567 
08:40. DL 2433 73S 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:40 DL 350 L10 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:40 DL 3970 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:40 TR 712 L10 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:45 AA - 449 Ms0 15 Dec 98 30 Jan 99 1234567 
08:45 AA 744 Mgso 15 Dec 98 29 Jan 99 12345 
08:45 BA 238 777 26 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:45 CP 5934 Mso 01 Jan 99 29 Jan99 12345 
08:45 DL 3983 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan 00 1234567 
08:45 UA 506 72S 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:50 KL 6249 757 © 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
08:50 NW | 249 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
08:53 US 5811 CRJ 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 12345 
08:55 DL 3968 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 AA 1259 757 01 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
09:00 AA 156 762 01 Jan 99 01 Jan0O 1234567 
09:00 AA 226 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
09:00 CA 8016 — 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 CO 347 Ms0 14 Dec 98 01 Jan00 123457 
09:00 DL 211 _ 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan0O 1234567 
09:00 DL 2461 73S 01 Oct 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 KP 545 72S 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 NW 806 D95 06 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
09:00 UA 165 762 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 US 370 73S 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 123457 
09:00 US 409 73S 07 Jan 99 22 Jan99 12345 
09:00 US 6020 72S 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:03 AA 2353 757 15 Dec 98 30 Jan99 1234567 
09:03 CP §921 757 15 Dec 98 30 Jan99 1234567 
09:05 AA 6559 320 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:05 CP 201 320 01 Nov 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
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Departure diagraph Flight Number Model — Effective Discontinue _Days of 


Time name ate Date Operation 
09:05 Jl 301 100 : 07 Sep 98 01 Jan00 1234567 


09:10 DL 1069 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan 00 123457 
09:10 DL 729 757 02Dec98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:15 CO 1231 Mso 07 Jan 99 23 Jan 99 123456 
09:15 US 1142 M80 06 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 1234567 
09:15 US 216 Mso 06 Jan 99 22 Jan 99 12345 
09:20 AC 803 319 28 Dec 98 01 Jan 00 1234567 
09:20 UA 3231 319 28 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:25 AA 6930 320 02 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 1234567 
09:25 CP 205 320 02 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 1234567 
09:26 US 31 757 05 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 1234567 
09:27 AA 1358 757 01 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
09:30 AC 802 319 11 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 123456 
09:30 CO 346 Mso 04 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123457 
09:30 DL 1826 728 02 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 1234567 
09:30 UA 3230 319 11 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 123456 
09:30 US 1586 D93 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 123457 
09:30 US 381 100 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
09:30 US 966 D93 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 123456 
09:30 US 984 734 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:35 JI 25 100 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123456 
09:40 AC 382 CRU. 04 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123457 
09:40 DL 268 728 26Dec98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:40 FL 345 D9s 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:40 KL 6019 727 06 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
09:40 NW 19 728 06 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
09:40 UA 3058 CRJ 04 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123457 
09:42 AA 1329 Mso 15Dec98 § 30Jan99 1234567 
09:42 GU 2003 Mso 15Dec98 30Jan99 1234567 
09:45 UA 508 735 O5Jan99 01 Jan 00 123457 
09:45 UA 895 320 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:50 HP 820 320 07 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 1234567 
09:50 UA 201 320 05 Jan 99 16 Jan 99 1234567 
09:56 US 728 Mso 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 123457 
10:00 CO 349 Mso 15Dec98 01 Jan00 12345 
10:00 DL 1776 757 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
10:00 HP 2032 320  07Jan99° «01 Jan00._ 1234567 
10:00 NW 807 725 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
10:00 SR 8361 757 28Nov98 01 Jan00_ 1234567 
10:00 US 1242 Dos, 07 Jan 99 22 Jan 99 12345 
10:00 US 2309 100 07 Jan 99 22 Jan99 12345 
10:00 US 6030 728 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
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MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 20:52 on 12 Jan 99 to 
=aSeesdance Date and Time 
20:52 on 12 Jan 99 

Conditions: 

Wind Direction: 220 deg Wind Speed: 8 Knots 

Ceiling: 11000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: 

Arrivals: 27 - 22L 

Departures: 22R - 22L 
Complaint Description: There is too much air traffic. 
Massport Report of Investigation: You are..affected, by jet 
departures on Runway 22R, in use with southwesterly winds. A 


change of runway configuration occurred c midnight. ae 


Massport Reporter: Arduino Parravano/NAO Sas. 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 09:15 on 17 Jan 99 to 
09:15 on 17 Jan 99 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 250 deg Wind Speed: 10 Knots 
Ceiling: 16000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: ae 


Arrivals: 22L - 22R ; 
Departures; 22R - 22 _-" 


- 
aoe 


\ 
Complaint Description; —7T would like to request a copy of the 


runway log from 6 am until 9 an. 
oa, 
Massport Report of Investigation: The information you requested 


is attached. The FAA has been notified of your concerns and 
observations by copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Operatioris Dept. 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


OAG Jet Departures For: Boston Logan International 


Date Printed: January 19, 1999 Time: 14:16:17 


Report Conditions 
Days of Operation is like %7% b: 
Effective Date is <= 17 Jan 99 
Discontinue Date is >= 17 Jan 99 
Departure Time is between 06:00:00,09:00:00 
General Type is = Jet 
1000 


Departure diagraph Flight Numb 7 Model Type Effective Discontinue Days of 


Time name Date Date Operation 
06:00 AM 5965 757 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 


06:00 DL 1965 757 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:00 US 17 734 10 Jan 99 01 Jan00 7 
06:08 AA 1011 Mgo 01 Jan 99 29 Jan99 123457 
06:08 CP 6735 VE) O1Jan99 = 29 Jan99 123457 
06:10 CA 8014 320 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:10 DL 1200 M80 . 10 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:10 NH 7101 757 04 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:10 NW 1191 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
06:10 UA 1497 319 10 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 7 

her 06:15 AA 881 AB3 01 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 67 

a \) 06:18 AA 2355 M80 10Jan99 24 Jang9 7 
06:20 AA 828 757 19 Dec 98 30 Jan99 67 
06:30 AA 650 100 20 Dec 98 24 Jan99 7 
06:30 DL 3967 CRU 01 Dec 98 01 Jan 00 1234567 
06:40 DL 3980 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:40 DL 934 72S 17 Jan 99 17 Jan99 7 
06:40 US 1524 Mg0 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 123457 
06:40 US 1845 757 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:45 UA 1017 319 06 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 1234567 
06:50 AA 6727 320 02 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
06:50 CP 204 320 02 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 1234567 
07:00 AA 1923 757 19 Dec 98 30 Jan 99 67 
07:00 AA 196 757 15 Dec 98 30 Jan99 1234567 
07:00 AA 6832 F28 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 CO 343 Mgo 15 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 CP 2151 F28 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 DL 2451 73S 01 Oct 98 01 Jan 00 1234567 


Massport Boston Logan International Page 1 of 4 


TO 


Departure diagraph Flight Number Model Type Effective Discontinue Days of 


Time name Date Date Operation __ 
07:00 DL 2456 73S . 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 


07:00 DL 2510 73S 01 Oct 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 DL 565 757 01Dec98 — O1Jan00 1234567 
07:00 HP 821 320 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 UA 169 762 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:00 US 1924 733 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:01 AA 1019 AB3 01 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
07:05 JI 3 100 01 Sep 98 01 Jan 00 1234567 
07:10 DL 198 757 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:10 DL 915 Mgo 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 123457 
07:10 UA 170 757 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:10 UA 171 762 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:15 CA 8013 757, 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 123457 
07:15 NW 348 77 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
07:20 DL 1224 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:20 NW 380 72S 06 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
07:21 AA 807 100 20 Dec 98 24 Jan99 7 

07:21 CP 5923 100 11 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
07:29 AA 769 M80 09 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 67 
07:30 AA 108 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
07:30 BR 3102 Mso 20Dec98 . O1Jan00 7 

07:30 CO 370 Mgo 17 Jan 99 01 Jan00 7 

07:30 DL 2545 73S 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:30 DL 752 Mgo 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:30 US 1535 734 10 Nov 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:30 US 68 757 07 Jan 99 01Jan00 1234567 
07:35 AA 596 AB3 19 Dec 98 30 Jan 99 67 
07:35 SA 7301 AB3 01 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
07:40 DL 1184 725 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:40 DL 2439 73S . 01 Oct 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:42 CO. 233 Mso 15 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:44 UA 504 72S 10 Jan 99 01 JanOO 7 

07:45 AA 129 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
07:45 AA 146 757 06 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
07:45 KL 6723 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
07:45 NW 723 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
07:45 UA 505 728. 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:45 UA 988 735 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:50 UA 1031 757 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
07:50 US 299 734 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 123457 
07:54 TW 192 Mso 02 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:00 AA 1547 Mso 15 Dec 98 30 Jan 99 1234567 


January 19, 1999 Page 2 of 4 


SSS; _ 2S 


Departure diagraph Flight Number Model Type nce Discontinue Days of 


ime name ate Date Operation 
08:00 AA: 195. 757 : 15 Dec 98 30 Jan99 1234567 


08:00 Cl. 903 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
08:00 DL 2314 73S 01Dec98 01Jan00 1234567 
08:00 DL 2503 73S 01 Oct 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:00 UA 172 757 . 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:00 UA 178 320 10 Jan 99 29 Jan99 1234567 
08:00 US 358 D93 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:01 LH 6589 727 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:01 UA 1762 728 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:05 UA 837 757 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:05 US 1181 733 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 123457 
08:05 US 2673; 73M 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:10 AS 5095 ‘757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
08:10 DL 323 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:10 DL 464 L10 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:10 FL 292 Dos 01 Nov 98 01 Janoo 7 

08:10 HP 2643 320 © 08 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:10 NW 95 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
08:10 UA 1208 757 10 Jan 99 31 Jan99 7 

08:10 US 1196 757 10 Jan 99 01 Jan0O 7 

- 08:11 AA 1679 Mso 09 Jan 99 30 Jan99 67 

08:15 AA 11 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
08:15 DL 433 763 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:15 NW 388 D95 05 Jan 99 30 Jan99 1234567 
08:15 TW 751 M80 17 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:15 US 1180 757 ~ 10 Jan 99 01 Jan00 7 

08:15 US 238 D93 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:15 US 241 733 07 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123457 
08:30 DL 1824 728 01 Dec 98 01 Jan0O 1234567 
08:30 DL 1825 72S 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:30 US 1021 733 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:30 US 1670 D93 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 123457 
08:30 US 1914 D93 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:40 DL 2433 73S 02 Dec 98 01 Jan0O0 1234567 
08:40 DL 350 L410 02 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:40 DL 3970 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan0O 1234567 
08:40 TR 712 Li0 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:45 AA 449 Mso 15 Dec 98 30 Jan99 1234567 
08:45 AA 744 100 27 Dec 98 24 Jan99 7 

08:45 BA 238 777 26 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:45 CP 5934 100 20 Dec 98 24 Jan99 7 

08:45 DL 3983 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan0O 1234567 
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eats diagraph Flight Number Model Type Effective Discontinue —_ Days of 


Ti name Date Date Operation 
08:45 UA 506 72S : 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 


08:45 UA 507 735 05 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:50 KL * 6249 757 05Jan99 30Jan99 1234567 
08:50 NW 249 757 05-Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
08:55 DL 3968 CRJ 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
08:55 YX 705 Des O1dJang8 = 01 Jan 00 7 

09:00 AA 1259 757 01 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
09:00 AA 156 762 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 AA 226 757 05 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
09:00 CA 8016 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 CO 347 M80 14 Dec 98 01 Jan00 123457 
09:00 DL 211 757 01 Dec 98 01 Jan 00 1234567 
09:00 DL 2461 73S 01 Oct 98 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 KP - 545 72S 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 NW 806 -  D9S5 06 Jan 99 30 Jan 99 1234567 
09:00 UA 165 762 06 Jan 99 01 Jan 00 1234567 
09:00 UA 174 762 06 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 
09:00 US 370 73S 06 Jan 99 22 Jan99 123457 
09:00 US 409 D93 10 Jan 99 17 Jan99 7 

09:00 US 6020 72S 01 Jan 99 01 Jan00 1234567 

~ 
Number of Recotle= 132 } 
aa. 
<q a 
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MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report - 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 14:52 on 16 Jan 99 to 
saattrvence bate and Time 
14:52 on 16 Jan 99 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 230 deg Wind Speed: 15 Knots 
Ceiling: 10000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 27 - 22L 
Departures: 22R - 22L 


Complaint Description: The aircraft noise is excessive. Please 
call the Tower. 


Massport Report of Investi ation: You are affected by jet 
departures on Runway 22R, in use with strong southwesterly winds. 
The FAA has been notified of your concerns by copy of this 
complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS poRT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mr. Ron Fama Telephone: 340-0386 
11 St Anne Road 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


Disturbance Date and Time: 23:01 on 12 Jan 99 to 
aanttteance Yate and Time 
23:01 on 12 Jan 99 

Conditions: 

Wind Direction: 220 deg Wind Speed: 7 Knots 

Ceiling: 4400 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: 

Arrivals: 22L - 22R 

Departures: 15R - 22L 
Complaint Description: The aircraft noise is. at the wrong time. 
Massport Report of Investi ation: You are affec dad by jet 
departures on Runway 22L, in use with southwesterly winds. A 


change of runway configuration occurred a Midnight. 


Massport Reporter: Dino Parravano/NAO mee 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 
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Letter 390 
Ronald A. Fama 
Private Citizens: Weymouth 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
390.1 Noise _ Impacts ... There is no reason to believe that a new runway will In 1998, 77 percent of Logan Airport's jet traffic affected 
: : : Not exacerbate intolerable [noise] condition...[in East ' communities to the north and south of the airport— 


_ Weymouth and on the South Shore] _ East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, 
i _ Dorchester, Quincy, Milton, and Braintree. Without 

_ Runway 14/32, as much as 88 percent of 

_ Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overfly these 

_ communities when Logan Airport reaches 

_ 37.5 million passengers. Construction of Runway 14/32 will 

allow a more balanced geographic distribution of 

_ aircraft operations over populated areas, will increase the 

_ number of over-water operations, and will reduce 

_ Noise exposure for close-in communities. in fact, the 

_ Most heavily impacted communities will experience a 

_ decrease in overflights compared to 1998 levels. With the 

_ Preferred Alternative, when Logan Airport reaches 

_ 29 million passengers, overflights from Runway 4 arrivals and 
_ Runway 22 departures, which affect South Boston, Quincy, 
_ Milton, and Braintree, will decrease from 107,861 in 1998 to 


Letter 390: Ronald A. Fama 
Private Citizens: Weymouth 


Ce: 

Bec: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA : 

~-om: - michele@newenglandfilm.com j LETTER 39] 
oject: RE: STOP MASSPORT/LOGAN 14/32 RUNWAY EXPANSION 
ce: Wednesday, April 21, 1999 7:06:35 EDT 

---tach;: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Dr. Mr. Pugsley, 


my opinion known. I think that Logan SHOULD be able to expand in order to 394 | 
accommodate more travelers, especially if it will lower airfare. I realize : 


that air noise is a concern, but they should have thought of that before 
they moved in next to the airport 


“’shele LaMura 
chester, MA 


wooo Original Message----- 

From: POETRYPIZA@aol.com {mailto:POETRYPIZA@aol .com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 1999 10:38 PM 

To: arthur.pugsley@state.ma.us 

Subject: STOP MASSPORT/LOGAN 14/32 RUNWAY EXPANSION 


DEAR MR. ARTHUR PUGSLEY: 
(MASS ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS UNIT DIRECTOR) 

I STRONGLY REQUEST THAT you REFUSE TO APPROVE THE MASSPORT 
ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT ON THE PROPOSED 14/32 RUNWAY EXPANSION AT LOGAN 
AIRPORT. 

I BELIEVE THE MASSPORT SUBMISSION IS INCOMPLETE AND CONTAINS MANY 
MISLEADING 
HALF TRUTHS. MANY OF THE DATA SOURCES ARE QUESTIONABLE, OUT DATED AND 
INCORRECT. 

I FEEL ANY FURTHER EXPANSION OF OPERATIONS, FLIGHTS IN AND OUT, WILL 
DIFFINETLY CAUSE A TREMENDOUS NEGATIVE ENVIRONMENT IMPACT ON THOSE OF US WHO 
LIVE, WORK AND GO TO SCHOOLS IN THE VERY DENSELY POPULATED COMMUNITIES 
SURROUNDING LOGAN AIRPORT. 

I ASK YOU TO REMAIN OPEN AND SENSITIVE THE OUR BASIC QUALITY OF LIFE 

"DAMENTALS, "EXCESSIVE NOISE OVER OUR HEADS DAY AND NIGHT, ALONG WITH BAD 
EMISSIONS ARE STEALING OUR BASIC RIGHTS." WE NEED YOUR HELP AND 
JTECTION. 
OUR PEACEFUL AND HEALTHY FUTURE IS IN YOUR HANDS. 
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Letter 391 
~ Michele LaMura 
Private Citizens: Winchester 


Comment Response 


.-«d think that Logan SHOULD be able to expand in order Comment noted. 
» to accommodate more travelers, especially if it will lower 


Letter 391: Michele LaMura 
Private Citizens: Winchester 


LETTER 392 


April 22, 1999 


Arthur Pugsley 

Associate Environmentalist 

Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 
100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 


RE: Massport's Proposed Runway 14/32 and Centerfield Taxiway 
Dear Mr. Pugsley, 
I recently submitted two videotapes to you. One is a tape of the Joint Committee on 


Transportation Hearing held at the State House on March 23. Representative Bob DeLeo of 
Winthrop and others have filed legislation which would forbid the construction of these two 


volunteer producer at Winthrop Community Access Television as well as a member of 
Winthrop's Air Issues Resolution (AIR) Committee, 


1 am opposed to the construction of Runway 14/32 and the taxiway as Proposed by Massport. I 


waiting to take off. This particulate matter, as you know, comes down in residential 
neighborhoods in and around the city of Boston. It is no mystery to me why the rates of asthma 


should not only plan no future expansion at Logan, we should plan reduction of flights into and 
out of any airport in a densely populated residential area. 


Massport's executives lied to the people Winthrop when Peter Blute and Betty Desrosiers referred 
to a Massport-sponsored health Study that is being conducted by the.-Harvard School of Public 
Health. Many people with many contacts at that prestigious school have tried unsuccessfully to 
track down details of the alleged study. We concluded there isn't any Massport study. 


charged with protecting the "public good” should be allowed to violate our tight to "life, liberty 


392.1 


392.2 


Walter Pugsley 
MEPA 


Page 2 


and the pursuit of happiness” by polluting our air, causing disease and filling the neighborhood 
with noise. 


among residents near Logan. Studies in Seattle-Tacoma and at Cape Cod have already 392.3 


The smell of jet fuel in the air over Winthrop has dramatically increased in the past few years. 
We should not be subjected to any jet fumes at all. The prospect of additional large aircraft 
flights and their jet fuel odor throughout the Logan community will absolutely lead to additional 
community opposition. You can be sure the recently-formed organization, Communities Against 
Runway Expansion (CARE), will gain in strength and visibility and will take more actions to 
oppose this further threat to health from jet fuel. Health studies of veterans of Operation Desert 
Storm/Desert Shield are being conducted which some scientists believe may find a causal 
relationship between exposure to jet fuel contamination and the incidence of many debilitating 
diseases. 


T oppose this Runway and Taxiway project as a resident of Winthrop, a member of the Friends of 

Belle Isle Marsh, the Winthrop AIR Committee, and a community environmental activist. We 

need a regional planning process. I believe the impacts of an additional Tunway and taxiway are 39? 4 
also a threat to the delicate balance of plants, animals, fish and other wildlife that depend on a : 
clean and healthy environment to live. 


As you recall, the MWRA was created in response to a consent decree. We now applaud the 
courageous actions by the executive, judicial, and legislative leaders who created and supported 
that agency. Consequently, the water quality in our harbor has improved and the health of the 
harbor’s wildlife has vastly improved. 


Perhaps the formation of a regional planning agency will be the final result of this "conflict" and 
we wil] ultimately applaud the actions of all the agencies involved who recognized the political 
problem and had the vision to solve it. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Bishop 

200 Washington Ave. 

Winthrop, MA 02152 


617-846-7418 
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Letter 392 
Barbara Bishop 


Private Citizens: Winthrop 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment 


Response , 


/ 392.1 Air Quality | Model |... am concerned about the current levels of air pollution 
: | generated by the airport, and more concerned about the 

_ impacts of additional flights over our neighborhoods. ....It 
_ is no mystery to me why the rates of asthma and 


respiratory disease in our communities are startlingly high. 


. if there is a connection between these conditions and air 
_ pollution from Logan, we should plan‘no future expansion 


Public health issues are discussed further in Section 6.8 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


No alternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Altemative 
| shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 


_ Massport is separately studying measures for reducing 
_ Logan Airport's contribution to air emissions in the region, in 


| ...feduction of flights .... | the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). 
_ Consideration is given to all emissions sources, and analysis 
is conducted for the airport, East Boston and regional study 
: : i | areas. 
| 3922 Noise _ Runway 14/32 "| am also opposed to the runway and taxiway on the _ Refer to response to Comment 392.1. 


i _ grounds of unacceptable noise levels. Noise levels of 
i : _ close to 65db after 10PM and before 7AM should not be 
| tolerated in any residential community. 


392.3 PublicHealth — Effects __...We don’t need to wait until a local study finds higher 
_ incidences of certain cancers among residents near 
"Logan. ...the respiratory illness rate in his community is 
| 81% higher than the state average. 


_ The available public health studies for communities adjacent 


_ The Night Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) was calculated at : 
_ 23 selected locations for all fleets and scenarios. Table 6.2.15 
| and 6.2.16 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR report these data 
_ for the 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios of the 

' Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The results show that, at most 

| locations, the LeqN for the future fleets is lower than for the 

_ 1993 case. Where there is an increase in LeqN, the reason 
| was the increase in flights for the No Action Alternative, which | 

_ generally was mitigated by the Preferred Alternative. These 
_ results indicate that there will be less sleep disturbance in the 
_ future than that currently experienced. i 


| Refer to Section 7.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ discussion of cumulative noise impacts. 


| to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 

| Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 

_ Status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
_ comparable public health reports were not available from the 
_ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 

_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 

| airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 

_ concern. 


..an additional runway and taxiway are also a threat to 


302.4 Altematives Runway 14/32 
e delicate balance of plants, animals, fish and other 


ildlife that depend on a clean and healthy environment to | 


_ The increase in impervious surface area will reduce habitat for 
| several species (refer to Section 6.5 of the 

Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). A mitigation plan has been 

_ developed to offset impacts to the state-listed Upland 

_ Sandpiper population (refer to Section 6.5 of the Supplemental 
| DEIS/FEIR). Runoff quality will be unchanged from current 

| airfield conditions. 


oan. DL ane 
Letter 392: Barbara Bishop 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 
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Letter 393 
Nancy J. Crombie 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


Code Topic 1 


ver my house--something they haven't done inthe 16 above 75 dB are considered unacceptable for residential land 
ears... They are over this whole town like they've never _use and that DNL levels above 70 dB are also excessively 
een before. _ high and should be reduced if feasible. PRAS 

_ recommendations are thus designed to shift operations off of 
' funways where these high levels still exist — primarily in : 
_ Winthrop and to the north of Logan Airport in East Boston and 
Revere. 


_ The Airside Project leads to a decrease in odor-causing 

_ hydrocarbon emissions, when compared to the 

_ No Action Altemative. This is illustrated in Table 6.4-7 and 
_ Figure 6.4-5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. However, 

_ decreases in odorous emission concentrations will be 

_ imperceptible. 


Letter 393: Nancy J. Crombie 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


LETTER 394 
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Letter 394 
Gregory DePatto 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
394.1 | Noise Impacts ..-Logan Airport is unlike any other major airport due to its The available public health studies for communities adjacent 
i i : : very close proximity to the surrounding communities. Due : to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 
_ to this simple fact, the health of our communities are : Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 
_ Suffering and further health studies must be initiated. _ Status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 


_ comparable public health reports were not available from the 
: Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 

| indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 

| airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 

_ concern. 


uaF Eau" eniptnnenee rye eme 
Letter 394: Gregory DePatto 


Private Citizens: Winthrop 


LETTER 395 


291 Winthrop Street 
Winthrop, MA 02152 
April 6, 1999 


Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street - Room 2000 
Boston MA 02202 


Dear Mr. Durand: 


| am writing to state my firm opposition to the Construction of runway 14/32 at 
Boston’s Logan International Airport. 


There are three factors that must be taken into consideration. when. one thinks 
about any expansion of facilities at Logan, factors that weigh heavily on the quality of 
life of those of us who are neighbors to the airport. These factors are noise, pollution, 
and safety. 


though, interrupting sleep and disrupting periods of relaxation, we have a right to 39 A | 


The pollution with which we have to contend is also unacceptable and obviously 
hazardous. The soot that collects on my lawn furniture clearly comes from the airplanes 


absence of a study of the effects of this pollution on the neighbors of Logan, any 
thought of airport expansion is unconscionable. 


Finally, we are concemed about Safety, the ultimate environmental issue. Planes 395.3 
are allowed to fly, in random patterns, over my town, the most densely populated town 


| just last week spent a vacation in Orlando (Florida). The airport there is fully 
thirty minutes from the largest tourist attraction in the area, DisneyWorld. | can tell 


Let's take a long, hard look at the alternatives to expanding Logan before we 
take some steps that might be irreversible and that we might regret. Let’s look at these 
alternative NOW so that ten or twenty years from now we might not find ourselves in 
the same bind, running out of space and decrying the lack of time to plan for regional 3 954 
solutions to a regional problem. 


Thank you for your consideration of my thoughts. 


With very best wishes, | am 
Sincerely, 


OUD Gee 


Richard D. Gill 
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Letter 395 
Richard D. Gill 


Private Citizens: Winthrop 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
395.1 Noise Sound _ Massport's FAA-approved sound insulation program is only one 
Insulation _ Planes revving on the runways and from aircraft in takeoff element of the noise abatement program. For a discussion of 


_ and landing pattems is excessive. No, the soundproofing 
» program offered to many in Winthrop and surrounding 
areas is not an acceptable solution... 


_ the noise abatement program, refer to the discussion in the 

_ Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 

_ Annual Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives 

_ underway that reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, 


_ including: 


_ Noise abatement and runway use restrictions; 


_ Exploring means of extending the Logan Airport sound 
_ insulation program through innovative investigation of hill 
' effects on sound propagation; 


Encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 


_ The [air] pollution with which we have to contend is also 
» unacceptable and obviously hazardous. ....1 cannot help 
_ but wonder how the black film that covers my fumiture is 
affecting my lungs... 


Alternatives 


...We are concemed about safety... Planes are allowed to 
: fly, in random patterns, over my town, the most densely 
| populated town in the Commonwealth... 


_ alternative airports; and 


_ Monitoring and improving achievement of PRAS goals. 


_ The PMio in urban areas comprises compounds from a 

_ variety of sources, primarily roadways. The dispersion 

_ modeling for the Airside Project indicates there will be no 

" Violations of the NAAQS for fine particulates (PM1o). The 

_ modeling included Logan Airport emissions and background 


_ flight paths to/from Logan Airport are anything but random. 
_ They are closely controlled to follow specific paths depending 
_ on the aircraft type, runway, weather, and other factors. 


_ Masport, the FAA, the airlines, and the communities have 
_ devoted enormous effort over the past 40 years to develop 


Letter 395: Richard D. Gill 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


_ flight tracks that meet all safety standards and attempt to 
_ minimize the population exposed to overflights and noise. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response —— = 
395.4 Regional _ Regional _ Let's take a long, hard look at altematives to expanding Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 


| Transportation Airports _ Logan...so that ten or twenty years from now we might _ discussion of the specific role played by the regional : 
i _ not find ourselves in the same bind, running out of space _ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
_ and decrying the lack of time to plan for regional solutions _to foster use of these altematives. Massport has long : 
| toa regional problem. _ tecognized and has been a proponent of options to 
: _ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 
_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 
_ options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 
_ Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that 
_ could be absorbed by regional altematives that include use of — 
TF. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 
_ these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 
__ traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 
_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 
_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be : 
_ achieved until after 2020. While regional altematives can play : 
» an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 
_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 
_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 
_ Necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
_ Logan Airport. 


Letter 395: Richard D. Gill 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 
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Letter 396 
_ Edward Lowney 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
396.1. = Environmental © MEPA [Asks MEPA to review] misleading, deceptive and self _ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
_ Review _ Serving methods used by Mass Port to obtain the desired Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
| Process _ results of their environmental reports... Example: » project adequately and properly complies with the : 
: _ “Percentage of Runway Use,” Runway 9/27: Massport-- Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
- 60%, Actual~90% _ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs onthe 
_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


Letter 396: Edward Lowney 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


LETTER 397 41 Beal Street 


Winthrop, MA 02152 
April 8, 1999 


Arthur Pugsley 
Secretary of Envirnmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street. 

Boston, MA £2025 


Dear Mr. Fussley and Members: 
I would like to express my concern with the health issues at Logan 
Airport. 


I think it is important to keep in mind that the airport is located 
in the »iddle of the City. : 


The residents have already been over burdened by the low flying planes, 


the smell of fumes, alone with the soot and the dumping of fuel in our 
water. it took many years to get our harbor cleaned. . 


The cost of cleaning was extensive, and we would like the harbor to 
remain clean and free from these toxins. 


We seldom get relief from the landings and take offs, and when we do 
then we have to contend with the soand of the motors running all hours 


of the day ang night and the planes taxiing on the runways. This also 
causes nollution. 


Our traffic protlems in the Surrountings areas are horrendous due to 
Logan Airnort. I feel that we have taken enoush of this unhealthy 
Situation. . 


I+ is almost impossible to talk on the televhone or watch a television 
orozram when the planes are flyine so close to the tocs of our homes. 


And last but not least, this Situation causes me much stress and 
irritability. . 


I sincerely hope that you will take into consideration our health when 
making your decision in this important matter. 


Cordially , ‘ . 
pe Avamies Cina 


Eleanora Olivolo 


397.1 
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Code Topic1 Topic 2 


Letter 397 
Eleanora Olivolo 


Private Citizens: Winthrop 


Comment 


397.1 | Ar Quality ~ Impacts 


Letter 397: Eleanora Olivolo 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


Response 


_ The residents have already been overburdened by... the smell 
__ of fumes, along with the soot and the dumping of fuel in our 
| water. ... 


We seldom get relief from the landings and take offs, and when 


_ we do then we have to contend with the sound of the [aircraft] 
_ Tnotors running all hours of the day and night and the planes 
_ taxiing on the runways. 


| The Airside Project leads to a decrease in odor-causing 

_ hydrocarbon emissions, when compared to the 

_ NoAction Altemative. This is illustrated in Table 6.4-7 and 

_ Figure 6.4-5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. However, decreases 
_ in odorous emission concentrations will be imperceptible. 


_ The Poin urban areas comprises compounds from a variety of 

_ Sources, primarily roadways. The dispersion modeling for the 
_ Airside Project indicates there will be no violations of the NAAQS for 
fine particulates (PMio). The modeling included Logan Airport : 
__ emissions and background emissions. 

_ Fuel dumping (dropping) typically occurs only in aircraft 

_ emergencies. Air traffic control makes every effort to direct the pilot 
away from residential and other populated areas during this 

_ procedure. Notwithstanding the above, the Federal Aviation 

_ Administration (FAA) requirements allow fuel dumping at or above 

_ analtitude of 2,000 feet. This distance above ground allows much of 
- the fuel to evaporate and disperse. Thus, emergency fuel dumping 
_ should have little or no impact on human health and welfare. 


_ In 1998, 77 percent of Logan Airport's jet traffic affected 

» communities to the north and south of the airport—East Boston, 

_ Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, Dorchester, Quincy, 

_ Mitton, and Braintree. Without Runway 14/32, as much as 88 

_ percent of Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overfly these 

_ communities when Logan Airport reaches 37.5 million passengers. 

_ Construction of Runway 14/32 will allow a more balanced 

» geographic distribution of aircraft operations over populated areas, 

_ will increase the number of over-water operations, and will reduce 

_ Moise exposure for close-in communities. In fact, the most heavily 

_ impacted communities will experience a decrease in overfights 

' compared to 1998 levels. With the Preferred Altemative, when 

_ Logan Airport reaches 29 million passengers, overflights from 

_ Runway 4 arrivals and Runway 22 departures, which affect South 

_ Boston, Quincy, Milton, and Braintree, will decrease from 107,861 in 
_ 1998 to 58,305 operations. 


_ The purpose of the proposed Centerfield Taxiway system is to 

_ improve the flow of taxiing aircraft and to reduce aircraft ground 

_ delay. With the Centerfield Taxiway in place, neighbors in Winthrop 
_ and East Boston adjacent to the taxiways will experience small 

_ reductions in ground noise. 


© These are different from the noise level reductions that occur in 

_ parts of East Boston, Revere, South Boston, and Dorchester with 

_ the Preferred Altemative. Improvements in those communities are 

_ derived from the added flexibility afforded by Runway 14/32. It 

__ allows the redistribution of traffic so that there are fewer landings on 


Runway 4L and 4R and fewer takeoffs on Runways 22L and 22R. 


ce teal es nO beans antics Sai: es 
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Code = Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


397.3 Ground _ Access to | Our traffic problems in the surrounding areas are 
_ Transportation — Logan : horrendous due to Logan Airport. _ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 
: _ No effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 


Letter 397: Eleanora Olivolo 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 
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139 Washington Avenue 
Winthrop, MA 02152 


(617) 539 - 3478 LETTER 398 


April 19, 1999 


RE LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENT 
PLANNING PROJECT 


Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Attention: MEPA Office 
Attn. Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 

100 Cambridge Street — 20" Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


Runway 14/32 is not the issue for Massport and the people. The true number involved is 120. Mr. 
Blute made clear upon questioning after his Presentation in Winthrop that yes, Logan Airport is 
not able to attain the allowed FAA goal of 120 flights an hour at present — but could approach that 
goal with the construction of 14/32 , the center taxiway and related improvements, 


Questions of facts as construed by Massport: 


DELAYS are largely attributed by Massport to Northwest winds which limit runway use, truly a 
specious argument. 


According to the Coastal Pilot I for Boston Harbor, northwest winds (including WNW, NW and 
NNW) occurr 9.6% of the time. They are most frequent in winter, which is also the time of delays 


In winter, the mean speed of the northwesterly winds in Boston ranges from 11.4K in October to 398.1 


Even if northwest winds were responsible for the alleged delays, construction of a runway limited 
to overwater flights would be of no use in takeoffs into northwest winds when the runway heads 
320, though 140landings into the wind could be made over water. 


If the delays are to be alleviated by putting smaller planes on 14/32 and freeing up 15/33, again 
takeoffs would be over land. 


Most of us who have done extensive travel by air know that some delay is built into timetables, 
Family members in Bedford who travel extensively world-wide on business think nothing of a 15 
— 30 minute delay out of a five or 14 hour flight. They could as easily drive to Manchester or 
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Pease, avoiding the nightmare traffic getting to Logan. (Assuming Hanscom is used for smaller 
planes such as might use 14/32.) 


SIDELINE VIBRATIONS AND STABILITY: 

According to the U.S. Geological Survey (C.A. Kaye, Bulletin #1476, 1976), Logan Airport is 
based on glacial clays dredged from the Boston Harbor, with thick mud slurry pumped into 
settling basins. This has caused major problems at airfields in earthquake zones in other parts of 
the world. Knowing that our area is a prime earthquake zone, what provisions are made ? 


Surely it would be better to spread the traffic around the region so that the odds of all air 398 2 
transportation being severely affected by an earthquake would be sharply reduced. ' 


My 115-year old home on the Harbor is built like Gibraltar, yet the frequency and vigor of side- 

line vibration have increased drastically in the last few years. According to a random batch of 

reports from Logan, cases affecting my home are due to arrivals or departure on 9, 22, 27 and 33 
usually in light to moderate winds. The aircraft involved have been the B727, B737, B757, MD 398 3 
11 and cargo planes. Progress in quiet performance is not reducing side-line vibration and may be 
increasing it. I never used to feel the tremble up from the floor through my feet, and to hands and 

the computer keyboard until recently. In the neighborhood, we all have to put bredkables in closed 
cabinets or otherwise secure so they won’t bounce off shelves. What is this doing to the structure 

of the house? I have earthquake insurance, but it doesn’t cover Logan-quake. 


OTHER EFFECTS: In addition to noise, the increased traffic will increase both air and water 399.4 
pollution, neither of which has been effectively monitored over the years. According to the Air 

Travel Journal, March taxi cab trips from Logan were 40,000 above average. The proposed new 

cargo warehouses along Route 1A will add many truck trips each day, not to mention the traffic 

effects of the proposed new hotels near Logan. Yet we are already trapped by highway gridlock. 


POSSIBLE IMPACTS ON SHELLFISH: The clam flats around Logan Airport have been the 398 5 
most productive clam flats north of Boston for most the the past 15 years, at least. (I do not have 
Statistics for south of Boston soft shell clams production.) 


At present all clams harvested around Logan Airport must be landed in Winthrop, according to 
Mass. Division of Marine Fisheries procedures, from whence they are monitored to the 
Newburyport depuration plant for self-cleansing in clean tidal water under UV lights before being 
released for public sale. As the Harbor becomes cleaner, it is possible that the ‘moderate 
contamination’ rating of the flats may be lifted, allowing direct sale to users. 


Last year the Winthrop Town Meeting unanimously adopted Shellfish Rules and Regulations, 
developed in cooperation of the Winthrop Harbor Management Committee with the 
Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries. Winthrop is preparing to take over management of 
its flats from the State, to improve harvesting rotation and to develop a seeding/ growth 
management program not now possible with the state’s limited manpower. We anticipate 


protecting and enhancing the resource. 
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This valuable soft-shell clam economic resource of the Commonwealth should not be further. 
damaged by increased aircraft emissions near the clam flats. : 


WILDLIFE: The area between Governor’s Island flats and the former Apple Island has become a 
thriving bird sanctuary, right off the end of the Proposed R14 and the ocean flight path. TASL 
(“Take A Second Look”) has been monitoring shore birds in this area for at least 15 years. 


At least 20 kinds of birds other than the regular seagulls, cormorants, sandpipers and such 

habituate Governor’s Island Flats. These include the increasingly endangered Black Duck, various 
plovers, Brant, and occasional Great Blue Heron. Most striking in both appearance and regular 39 8 6 
use of the habitat is the American Oystercatcher. : 


The area off the proposed Runway 14 is the only regular habitat of the American Oystercatcher in 
Boston Harbor, according to TASL records. Two have occasionally been spotted at Snake Island 


East Street, South Boston 02127 or Soheil Zendah, 42 Baker'Ave, Lexington 02421.) 


The brilliant long red-orange bill of the Oystercatcher is often seen among the Elizabeth Islands. 
Though not a birder, as a boating writer and cruising guide author, I’m always interested in birds 
that boaters might spot. A row of Oystercatchers at Governor’s Islands Flats a few years back 
when I was helping provide water transportation to the TASL observers was a stunning sight. I’ve 
boated extensively in Boston Harbor for 30 years or so but had never seen anything like it — till 
the next year, and the next. 


The reasons that were valid in defeating Runway 14/32 some 25 years ago are still valid, and 
more reasons have been added. Massport needs a comprehensive problem-solving approach based 
on solid research, not an outmoded and damaging 14/32 bandaid. 


Sincerely yours, 
Vint. P?Jato~ 
Anita L. Martin 
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Letter 398 
Anita L. Martin 


Private Citizens: Winthrop 


Code Topic 1 Comment Response 
398.1 Purpose and Delays are largely attributed by Massport to northwest Northwest wind conditions force the use of runway 
: _ winds which limit runway use, truly a specious argument. _ configurations with only one or two active runways. This 


| Need 
i _ Even if northwest winds were responsible for the alleged 
_ delays, construction of [Runway 14/32] ... would be no 
__use in takeoffs into a northwest wind. 


reduces the capacity from the three-runway configurations 
otherwise available and results in increased delays. 


| Resources | Operations _ Airport have been the most productive clam flats north of 
i i _ Boston for most the past 15 years, at least. ... 


/ 398.2 Regional _ Surely it would be better to spread the traffic around the Comment noted. 
| Transportation | region so that the odds of all air transportation being 
severely affected by an earthquake would be sharply 
| | | eauced. 
398.3 Noise ...the frequency and vigor of side-line vibration have Low-frequency noise has tended to be more noticeable in 
: _ increased drastically in the last few years. ...What is this _ recent years as higher frequency levels have been treated 
doing to the structure of the house?... through new engine and nacelle technology. However, the 
: _ levels are not normally high enough to cause structural 
| damage. 
398.4 Ground Access to ...the increased traffic will increase both air and water The Preferred Alternative is not expected to lead to an 
i _ Transportation _ Logan pollution... _ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 
: : _ No effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
_ Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
_ No alternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Altemative 
/ _ shows better air quality results than the other altematives. 
398.5 Water Airport _ Possible impacts on shelffish: the clam flats around Logan _ Neither runway nor taxiway construction will affect shelfish habitat 
: _ Surrounding the airport. Many of these shellfish areas havebeen 


reopened to Master Diggers over the past decade indicating that 
the airport is not adversely affecting these resources. The quality 


__ Of airfield runoff will not be changed by the project as described in | 


_ Section 6.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


398.6 "Alternatives Runway 14/32 ...[Birds using] the area between Governor's Island flats 


and the former Apple Island [could be affected... 


The area off the proposed Runway 14 is the only regular 
_ habitat of the American Oystercatcher in 
' Boston Harbor,.... 


_ All construction will be confined to upland portions of the airfield. 
| The closest construction to the tidal flats between Govemors 

© Island and the former Apple Island (Delta Taxiway extension) will 
_ be separated from the tidal flats by Runway 9/27. Stormwater 

_ runoff quality will be similar to current conditions and are not 

| predicted to adversely affect the harbor environment. 


_ The American Oystercatcher has been observed at Logan Airport 
"onan intertidal spit of land adjacent to the intersection of Runway 
_ 9/27 and Runway 15/33. Neither runway nor taxiway construction 
__ will affect this particular habitat. 


RS i 
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McCARTHY, ALLEGREITO & McCARTHY 


ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
13 SEA VIEW AVENUE 
EAST BOSTON, MA 02128 LETTER 399 
TELEPHONE (617) 567-0170 
FACSIMILE (617) 569-1419 

Frederick T. McCarthy WINTHROP OFFICE 
Aurelie McCarthy-Allegretto 80 Jefferson Street 
Thomas J. McCarthy Winthrop, MA 02152 
Charles R. Balliro Telephone (617) 846-3 

of counsel Facsimile (617) 846-35 


April 19, 1999 


Arthur Pugsley 

Associate Environmentalist 

MEPA Unit 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 


RE: Massachusetts Port Authority DEIS/R 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


After reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement /Report submitted by the Massachusetts Port Authority, I 
would like address what appear: to be some of the glaring errors, 
deficiencies or deliberate attempts to mislead which are found 
throughout the report. 


First is the obvious omission of any discussion regarding an 
alternative which would attempt to absorb or divert any projected 
‘increase in passengers or operations, especially in light of 
Massports ownership of Hanscom Field, a facility which is 399 | 
underutilized, and recent agreement to take over operations at 
the Worcester facility. The diversion of operations to those 
facilities would also have environmental impacts which should be 
examined, but this report remains incomplete unless that 


alternative is given thorough discussion and explanation as a 
part of the report. 


A second glaring deficiency in the report deals with 
Massport's grossly misleading discussion of the environmental 
impacts of the increased ground traffic which this project will 
generate. It is obvious that the purpose of this project is to 399 y 
increase operation capacity by over 150,000 operations and to 
increase passenger capacity by over 15 million passengers 
annually. To state that this increase will not generate 
additional ground traffic is a farce. 


Clogged entrance and exit Toadways and entrances to the tunnels 
is a crucial part of this report, and without such an 


Massport attempts to justify its misleading handling of this 
crucial part of this report by making the erroneous assumption 
that the Passenger increase and traffic increase wil] occur 
regardless. At best, this is sheer speculation which, without 
substantial data to support it, should have no part in an 
environmental impact Statement. At worst, it is a deliberate 


d. The overstatement of the benefits of converting to Stage 3 
aircraft when over 85% of the fleet is already Stage 3 and all 399.6 
nighttime Operations are Stage 3; 


€. The overstatement of the benefits of the soundproofing 399.7 


program as adequate mitigation and the deficiencies in the . 
current scope of that program; 


investigation will show that Operations are as high as 150 or 399.10 
more per hour in the three runway configuration. 


i. Failure to discuss the increase in noise and pollutants 399 11 
will be caused b ic i i P 


there are East /Southeasterly winds blowing directly towards the 
residential communities. 


In short, this report is filled with erroneous calculations, 
misleading i issi j 
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Letter 399 


Thomas J. McCarthy 

McCarthy, Allegretto & McCarthy, 
Attorneys-at-Law 

Private Citizens: Winthrop 


Response 


Code Topici Topic 2 Comment 
3081 _ Regional Regional _..Omission of any discussion regarding an altemative 
_ Transportation Airports which would attempt to absorb or divert any projected 


_ increase in passengers or operations, especially in light of 
_ Massport’s ownership of Hanscom Field, a facility which is 
| underutilized, and recent agreement to take over 

| operations at the Worcester facility. ... 


390, 2 


_ Ground 
| Transportation 


: g discussion of the environmental 
: impacts of the increased ground traffic which this project 
_ will generate. ... 


__....The environmental impact of ...vehicles sitting for 
_ hours in clogged entrance and exit roadways and 

_ entrances to the tunnels is a crucial part of this report, and 
_ without such an examination, this ee is incomplete. 


he segmentation of airside improvement impacts and 
_ groundside improvement impacts in violation of MEPA 
regulations under 310 CMR; 


The use of five-year-old data as a baseline; 


| The regional alternatives were explicitly considered in the 

_ delay reduction and environmental analyses by studying a 

_ range of future demand and activity levels. Passenger levels 

_ analyzed cover a range from 29M passengers to 45M 

_ passengers. Similarly, 510,000 to 656,000 future aircraft 
_ operation levels were analyzed. The use of variable long-term 
| passenger and operations forecasts allow for uncertainty 
__ relating to the rate of future economic growth, the 

_ development of high-speed rail altematives, the acceptance 

_ and usage of video-conferencing, and the role of regional 

_ airports. The delay reduction analyses indicate that the 

_ proposed airside improvements, as well as the regional 

' altematives, are necessary for accommodating current and 

» future levels of demand. 


| The Preferred Alternative is not expected to lead to an 
_ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 

_ no effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
_ Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Massport and the FAA disagree. 


| The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that“...the 
"Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 


Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...’. Refer to the 


_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1 


_ not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred - 
_ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 


Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 


- tothe delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 
_ Calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 


results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 


' conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 
. Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 


analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 


_ Logan Airport. 


Letter 399: Thomas J. McCarthy, McCarthy, Allegretto & McCarthy, Attorneys-at-Law 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 
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Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 7 : ; 
399.6 Noise Hushkitted The overstatement of the benefits of converting to stage 3 


Aircraft ' aircraft when over 85% of the fleet is already stage 3 and 
_ all nighttime operations are stage 3; 


: he overstatement of the benefits of the soundproofing 
» Insulation | program... 


Response 


_ The study does not overstate the benefit of further conversion _ 
_ to Stage 3 aircraft on future noise levels. It uses two fleet 

_ scenarios in which almost all aircraft meet Stage 3 

| requirements, either as hushkitted Stage 2 aircraft or new 

_ Stage 3 aircraft, and three fleet scenarios in which all the 

' aircraft meet Stage 3 requirements. Most of the aircraft are 

_ new high-bypass, engine-powered Stage 3 aircraft. Many of 


_ progressive sound insulation programs of any airport in the 

_ country. It was initiated in 1980 before any airport began 
_ teceiving federal funding to soundproof homes under FAR Part 
_ 150. Itis the only program in the country to offer residents extra 
_ sound insulation treatment in a “room of preference” chosen by 
_ the homeowner and it is the only program in the country 
_ attempting to receive FAA approval to expand the area of 

_ eligibility by accounting for hill effects. In addition, as of the 

_ 1999-2000 construction season, FAA grants covering 

_ 80 percent of the cost of sound insulation (paid for by airline 

| ticket taxes), combined with funds provided by Massport : 
_ through Passenger Facility Charges and landing fees, had fully — 
_ funded the sound insulation of all eligible dwelling units in 
_ Massport’s current sound insulation program. Despite this 

_ accomplishment, Massport continues to seek means of 

__ expanding its sound insulation program exclusive of 

_ FAA's decision on this Supplemental! DEIS/FEIR. If the FAA 

_ approves the Preferred Altemative, Massport is committed to 

~ expanding the program to include all additionally eligible 
residences. 


Letter 399: Thomas J. McCarthy, McCarthy, Allegretto & McCarthy, Attorneys-at-Law 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 
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Code Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


399.8 — Altematives © Runway 14/32 The failure to discuss and examine the negative impacts The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
i _ which the increased operations the project will generate _ DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 
_ will have with regards to noise and air quality; _ Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
i _ scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 
_ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 
_ programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 
_ associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
are described i in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 


_ Altematives ~ Runway 14/32 


...inadequacy of the p program proposed to protect the Massport has developed a comprehensive or on-site and off-site / 
endangered species... _ Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close : 
_ coordination with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 

_ Endangered Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such 

_ habitat at Logan Airport from construction of the 

_ Centerfield Taxiway. The plan strives to enhance protection 

_ of remaining Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport 

_ without increasing the aviation safety hazards typically ; 
_ associated with birds or hazards to the birds. Additionally, itis 
_ expected that an area of former Upland Sandpiper habitat at 
' Camp Edwards on Cape Cod will be restored to grassland 

_ habitat by removing woody and shrub vegetation to 

_ encourage enhancement of the Upland Sandpiper regional 

_ population. This restoration effort provides a unique 

_ Opportunity to expand grasslands in the Commonwealth far 

_ exceeding the +40 acres to be lost at Logan Airport. In the 

- event that such a program at Camp Edwards is not available, 

_ an appropriate altemative program acceptable to the NHESP 

_ will be developed and implemented. Additional details of the 

_ Upland Sandpiper mitigation plan are presented in 

_ Section 6.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


he false information that Logan operates ata maximum _ Airport capacity depends on fleet mix, weather conditions, 


399. 10 Purpose and hihi eld 


| Need _ Capacity | Capacity of 120 operations per hour when, in actuality, _ funway assignments and other factors. The normal capacity 
_ investigation will show that operations are as high as 150 _ configuration at Logan Airport uses Runway 4L, Runway 4R, 


: or more per hour in the three runway configuration. _ and Runway 9 under VFR weather conditions and can handle 
_ 120 operations per hour. For short periods, the flow may be 

: greater or less than this rate, but the sustainable capacity 

» does not exceed 120 operations per hour. 


Letter 399: Thomas J. McCarthy, McCarthy, Allegretto & McCarthy, Attorneys-at-Law 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 
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Response 


pollutants which will be caused by the dramatic increase 
_ in operations when there are east/southeasterly winds 
_ blowing directly towards the residential communities. 


— 399.12 Delay Model : The miscalculation of the actual current hours of delay 
_ time... 
399.13 Purpose and Airfield ...the project's perceived net benefits will be nil within a 


_ Need _ Capacity few years after completion of construction... 


_ 50 percent from a 1993 base to the future 37.5M High Fleet 

_ scenario if the Preferred Alternative is implemented, the 

» appropriate basis for comparison of the Preferred Alternative 
_ is the No Action Alternative. Equivalent jet operations would 

_ increase by more than 75 percent over the Preferred 

: Alternative if no action were taken. Despite the increase in 

_ equivalent jet operations, the Airside analysis indicates that 
_ overall noise impacts decline over time with the elimination of 
_ Stage 2 aircraft and the replacement of hushkitted Stage3 
_ aircraft with non-hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. By allowing 

__ aircraft operations to shift from over-land to over-water 

_ routings and by providing greater flexibility in the use of 

_ Runways 27 and 331 for takeoff, the Preferred Altemative 

_ further reduces the highest noise impacts to the close-in 

_ neighboring communities. Furthermore, the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR also demonstrates the more equitable balance of 
_ Noise impacts among communities surrounding Logan Airport 
_ that can be achieved with the Preferred Alternative as 
_ Opposed to the imbalance that occurs today and would occur 
_ in the future if no action is taken. 


» The planned improvements to Logan Airport will help reduce 
air emissions from the airport. The air quality model, which 

_ includes actual weather data and wind conditions 
_ experienced at Logan Airport, shows pollutant concentrations 
_ west-northwest of the airport to be well within the NAAQS. 


No altematives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Altemative 
_ shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 


_ Massport is separately studying measures for reducing 

_ Logan Airport's contribution to air emissions in the region, in 
_ the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). 

_ Consideration is given to all emissions sources, and analysis 
_ is conducted for the airport, East Boston and regional study 

_ areas. 


_ Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

_ discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
_ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
_ and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 

_ estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 

_ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 

» methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
. of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 

_ estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 

_ models, which have been validated in previously published 

: Studies of Logan Airport. 


_ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
~ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
__ are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high - 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The : 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the ~ 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
" the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
- expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 


efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 


© that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
" levels increase. 
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Ce: 


Bcc: Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOEFA 

~~om: - <Boatwrite@aol .coms 
oject: Runway LETTER 400 
a Thursday, April 22, 1999 16:06:40 EDT 

Attach: 

Certify: N 

Priority: Normal : 

Defer until: 

Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

Review Officer 

MEPA 

RE EOEA 10458 Logan International Airport 


Mr. Pugsley: 


I am sending this short email to register my opposition to a MEPA approval of 
“ the Massachusetts Port Authority’s plan and supporting Environmental Impact 


Report for a runway, entitled 14/32, and a central taxiway at Logan 
International Airport. 


First, it must be said this proposal to build yet another runway at Logan 
International Airport is highly suspicious. The very design of this proposed 
“way as laid out in the EIR appears to show that Logan has reached its 


I am as yet unable to understand exactly what Massport means when it refers 
to Runway 14/32 as a unidirectional, over-the-water facility. It seems AQ) 1 
self-evident that a runway as short as 14/32 is planned to be can be used 


Massport’s EIR is less than clear in explaining this, likely due to the 
writers’ afflicted view that laymen care to understand their jargon. If this 


de facto evidence that Logan Airport’s footprint is virtually full except for 
this small piece of nearly harborside land. In other words, building 
development west of the wished-for 14/32 precludes its full use as a runway. 


I live on Grandview Avenue in Winthrop and have a front door that is as 

severely impacted as aircraft by northwest winds since my house faces Logn 

Airport across a narrow waterway and the sweep of the airport. Although 4002 
without meteorological measurements, I can say with a great deal of certainty 

that it is not northwest winds of great magnitude that cause delays in the 


numbers that Massport claims. If a plane destined for Logan is held up by San 
Francisco clouds the delay will be counted at Logan. 


1 ally, Massport EIR noise impact estimates on the town of Winthrop are 
jocular. Using 75db as a high standard is too often a serious underestimate 
of what actually occurs when certain types of aircraft fly over the Point 


Shirley section of the town. Even with the windows Massport supplied some 

years ago, some older, apparently Stage 2 planes easily drown out a 

television set tuned to a moderate sound output or cause a roar in the éar of 

a person at a distant telephone. It seems likely that real world sound levels 

“€ 85-95db are more the case when winds are off the sea as they often are 40 3 
ring warm weather months. A permanent Massport noise monitor at the corners'V™ 
Grandview and Bayview avenues should certainly record these higher levels. 


over-the-water function is held to, this means these jets would be taking off 


In short, the EIR is confusing, laden with poorly designed standards upon 
which to base judgements of "information" contained in the EIR, and thus is 
saturated with misinformation. The decibel levels above are but one example. 


The reducing of approach minimums, as convenient as those may be for 
airlines, seems a Particularly bad safety risk. While the ILS may have given 


““neerely, 


Thomas A. McNiff, Jr. 
118 Grandview Avenue 
Winthrop, MA 02152 
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Code Topic 1 


400.1 Purpose and — Airfield 
_ Need _ Capacity _ flight capacity. ... _ Logan Airport’s contribution to air emissions in the region, in 
| | lf runway [14/82] is to be used solely for over the water the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). 
_ Consideration is given to all emissions sources, and analysis 
_ is conducted for the airport, East Boston and regional study 
_ areas. 


_ landings and takeoffs, it is de facto evidence that Logan 
_ Airport's footprint is virtually full ...building development 
_ west of ...14/32 precludes its full use as a runway. : 
; | The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
| DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all i 
' aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 

_ Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 

_ the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 

_ approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 

: allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 

_ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 

» Such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 

_ to. accommodate unidirectional operations only. 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
_ physical limitations that reinforce the 
" unidirectional requirements of that improvement concept. The 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 
_ within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades applicable 

- FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 

_ precluding arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another 

_ factor limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the 

_ lack of available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the 

- Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 
_ maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 
' Operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 
_ feinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 
" has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 
- Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. Refer to Section 8.7 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR Draft Section 61 Findings, 
: _ and the discussion in Section 8.5 of the Supplemental 
i _ DEIS/FEIR regarding enforcement of unidirectionality of 
- Runway 14/32. 


_ Purpose and ___ Delay p and have a front e Airside Project addresses delays from constraints at 

Need | door that is as severely impacted as aircraft by northwest Logan Airport. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 

: _ winds since my house faces Logan Airport across anarrow Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a detailed discussion 

' waterway and the sweep of the airport. Although without _ of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and historical data, 
_ meteorological measurements, | can say witha great deal along with comparisons of Logan Airport delays within the 
_ of certainty that it is not northwest winds of great magnitude — context of delays at other United States airports. 

» that cause delays in the numbers that Massport claims. Ifa 

: plane destined for Logan is held up by San Francisco 

"clouds the delay will be counted at Logan. 


Letter 400: Thomas A. McNiff, Jr. 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL Drart EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Code Topic 1 ¥ 


Topic 2 


400.3 Noise 


4004 Altematives 


Impacts 


Runway 14/32 


_| [understated]. ....sound levels of 85-95 dB are more the 

_ case when winds are off the sea... A permanent Massport 
| Noise monitor at the comers of Grandview and Bayview 

_ avenues should certainly record these higher levels. 


Response 


"been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and 

_ Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 

' locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 

_ modification of source levels to better account for over-water 

_ sound propagation and apparent use of higher engine power 

_ Settings than are normally assumed in the noise model's 

_ database (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 

_ Annual Update). In 1998, differences between measured and 

| modeled noise became even less when Massport upgraded its 

_ monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 

_ aircraft — a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 

' levels predicted by the noise model. At sites having exposure 
levels of 60 dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring 

_ system brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 

_ 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 

_ 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR)). Massport continues to 

_ investigate possible causes for remaining differences (such as 
from hill effects) and continues to pursue FAA approval of 

_ Noise model adjustments that would permit expansion of its 

_ sound insulation program to include the effects of terrain. 

_ Massport also expects to extend eligibility lines to include 

_ boundaries that follow local streets rather than strict noise : 
_ contour lines. Nevertheless, Massport continues to believe that 
_ the FAA's INM noise model used in the Airside Project noise 
_ analyses accurately represents expected noise exposure. 


_ To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding 

_ is available, the proposed sound insulation program will 

_ include: (i) not only all residences that fall within the 

| Preferred Altemative's 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour 

_ when compared to the Airside Project’s No Action 

_ Alternative’s 65 dB Day-Night Sound Level contour, but also 

_ (ii) Massport and the FAA will continue to sound insulate and 
_ work to complete the current 2-year sound insulation program 
__as presented in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR. For the 
" eligible residences, the FAA will fund building code upgrades, _ 
_ to the extent necessary, to implement sound insulation 


improvements. 


__...Massport ...talks about jet aircraft takeoffs from Runway 
| 14,... Ifthe over-the-water function is held, too, this means 
these jets would be taking off into a south-southeast wind. 

' Since the wind is perhaps most seldom out of this direction, 
- it seems ...the use of 14/32 for takeoff purposes is almost 

» negligible. 


Letter 400: Thomas A. McNiff, Jr. 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


_ The use of Runway 14 for departures will most often occur 

_ during weather conditions that favor the use of Runway 15R. 
_ Itis true that these conditions do not occur frequently, and as 
_ aresult, Runway 14 is not expected to be used extensively 


for departures. The modeled use never exceeds 2.3 percent 


" of equivalent departures under any future scenario. Most of 
_ the delay reduction benefits of Runway 14/32 are associated 
_ with arrivals to Runway 32 under northwest wind conditions. 


ats or 50 
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Letter 401 
Helen Murray 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


401.1 Noise » Impacts _ The noise is horrendous and it goes on day and night. 
i : _ communities to the north and south of the airport— 

_ East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, 
Dorchester, Quincy, Milton, and Braintree. Without 

_ Runway 14/32, as much as 88 percent of 

_ Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overfly these 

: communities when Logan Airport reaches 

_ 37.5 million passengers. Construction of Runway 14/32 will 

_ allow a more balanced geographic distribution of 

_ aircraft operations over populated areas, will increase the 

_ number of over-water operations, and will reduce 

: Noise exposure for close-in communities. In fact, the 

_ Most heavily impacted communities will experience a 

_ decrease in overflights compared to 1998 levels. With the 

_ Preferred Altemative, when Logan Airport reaches : 
_ 29 million passengers, overflights from Runway 4 arrivals and 
_ Runway 22 departures, which affect South Boston, Quincy, 
_ Milton, and Braintree, will decrease from 107,861 in 1998 to 

_ 58,305 operations. Similarly, overflights affecting Winthrop 

_ (Runway 27 arrivals and Runway 9 departures) will decline 

_ from 88,224 in 1998 to 55,805 in approximately 2015. 


Letter 401: Helen Murray 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


‘ 


LETTER 402 


Alicia A. Stoddard 
47 Bates Avenue 
Winthrop, MA 02152 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office 


Mr. Robert Pugsley - EOEA #10408 
100 Cambridge St. 20 Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 


April 19, 1999 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


prepared for this project: 


There have been NO alternatives to runway 14/32 provided. This is unacceptable. There are numerous 
airfields in the Boston area that would be capable of handling an increase in traffic. In particular, Hanscom 
Field and Pease Field have not been mentioned as alternative sites at any point in the proceedings. 


It has been mentioned that consideration for a second major airport in the Boston area has been 
terminated because travellers and business people do not want to have to continue travel once they’ve 
completed the fight portion of their trips. Personally speaking as a well-travelled tourist and business 
person, I find this preposterous. There are many, many airports for major cities located well outside their 
metro area. Accommodations are made by all parties involved (via buses, trams, trains, etc.), and hardly 
any notice is taken of the additional travel time. It is Just a fact of travel. 


Another alternative that has been downplayed deals not with air travel but with train travel. The new, high 
speed trains are being introduced in the near future. Could this not be an answer to alleviate some of 
Logan’s congestion? The trains have not received any inclusion as part of the solution to this problem. 


No Long-term figures as to number of flights over cities and towns have been provided. The only 
figures that have been released are five year estimates. Again, this is unacceptable. Apparently, Massport 
is attempting to effect a permanent change affecting hundreds of thousands of citizens using data that looks 
ahead only five vears. How can a reasonable assessment of future environmental impact be determined 
using these figures? I find this rationalization seriously flawed, and a heinous mismanagement of resources. 
Any other business venture would need to have long range plans in effect in order to succeed and have the 
confidence of its customers behind it. 


delays recorded. This does not accurately reflect the scenario at Logan. Further, the delays stated have not 
been dissected to ascertain which are directly the result of non-use of runwavs alone. Delays caused by such 


4021 


402.2 


402.3 


402.4 


Impact Study is needed, and I believe that alternatives to a new Tunway and taxiway need to be seriously 
considered in order to assuage the “delay” problem at Logan Airport. The runway will result in increased 
air, water, and noise pollution and decreased quality of life for citizens in the surrounding environs. 


In closing, I would like to reiterate My Opposition to the new runway and taxiway and my support of a new, 
adequate EIR being undertaken. 


Sincerely, 


(peste) Stein 


Alicia A. Stoddard 


Cc: Mr. Robert Durand 
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Letter 402 
Alicia A. Stoddard 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


Code Topic 1 Topic: 2 _Comment Response 
402.1 : _ Regional : ~ Regional __.unacceptable. There are numerous airfields in the _ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
| Transportation Airports : - Boston area that would be capable of handling an _ discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
_ increase in traffic. ... _ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 


_ to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 

_ fecognized and has been a proponent of options to 

_ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 

_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 

_ options to Logan Airport. In the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, 

_ Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that 
_ could be absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of : 
__ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. in 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 

_ these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 

_ traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 

_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 

_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be 
_ achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play 
_ an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth : 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 
_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 

_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport’s layout, is 

- Necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 

_ Logan Airport. 


....Could this [trains] not be an answer to alleviate some Over the last ten years, various agencies and 

: of Logan’s congestion. The trains have not received any _ transportation planning organizations have conducted a 

' inclusion as part of the solution to this problem. _ number of studies that address regional transportation issues. 

_ These studies form the basis of a comprehensive regional 

_ transportation strategy that includes the Airside Project at 

_ Logan Airport, expansion and growth of the regional airports, 
and the implementation of high-speed rail and other regional 

_ tail projects. All these measures are necessary for meeting 

_ the short-term and long-term inter-city travel needs of the 

_ New England region. These regional recommendations are in . 

_ various stages of implementation. By the end of 2000, Boston — 

_ residents had several alternatives to Logan Airport including 
Worcester Regional Airport, Manchester Airport, 

_ T.F. Green/Providence Airport, Pease International 

_ Tradeport, and Amtrak's high-speed Acela train service. 

' Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 


Regional ' Passenger Rail 
_ Transportation 


No long-term figures as to number of flights over citie quality ana ysis includes all all existing ‘sources and -~ 


“402.3 
- Period and towns have been provided. .. _ future growth at Logan Airport. 


: rar aaa | oe 
_ Assumptions/ 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment = ; Response 

402.4 Delay Model ...the delays stated have not been dissected to ascertain The Airside Project addresses delays from constraints at 

: : : _ which are directly the result of non-use of runways alone. Logan Airport. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 
_ Delays caused by such circumstances as pilot sickness, Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a detailed discussion : 
_ Maintenance necessities, and snow delays that eventually _ of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and historical data, 
_ cause cancellation of flights have not be removed from  _ along with comparisons of Logan Airport delays within the 

_ the equation, causing an inflation of the issue. ... : context of delays at other United States airports. 

402.5 Delays Impacts the new runway will result in an increase of [air] traffic in _ The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 


Letter 402: Alicia A. Stoddard 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 

_ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 

» This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
_ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical : 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ funway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating 

_ Capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. : 


anvan VYAyYIAHU 


MEPA Hearing Testimony 


My name is Ron Wayland. | am a resident homeowner in 
the Town of Winthrop. My home is located in a section of the 
town, which receives the maximum impact of noise and 
emissions. | am therefore one of those who has received 
what is known as “ mitigation windows” from MassPort. | am 
also a businessman and an attorney who is interested in the 
economic and environmental well being of this | 
Commonwealth. 


LETTER 403 


| am here at this MassPort Hearing (pardon the oxymoron) to 
testify that the people of Winthrop and those who live in the . 
communities adjacent to Logan Airport have reached, indeed 
have exceeded their limits of toleration as far as MassPort 
Expansion is concerned. MassPort may not admit to you 
that Logan Airport is at Capacity but | am here to tell you that 
we are beyond capacity. The rallies, the resolutions, the 
writings and recitations you see and hear are the harbingers 
of a response not seen in these parts for many years should 
MassPort not come to its senses. 


| mention the “mitigation windows’ because | want you to 
know that we consider those windows as nothing more than 
preemptive damages for taking our outside away and for 
making us prisoners in our own homes. The level of our 
discontent should not be a Surprise to you or to MassPort. 
My sentiments are reflected in the unanimous resolutions of 
the governing bodies in the cities and towns surrounding 
Logan. It is clearly stated by the CAC, the body whose 
reason for being is MassPort and Logan Airport. However, if 
for some reason you have not had your ear to the ground, 
we would be pleased to provide this Committee with a gavel 
to gavel videotape of the Joint Committee on Transportation 


Hearing on this issue. We would be pleased to present you 
with a video tape record of the rally which was held on the 
State House steps. In addition to the recorded testimony, 
we would respectfully ask you to listen to the embarrassed 


silence of the business community on the quality of life 
issues Surrounding this proposal.  @ 


This hearing is to consider environmental concerns. 


The instruments we use are our own bodies and the 
Standard by which we judge these things is our own health, 
the health of our neighbors and the quality of our lives. 
MassPort uses Strategically placed gadgets, mechanical and 
electrical devises. Their Standard is not the quality of life. It 
Seems to be more aptly stated in the question “Will it kill 
them?” 7 


We can tell you with certainty that the noise is not just an 403.1 
annoyance. It is making-us irritable and ill. It takes away our 

Sleep. It causes us to be tired. It produces Stress. We can tell 

you that the aircraft emissions are visible in the sky, on our 403.9 
windows and automobiles. We can smell it and taste it. But ; 
will it kill us? | 


| cannot answer that question yet. | would suggest that 
MassPort, the airline industry and every other airport 


just too high especially for urban airports. When MassPort’ 
initiated their community meetings to sell 14/32 and the 
center strip taxiway they started in Winthrop. During their 


believe it when they said that Winthrop was not going to be 
part of that study. In an attempt to cover up this slip, Peter 
Blute offered to pay for Winthrop’s inclusion in the study. 
We are still waiting for that Study to come to Winthrop. | 
believe our Community Access Channel still has that 
meeting on tape and we would be pleased to make it part of 
the record. MassPort made earlier Promises relative to __ 
health studies. | believe we have these broken promises on 
tape as well. We would be happy to make that part of the 
record too. 


Mr. Chairman, our instruments (our bodies) and our 
Standards (our health and the quality of our lives) tell us that 
we have a serious, very serious environmental problem 
which no American should have to endure and which we will 
not endure. | will say that again. We will not endure. We call 
on you to do your duty and stop expansion at Logan Airport 
by rejecting the findings contained in their environmental 
report or at least by demanding the studies they don’t want 
to take. | 


We are anxious to move forward with the Governor, with 
Mayor Menino and with MassPort to find answers to our air 
_ transportation problems. There are better ways, ways that 
will economically benefit the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts and improve the health and quality of life for 
those who live in our most populous cities and towns. A 
quick rejection of this Proposal will release the energy and 
resources of our government to seek and implement these 
better ways. 


_ Thank you. 


Kon Wayland 


A Long Term 


Massachusetts Air Transportation Plan 


Step 1. 


We must stop MassPort's Runway Expansion Plan. 
(a.) If MassPort Succeeds we will defer the real long-term 
Solutions and consequently eliminate many of.the options 


available to us today. 


(b.) There are better Short-term solutions that are transitional to 


the long-term answers 


(c.) The twenty five to thirty million dollars available for the 
MassPort expansion can be used to transition to an ultimate 


answer. 


Step 2. 


would be immediately successful. 


(b.) The twenty five mil 


lion dollars should be used to build an 


Airrail Terminal at the intersection of the MassPike and Route 
495 with dedicated high-speed rail to and from South Station 
connecting to Logan. Trains would leave the terminal every 


fifteen minutes and tak 
(c.)At the MassPike/49 


€ fifteen minutes to get to either terminal. 
5 Airrail Terminal there should be a 


connector to Worcester Airport. This would take care of the 
inconvenience of getting to Worcester Airport. 


A system like this is already in service at Heathrow Airport. 
Please use the Internet to see www.heathrowex ress.co.uk. 
Please note, in England this system will Cut automobile traffic to 
the airport to 50%. It would keep air travel revenue in the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 


403.5 


Step 3. a 

A new International Airport must be built, probably in the area of 

Fort Devens. The Airrail terminal at the MassPike/495 would 403 6 
be the ticket terminal and Fort Devens would be the Departure ; 
Terminal. They would be connected by high-speed rail as at 
Heathrow. High Speed trains would leave the ticket terminal 

ever fifteen minutes and would take no more that fifteen 

minutes to get to the departure terminal. 


May | respectfully Suggest that this proposal is worthy of study. 
There are presently sixty airports in the world using airrail as 
their answer. Another one hundred and twenty is in the 
planning or construction Stages. This is what a 21° Century air 
transportation systems are going to be all about. | believe that 
this is the answer and | think this is the time to apply this 
answer to our air transportation System. | hope you will agree. 


Misc ae AMOS 
| HME 
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Letter 403 
Ron Wayland 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
403.1 Noise Impacts _ the noise is not just an annoyance. It is making us _ The Night Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) was calculated at 
_ invitable and ill. it takes away our sleep. It causes us tobe 23 selected locations for all fleets and scenarios. 
| tired. It produces stress. _ Tables 6.2.15 and 6.2.16 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


_ Teport these data for the 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet 

» scenarios of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The results show 

_ that, at most locations, the LeqN for the future fleets is lower 

_ than for the 1993 case. Where there is an increase in LeqN, 

_ the reason was the increase in flights for the 

_ No Action Altemative, which generally was mitigated by the 
_ Preferred Altemative. These results indicate that there will be 
_ less sleep disturbance in the future than that currently : 
_ experienced. 


_ Refer to Section 7.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
' discussion of cumulative noise impacts. 


ba Monitoring of airbome soot levels in the vicinity of Logan Airport 
_ windows and automobiles. We can smell it and taste it... has shown that the airportis a very small (less than one : 
_ percent) contributor. The air quality analysis, based on 

_ EPA/MDEP models and guidelines, performed for the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is considered to be comprehensive 
"and state-of-the-art. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
» 403.3 = Regional : Regional _ Regional airports are a short-term solution. Some freight 
: | Transportation Airports : can be moved to New Bedford, Worcester and Hanscom 
| Field. Seasonal small aircraft (Cape Air) can immediately 
_ go to Hanscom. This makes sense because the 
_ annoyance to Logan’s neighbors is greatest during the 
_ summer months. Shuttle service, to New York and 
_ Washington at Hanscom, would be immediately 
| successful. 
' 403.4 — Ground _ Access to _ The twenty five million dollars should be used to build an 
_ Airrail Terminal at the intersection of the MassPike and 


| Transportation — Logan 
: _ Route 495 with dedicated high-speed rail to and from 


_ South Station connecting to Logan. Trains would leave 


"At the MassPike/495 Airrail Terminal there should be a 
_ connector to Worcester Airport. This would take care of 


| ae 
- Logan 


Ground 


408.5 
_ Transportation 


_ DEIS/FEIR specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
_ in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which _ 
_ Serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
" already accommodates a significant number of 

_ aircraft operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The 

_ Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, charter, 

_ and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 

_ Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was 

_ filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began 

_ commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 
' limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets — 

| Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, : 
_ Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is 
_ also conducting operations between Hanscom and 
_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established policy (60-seat regulation), it believes that 

_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a 

/ major general aviation reliever, and that its 

: geographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional and 
' Manchester airports will prevent its development as a 
_ significant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 
_ Serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a ‘ 
_ Significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

_ passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 
_ other Logan Airport flights. However, any new commercial 

' Service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field shall be 

_ reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), 
. its Annual Updates, and applicable regulatory limitations, and 
_ Shall be considered by the 
' Hanscom Field Advisory Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of 

: the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of 

_ Hanscom Field. The environmental impacts of 

_ commercial services at Hanscom Field are summarized from 
_ the HGEIR and appear in Appendix B of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR. 


: The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

- Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 

" project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...” Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. The potential diversion of cargo 

_ operations was not specifically analyzed because cargo 

_ Operations account for only two percent of aircraft activity at 

_ Logan Airport and since most all-cargo aircraft operate during 

_ Off-peak hours, cargo operations do not contribute to delays 

_ at Logan Airport. However, all cargo operations were included 

_ inthe future fleets analyzed in the Airside Project. 
Additionally, some cargo is now being diverted to 

» regional airports as indicated by the strong growth in 

_ Cargo services and air cargo activity at the regional airports. 


Comment noted. 


the terminal every fifteen minutes to get to either terminal. 


» the inconvenience of getting to Worcester Airport. 
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Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
403.6 Regional Regional Anew Intemational Airport must be built, probably inthe © Because the development of a second major airport would 
_ Transportation Airports _ area of Fort Devens. The Airrail terminal at the _ require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
i _ MassPike/495 would be the ticket terminal and Fort _ review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this : 
_ Devens would be the Departure Terminal. _ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 


_ demand over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field's potential 

_ Service area overlaps with the service areas for 

_ several airports that already have the necessary 

_ infrastructure for commercial service. These airports are the 
_ Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and Worcester 

_ Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 

_ improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside 

| facilities and airfields. 


_ Refer to response to Comment 403.5. 
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LETTER 404 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs, 

Mass. Environmental Protection Agency 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley, EOEA member 10458 

100 Cambridge St., 20th floor 

Boston, MA 02202 bs Son Siete 


Dear ‘Mr. Pugsley: 


I am writing to express my distress over the potential Logan Airport expansion, with 
the construction of Runway 14/32. I live in Winthrop which is adjacent to the airport. 


The state of the impact of Logan Airport as it exists now is intolerable. Some greatly 
distressing areas are as follows: 


1. The brief night of sleep, as planes are still landing at 1 or 2 A.M; then planes start 
_ Tewving their engines and taxiing to idling areas at 6:00 A.M.. A total of four At | 
hours sleep is not healthy for any living being, and this occurs night after night in ; 
an unrelenting situation. 


2. The jet fuel smell permeates the air constantly and since the average person keeps 
the windows open from April to October, we have six months of this odor. The 
other prevaili smell is that of tire rubber burning from plane takeoffs and 404.9 
landings. This cannot be healthy for citizens living next to the airport. Multiply: : 
these first two areas by all of the activity per day at the airport and our health is at 
stake. 


3. The next concern is the constant, prevailing black soot and oil that coat the inside 
of our window sills, our cars, Tailings, etc. We must be inhaling this if it is in the 
air in Winthrop. 


4, The next area is noise pollution. Soundproofing of our homes is not the answer. . 
What about the six months per year when our windows are open or during the 404.3 
entire year when we are outside the house. The major landing times are between 7 : 
and 8:30 A.M. and 7 and 9 P.M. when there is a plane landing or taking off every 
3 to 5 mmutes - and unbelievable DIN OF NOISE. The Decibel level is 
INTOLERABLE NOW! Along with this barrage during these hours we have 
constant air traffic over head. WE HAVE PLANES TAKING OFF OVER OUR 
HOUSES CONSTANTLY. I am sure our hearing acuity has been affected by this 
over these years! Again, the DECIBEL LEVEL IS INTOLERABLE NOW! 


Each of the above concerns is great in itself and together these require citizens to implore 


Sincerely, 


bh fF an Ben Cope: 
Ulan Charo , fe. okITK 


404.4 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 404 
Judith and John Silck, Carmen S. Domenico, 


and John and Barbara Domenico 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


Response 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
404.1 Noise Impacts he brief night of sleep, as planes are still landing at 1:00 
r 2:00 AM; then planes start rewing their engines and 
taxiing to idling areas at 6:00 AM.... 
042 Quality Odor _ The jet fuel smell permeates the air constantly... 


“Air Quality 


y 
_ other prevailing smell is that of tire rubber buming from 
| plane takeoffs and landings. ... [and] prevailing black 
» sootand oil... 


-noise pollution. Soundproofing of our homes is not the 


Insulation _ answer... 


4044 ~— Environmental _ [Asks for help]in the pursuit ofa night curfew at the airport, a 
» Review "environmental health study, on the effects of pollution, noise 
_ Process _ levels and safety concems with overflights in the town of 


_ Winthrop and other surrounding towns. 


| The Night Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) was calculated at 
_ 23 selected locations for all fleets and scenarios. 

_ Tables 6:2.15 and 6.2.16 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

_ report these data for the 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet 

_ scenarios of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The results show 

_ that, at most locations, the LeqN for the future fleets is lower 

_ than for the 1993 case. Where there is an increase in LeqN, 

_ the reason was the increase in flights for the 

_ No Action Altemative, which generally was mitigated by the 
_ Preferred Altemative. These results indicate that there willbe 
_ less sleep disturbance in the future than that currently 

| experienced. 


_ Refer to Section 7.4.1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of cumulative noise impacts. 


_ Massport’s FAA-approved sound insulation program is only one _ 
- element of the noise abatement program. For a discussion of 
_ the noise abatement program, refer to the discussion in the 

_ Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 

_ Annual Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives 

_ underway that reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, 

_ including: 


assport i is separately studying measures for reducing 


_ Logan Airport's contribution to air emissions in the region, in 
_ the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). 

_ Consideration is given to all emissions sources, and analysis 
_ is conducted for the airport, East Boston and regional study 

| areas. 


_ Noise abatement and runway use restrictions; 


Exploring means of extending the Logan Airport sound 
_ insulation program through innovative investigation of hill 
_ effects on sound propagation; 


_ Encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 
- alternative airports; and 


ndi improving achievement of PRAS goals. _ 
is considered an airport access restriction. ‘According to. 


_ the Noise Act, airport access restrictions are subject to FAA review 
_ and require completion of a FAR Part 161 Study. Since the Noise 

_ Act was enacted, the FAA has not approved any Part 161 access 
__ restrictions proposed by airport operators. 


Letter 404: Judith and John Silck, Carmen S. Domenico, and John and Barbara Domenico 
Private Citizens: Winthrop 


Ce: 


Reo; Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EOFA 
m: "Sharon L. Fisher" <Zachtig@juno.com> LETTER 405 
#>yject: --. no subject ... 
Date: Monday, April 26, 1999 23:38:38 EDT 
Attach: 
Certify: N 
Priority: Normal 
Defer until: 
Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


Please stop 14/32 and the Centerfielg Taxiway now. This plan is not a 405 | 
good idea. You will be adding so much more noise and air pollution over : 


neighborhoods and get involved and bring back community living, then why 
do this. I was at Franklin Park zoo this past week-end and I can’t tell 


animals will be affected. There is danger to increased air flights, you AQ5 2 
are disturbing the piping snadplover habitat, and most of all this will ; 
not improve congestion or delays. Why not use Hanscom Field;ed, or 405.3 


F idence. You will only be forcing more people to go there. I live next 
-he Arnold arboretum and can tell you that this will impact the - 
Cummunity greatly. Please stop 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway NOW!!! 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 405 
Sharon Fisher 


Code Topic 1 _ Topic 2 2 Comment Response 


405.1. Alternatives | Runway 14/82 


..-You will be adding so much more noise and air : While equivalent jet operations i increase by more than 

ollution over local communities... _ 50 percent from a 1993 base to the future 37.5M High Fleet 

_ scenario if the Preferred Alternative is implemented, the 

» appropriate basis for comparison of the Preferred Alternative 

_ is the No Action Alternative. Equivalent jet operations would 

_ increase by more than 75 percent over the Preferred 

_ Alternative if no action were taken. Despite the increase in 

_ equivalent jet operations, the Airside analysis indicates that 

_ overall noise impacts decline over time with the elimination of | 

_ Stage 2 aircraft and the replacement of hushkitted Stage3 

aircraft with non-hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. By allowing 

_ aircraft operations to shift from over-land to over-water 

_ foutings and by providing greater flexibility in the use of 

_ Runways 27 and 33L for takeoff, the Preferred Altemative 

_ further reduces the highest noise impacts to the close-in 

_ neighboring communities. Furthermore, the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR also demonstrates the more equitable balance of 

» noise impacts among communities surrounding Logan 

_ Airport that can be achieved with the Preferred Alternative as 

opposed to the imbalance that occurs today and would occur 
fut 


sport as ; developed a comprehensive on-site and 
: Off-site Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close 

© coordination with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 

_ Endangered Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such 

_ habitat at Logan Airport from construction of the 

» Centerfield Taxiway. The plan strives to enhance protection 

_ Of remaining Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport 

: without increasing the aviation safety hazards typically 
ssociated with birds or hazards to the birds. Additionally, it 
is expected that an area of former Upland Sandpiper habitat 

' at Camp Edwards on Cape Cod will be restored to grassland 
_ habitat by removing woody and shrub vegetation to 

_ encourage enhancement of the Upland Sandpiper regional 

| population. This restoration effort provides a unique 

_ opportunity to expand grasslands in the Commonwealth far 

_ exceeding the +40 acres to be lost at Logan Airport. In the 

- event that such a program at Camp Edwards is not available, 
_ an appropriate alternative program acceptable to the NHESP 
_ will be developed and implemented. Additional details of the 

_ Upland Sandpiper mitigation plan are presented in 

' Section 6.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Open Space/ 
: Parkland 


405.2 ...are disturbing the piping sandplover habitat, .. 


Letter 405: Sharon Fisher 
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Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 - Comment Response 
405.3 Regional Regional Why not use Hanscom Field or Worcester Airport. Do you ‘The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
i | Transportation — Airports _ realize how many people now go to Nashua and DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of 
: i Providence? ... _ Hanscom Field in the analysis of regional altematives. 


: Hanscom Field, which serves as a general aviation reliever 
_ airport to Logan Airport, already accommodates a significant 
_ number of aircraft operations (183,000 operations in 1998). 
_ The Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, 

' Charter, and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 

_ Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was 

_ filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began 

_ commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 
| limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets - 

_ Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, 

_ Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America 
_ is also conducting operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
"established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes 

_ that Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
_ aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. 

_ Additionally, commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are 

_ unlikely to move a significant number of flights from 

_ Logan Airport to Hanscom Field, since approximately 

_ 50 percent of passengers on Logan Airport's commuter 

_ flights connect to other Logan Airport flights and a significant 
_ number of passengers are travelling to Boston. However, 

_ any new commercial service initiatives proposed for 

_ Hanscom Field shall be reviewed for consistency with the 

_ Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall 
_ be considered by the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen 

_ (HATS). Refer to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field. 


_ Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 

_ City of Worcester to aggressively market the 

_ Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased 

_ its involvement with the Worcester Regional Airport by 

- assuming operational responsibility of the airport on 

_ January 15, 2000. By its agreement with the 

_ City of Worcester, Massport could assume ownership of the 

_ Worcester Regional Airport by 2005. On February 1, 2000, 

_ Delta Connection began serving Worcester Regional Airport 

_ with two daily nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft 
_ to Atlanta. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle began service to 
» New York JFK Airport with three daily nonstop roundtrip 

_ flights on turboprop aircraft. Massport is in ongoing 

_ discussions with other carriers regarding potential new 

" services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition, 

_ MassHighway is analyzing alternative highway routes that 

_ would improve surface access from I-90 and 1-290 to the 

_ Worcester Regional Airport and filed an ENF in December 

_ 1999. They have begun the preparation of a Draft EIS/EIR 
_ for these improvements. 


Letter 405: Sharon Fisher 


To: LETTER 406 iSMTPOutBound@itd. w4@servers ["Office-Gov, Governors" <Governors. 


Ce: 
Bec: 
Erom: 

ject: 
“pte : 
Attach: 
Certify: 
Priority: 
Defer until: 
Expires: 


Forwarded by: 


SMTPOutBound@itd .w4@servers ["Pugsley-ENV, Arthur" <Arthur.Pugsl 


Arthur Pugsley@MEPA@EORA 

"Heather Hughes" <heatherdyan@yahoo.com> 
I OPPOSE 14/32 

Wednesday, April 28, 1999 10:49:58 EDT 


N 
Normal 


406.1 
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Letter 406 
Heather Hughes 


Response 


Code Topic 1 


406.1 General 
_ Opposition 


~ Comment noted. 


Letter 406: Heather Hughes 


_ LETTER 407 


April 5, 1999 


John C. Silva, Manager 

Federal Aviation Administration 
Environmental Programs 
Airparts Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva, . . 
We are opposed to the Runway 14/32 for the following reasons: 


¢ Increased traffic and resulting noise 
¢ Fear of catastrophic air collisions 


¢ Time is now to look for another area for an airport, while the land is stil] available 


and within reach financially 


Thank you for your consideration, 


Sincerely, g | 


407.1 
407.2 
407.3 
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Letter 407 
Kimberly 
Unknown Resident to MEPA 


Code _ Topic1 Topic 2 _Comment Response 


407.1 = Altematives ~ Runway 4 14/32 “Increased traffic and resulting noise | The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the 
: : : Preferred Altemative would promote runway use ina manner 
that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 
umber of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 
Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 
f equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 

same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 
ighttime operations and more daytime operations but the 

_ same noise impacts. Total departures from Runway 33L and 
arrivals to Runway 15R (over East Boston and Chelsea) 

_ would increase, but most of these are non-jets. These 

_ funway operations are currently running well below the 

_ PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 would 
allow the controllers to approach, but still remain below the 

_ annual goals for these operations. Additionally, by increasing 

_ the number of operations over water, Runway 14/32 would 

: reduce the total annual hours of dwell and persistence-over 

. populated areas in accordance with short-term PRAS goals. 


_ Implementation of the recommended Airside Project, 

_ specifically unidirectional Runway 14/32, would not increase 
_ Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of 

| approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity is 

' available at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the 

_ time. Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 

_ this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that 

_ Now require controllers to operate on only one or 

_ two runways, compared to the typical three-runway 

_ configurations used at Logan Airport. 


_ The runway would substantially reduce the delays that now 

_ occur during northwest wind conditions. Preventing these 

_ delays would represent a real benefit to the passengers and 

_ airlines that currently experience them. However, because 

_ these wind conditions and the associated delays are not 

_ regular or predictable, and cannot be readily anticipated, it is 

_ Not expected that their prevention will stimulate growth in 

_ Logan Airport passenger demand above and beyond the 
rates that would have occurred without the runway. Instead, 
growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be principally 

_ driven by local and national economic conditions, 
competition and pricing within the airline industry, and the 
distribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 

' Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. The 

_ broad range of forecasts considered in the Airside Project 

_ operational and environmental analyses capture any 

_ potential variation in current and future passenger and 

aircraft activity at | Logan Airport. 


Fear of catastrophic air collisions There is no reason to link the construction of Runway 14/32. 
with an increased risk of catastrophic air collisions. Runway 
14/32 and all of the airside improvements are designed to 
reduce delay, increase the airport's efficiency, improve 
airfield safety, and reduce negative environmental impacts. 


407.2 Altematives Runway 14/32 


Letter 407: Kimberly , Unknown Resident to MEPA 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DrartT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Code _—‘ Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
- 407.3 Regional Regional ... Time is now to look for another area for an airpo _ Because the development of a second major airport would 
: | Transportation —_ Airports _ While the land is still available and within reach financially require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 


_ review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 
_ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
_ demand over the next 20 years. 


_ Service developments at other surrounding airports, 

_ including Manchester Airport, T.F. Green/Providence Airport 
» and Worcester Regional Airport, preclude the need for a 

© second major airport. 


_ All of the other alternatives are addressed in the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Refer to Chapter 2 for a 

" discussion of the emerging role of regional airports. Referto 
_ Chapter 4 for a discussion of PPP. Refer to Chapters 4 and8 
_ for proposed noise mitigation and extension of the nighttime 
_ overwater routing preference (currently from 12:00am to 

_ 6:00am) to 11:00pm to 6:00am. 


Letter 407: Kimberly , Unknown Resident to MEPA 
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Letter 408 
Unknown Hull Resident to MEPA 


_Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Contment Bilin 2a 


“408.1 Noise _ Studies 


“ect _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter 408: Unknown Hull Resident to MEPA 


Semaaions, fers ters Sate ta i etd Exper Pres “oan s fo 


e. Comments to: Draft Logan Airside Improvements EOEA #10458. 


: COMMENT PROCEDURE for: Draft Logan Airside Improvements (a.k.a. Runway 14/32) EOEA #10458 


All comments on EIRs (environmental impact report) must refer to the EOEA file number. There may be other: 
identifying numbers. but the EOEA file number is the onc which must be used. 


Comments not referring to the EQEA file number mav not be considered. LETTER 409 


All comments must be received April 22. 1999 
All mail concerning the environmental impact review process including filings. comments. and all associated materials 
must be addressed to: eas 
Bob Durand. Secretary 
Executive Office of Envi ironmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 
Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 
100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor Floor 
Boston. MA 02202 


Failure to address mail in this manner may result in delay of action on comments or no action on comments at all. 
: P 
Dear Mr. Durand, - 3 


My comments to the EIR-Logan Airside Improvements Plan EOEA #10458 are as follows: 


Address 


Phone 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL Drart EIS/FINAL EIR 


Letter 409 


Unknown Commentor 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
409.1 _ Regional - Regional The ability to utilize other airports, Hanscom, Worcester, 
ransportation Airports _ Providence, Manchester is not only important planning for 
_ the future growth of our communities to the north, west and 
south of the greater Boston... 
409.2 PublicHealth Effects. _ Logan andits immediate communities are saturated with al 


the different kinds of pollution (i.e., noise environmental) of 


al kinds. 


Response 


_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
_ discussion of the specific role played by the regional 


ransportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
(0 foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
ecognized and has been a proponent of regional 


_ alternatives to Logan Airport. Together with the regional 

_ airports, Massport has implemented a regional strategy to 

' enhance the use of options to Logan Airport. In the 

_ Draft EIS/EIR, Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual 

_ passengers that could be absorbed by regional altematives 


that include use of T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 


_ Worcester Regional airports, as well as the new high-speed 

_ tail to New York. In the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport 

_ recognizes that these developments will slow Logan Airport’s 
_ passenger traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 

_ 37.5 million passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather 

_ closer to 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may 

_ not be achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives 
: can play an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic 
_ growth at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's 


inability to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand 


_ during northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is 

_ designed to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, 
_ is necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 

: benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ tegional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 


Logan Airport. 


_ While equivalent jet ‘operations i increase by more than : 
_ 50 percent from a 1993 base to the future 37.5M High Fleet 

_ Scenario if the Preferred Alternative is implemented, the 

» appropriate basis for comparison of the Preferred Alternative 
_ is the No Action Alternative. Equivalent jet operations would 
_ increase by more than 75 percent over the Preferred 

_ Alternative if no action were taken. Despite the increase in 


equivalent jet operations, the Airside analysis indicates that 


_ overall noise impacts decline over time with the elimination of | 


Stage 2 aircraft and the replacement of hushkitted Stage 3 
aircraft with non-hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. By allowing 


_ aircraft operations to shift from over-land to over-water 

_ toutings and by providing greater flexibility in the use of 

_- Runways 27 and 33L for takeoff, the Preferred Alternative 
_ further reduces the highest noise impacts to the close-in 


neighboring communities. Furthermore, the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR also demonstrates the more equitable balance of 
noise impacts among communities surrounding Logan 
Airport that can be achieved with the Preferred Alternative as 


_ Opposed to the imbalance that occurs today and would occur 
in the future if no action is taken. 


Letter 409: Unknown Commentor 
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Letter 410 
Handwritten Comments 
by Unknown Resident 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
| Preferred Runway 14/32 More than doubles VOC (volatile organic compound) in | Furthermore, the NAAQS are not violated. 
| Beemaives _ closest neighborhood. | Appendix A (Ozone Modeling Support Document for the 
_ Increased NOx gas. _ New England Domain) of DEP's Attainment Submittal of 


_ April 1998, indicated that on-road mobile sources are a greater 
_ concern for NOx and area sources a greater concern for VOCs 


| _ than Logan Airport. 
410.2 Altematives © Runway 14/32 Puts smallest and quietest planes out over water, making _ The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
: : i room for larger, noisier planes on existing runways. _ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 


_ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 

_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 

' strong northwest winds that now require controllers to 

_ Operate on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating 

| capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in 


__ aircraft operations. 
410.3 Regional Regional _ Removes incentives for Worcester roads and airlines to | Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 


| Transportation — Airports _ tun flights from Worcester. City of Worcester to aggressively market the 

; _ Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased 

_ its involvement with the Worcester Regional Airport by 

: assuming operational responsibility of the airport on 

| January 15, 2000. By its agreement with the 

_ City of Worcester, Massport could assume ownership of the 
| Worcester Regional Airport by 2005. On February 1, 2000, 

_ Delta Connection began serving Worcester Regional Airport 
_ with two daily nonstop roundtrip flights on regional jet aircraft 
_ to Atlanta. On July 6, 2000, American Eagle began service to 
_ New York JFK Airport with three daily nonstop roundtrip i 
__ flights on turboprop aircraft. Massport is in ongoing 
discussions with other carriers regarding potential new 

| services at Worcester Regional Airport. In addition, 

_ MassHighway is analyzing alternative highway routes that 
_ would improve surface access from I-90 and I-290 to the 

_ Worcester Regional Airport and filed an ENF in December 
| 1999. They have begun the preparation of a Draft EIS/EIR 
_ for these improvements. 


Letter 410: Handwritten Comments by Unknown Resident February 2001 


mag Comin iC Re: HS 
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410.4 Ground _ Access to 
_ Transportation _ Logan 


increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 
_ no effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 
_ Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Stormwater 


| which acts as a catch basin. _ be directly discharged to Jeffries Cove, rather it will be 
» discharged through a series of existing outfalls along the 


_ Pollutes Harbor Island Park _ Harbor channel. Also note that the drainage for the Maverick 
_ Street outfall will not be affected by this construction. No 
| adverse impacts to water quality that could affect the Boston 
| Harbor Islands are expected, as described in Section 6.6 of the 
Es pial Aa, . _ _ _ __ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter 410: Handwritten Comments by Unknown Resident February 2001 


Adoe 


4 Clarendon Street 
Boston Massachusetts 
02116 6117 - 


LETTER 411. 


17 March 1999 


Robert A. Durand 

Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street — Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


* Dear Mr. Secretary: 


e ° . . 


The elected officials, community activists and citizens of Winthrop have united with Boston 

neighborhoods and other communities in strong opposition to the new funway/taxiway proposal 

being made by Massport. We are extremely upset that the Governor, who has ignored our 
“requests to meet, has changed his original position and is now officially endorsing the proposal. . - 
Our community leaders and citizens have been actively Meeting with our state and federal 
goverment legisiators to discuss our concems regarding this specific proposal, as well as the 
core problem of dealing with the projections for significant increases in air traffic demand for the 
region. In fact, you met two of our town citizens whe presented you with a letter voicing our 
-Concems and seeking your attention on January 28" at the conference in the Seaport Hotel. 


Massport has pitched the Runway 14/32 proposal as praviding some relief to Winthrop at the 4} | | 
expense of Baston and other communities. Even if true, and we have serious doubts, it would 

only be short-term relief. We are concemed about the entire Boston area as much as our own 

town. Regardless of a new runway, and according to Massport's own projections, demand for 
“passengers and aircraft to come to the area is expected to grow significantly, and flight delays  - 

are expected to scar. As a physically smail inner-city airport, Logan has exceeded reasonable 

capacity and cannot handle the dramatic projected demand without putting Boston, the Harbor 4{ | ? 
and surrounding communities in extreme danger! 


-Please know that we support economic growth for Boston, the Commonwealth and New England: 
We are working closely with Senator Travaglini, Congressman Markey, Representative DeLeo and 
others in support of potential solutions to the regional air transportation problem, such as 4{ | 3 
Secondary airports, etc. There are answers to the problem which could bring economic benefit : 
outside of Boston, but trying to increase capacity at Logan is not the answer. Such a course 
would be severely detrimental to those of us whe call the Boston area home and, ironically, to 

“those visitors expected to fly heré as well. Our health and safety are already at great risk. Our 
burden has increased each year. We cannot accept more! 


Sit, we need your attention to this issue. We ask that you meet with a group of our town officials 
and community leaders before you review the Environmental Impact Report to hear our concerns. 
-Your Department has previously criticized past Massport studies. There are serious questions 
regarding the adequacy, quality and reliability of information supplied by Massport. Winthrop i 4 
has been ignored in requests for needed health studies. We ask you to understand that the 
health and quality of life of Boston area residents is threatened. We hope you agree that full 
input from Winthrop and the other communities is esseatial before your office reaches any 
_ decisions that will impact so many Boston area residents. 


Ee —p 66-7 Sa = 
Ellen Winkler 
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Letter 411 

Ellen Winkler, Brock Philips, David Prusky, 
L. Gertrude Honan, Barbara Bishop, 
George McLaughlin, Rebecca Swope, 

and Henry Carson 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

411.1 Alternatives Runway 14/32 Massport has pitched the Runway 14/32 proposal as _ PRAS noise goals are based on the fact that DNL levels above 

: / : providing some relief to Winthrop at the expense of _ 75 GB are considered unacceptable for residential land use and 
_ Boston and other communities. Even if true, and we have __ that DNL levels above 70 dB are also excessively high and should 
_ serious doubts [about that], it would only be short-term _ be reduced if feasible. PRAS recommendations are thus designed 
relief. _ to shift operations off of runways where these high levels still exist 
— primarily in Winthrop and to the north of Logan Airport in East 

- Boston and Revere. 


- The EOEA May 7, 1999 Certificate on the Airside Draft EIS/EIR 

» fequested that Massport undertake a feasibility study of 

_ implementing measures to reduce NOx emissions at Logan Airport. 
This study is currently underway and will be presented to MEPA by 
the end of March 2001. Appendix A (Ozone Modeling Support 
Document for the New England Domain) of DEP's Attainment 

_ Submittal of April 1998, indicated that on-road mobile sources are a 

_ greater concem for NOx and area sources a greater concem for 


OCs than Logan Airport. 

411.2 " Altematives | Preferred | ...As a physically small inner-city airport, Logan ‘has Anticipated future passenger ‘and operations levels can be 

: _ Altematives exceeded reasonable capacity and cannot handle the _ accommodated by Logan Airport without any airside improvements 
_ dramatic projected demand without putting Boston, the © —_but not without delays and resulting adverse environmental 


_ Harbor and surrounding communities in extreme danger! impacts. The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delays, 

_ increase the airport's efficiency and improve airfield safety in an 

' environmentally responsible manner. Long-term aviation growth is 

' a recognized worldwide condition, based on economic and 

_ demographic factors, and is not under Massport’s control. 
Massport estimates that up to 7.3 million Logan Airport air 

"passengers may be diverted to other modes/airports or eliminated 

_ through advances in telecommunications. 


Regional _ We... support ... potential solutions to the regional air ' Asecond major airport is not a solution to the current delay and 
"Transportation Airports transportation problem, such as secondary airports, et..... - congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed Project to reduce 
: : » There are answers to the [regional transportation] problem _ delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport must be implemented in the 
_ which could bring economic benefit outside of Boston, but trying near term to address current and future operating conditions. Even ifa 
_ to increase capacity at Logan is not the answer. _ Second major airport were to be pursued, the planning period for site 
selection and environmental review would require ten to 15 years, in 

» addition to a multi-year construction period. Rather, Logan Airport is part 
of a regional system of airports that includes the T.F. GreervProvidence, 
the Manchester, and the Worcester Regional airports. Service 

_ development and increased passenger traffic at these airports are an 

_ important part of the region’s long-term strategy to accommodate 

_ Passenger and activity growth. Greater use of the regional airports will 

"provide passengers within the service area of such airports with a viable 

-_altemative to Logan Airport. Since demand within Logan Airport's primary 
service area will remain strong, the improvements at other regional 
airports will not eliminate the need for improvements to be implemented 
under the Preferred Altemative at Logan Airport. 


Letter 411: Ellen Winkler, Brock Philips, David Prusky, L. Gertrude Honan, Barbara Bishop, George McLaughlin, February 2001 
Rebecca eee and en Carson 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response ee ee eee ee 
411.4 Public Health Effects Requests for needed health studies [have been _ Noise was identified as the only off-airport impact associated with 
| : | ignored)...health and quality of life of Boston area » the Preferred Alternative (refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental 


_ residents is threatened... _ DEIS/FEIR for a discussion on noise impacts). The available 

: _ public health studies for communities adjacent to Logan Airport 

_ were reviewed and are presented in Section 6.8 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. A review of the available public health 
_ information did not indicate any causal relationship based on 


Letter 411: Ellen Winkler, Brock Philips, David Prusky, L. Gertrude Honan, Barbara Bishop, George McLaughlin, February 2001 
Rebecca Swope, and Henry Carson 


LETTER 412 


Ny ; Two Cambridge Center 
we FIO Corner of Broadway and Third Street 
; a rt U. Boston Marriott Cambridge Cambridge, Massachusetts 02142 
HOTELS: RESORTS: SUITES 
: Jefl Miller 
April 8, 1999 Ceneral Manager 
617/494-6600 


617/494-6565 Fax 


Mr. John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


close proximity, Moreover, we need to show convention travelers that Logan is serious 
about improving from its current position of the sixth worst delay plagued airport in the 
country, 


T urge you to please Support and work towards the development of runway 14/32 for 4 y 3 
Logan. Only with improved capacity and a more efficient Logan Airport can we truly ' 
realize the full potential of our new convention center and hospitality industry. 


Sincerely, 
Jeff Miller 


General Manager 


/\mk 
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Letter 412 


Jeff Miller, Boston Marriott Long Wharf, 


Bill Skoglund, General Manager, 
Boston Marriott Newton, 


Paul V. Puzzanghero, General Manager, 


Peabody Marriott, 
Terry Wordon, General Manager, 


and Boston Marriott Copley Place, Bill Munck, 


Topic 2 


Airfield 
_ Capacity 


_ Need 


General Manager 


Comment Response 


_ With future development of the new convention center. © Comment noted. 
_ and the Seaport District, Logan's role becomes even 
_ more vital to the hotel industry. 


412.2 _ Alteratives 


“Fiaa | Pupose and 


/ Need 


- Regional 
_ Airports 


a 
_ Capacity 


i urge you 10 support the development of | runway 14 : 

_ Logan. We need to reduce the number of flight delays our 

_ visitors endure. Only with a more ...[efficient] Logan 

_ Airport can we truly realize the potential of our 
_ [Convention Center] and hospitality industry. : 


While...[we] can appreciate the prospect of exploring "Comment noted. 
_ alternate regional airports for increased use, Logan will 

: be near [the new Convention Center and offers a 

_ tremendous advantage over] other competing cities who 

_ do not have this type of close proximity [to the 
_ Convention Center). 


Letter 425: CFR (5 pages and table) 
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Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 


Final Environmental Impact Report 


EOEA #10458 


Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project 


Boston 
Logan 
International 
Airport 


| ay 
— 


massport Massachusetts Port Authority 


March 2001 
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PROCEEDINGS 


THE MODERATOR: I officially 
declare this hearing opening. It's now 6:30. 
Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. My name 
is Chris Poreda. I'm a senior attorney with 
the Federal Aviation Administration's office 
and the regional counsel of the New England 
region. I will act as the hearing officer or 
moderator for this evening's meeting. 

This meeting is jointly sponsored 
by FAA and Massport. I'd like to thank the 
commonwealth of Massachusetts for allowing us 
to use these facilities, and I welcome those 
individuals who are here this evening to 
listen and make public comment. I also want 
to welcome members of the media, though I 
would ask that you remain as unobtrusive as 
possible while performing your valuable 
function to cover this event. 

This meeting is being transcribed 
so each of us who speaks needs to remember to 
speak clearly, use the microphones, and 
identify yourself, spelling your last name, 


if possible. 


Before I introduce those 
individuals who will make presentations 
tonight and the rest of the people at the 
front of the room, I must briefly outline the 
purpose of the meeting for the record. After 
those public presentations, then I'll open 
the meeting foe pubis comment. 

The purpose of this meeting is to 
receive public comment on Proposed airport 
developments at Logan International Airport. 
Those proposed developments are detailed ina 
document jointly with the Federal Aviation 
Administration and Massport entitled Logan 
Air Side Improvements Plan Project dated 
February 1999. This joint document serves as 
both a draft environmental impact statement 
to meet the procedural requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act, or NEPA, 
and other federal requirements, and is a 
draft environmental impact report to meet the 
requirements of the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act, or MEPA, and other 
‘state requirements. 


The FAA is the lead agency for 


Purposes of airport layout-plan approval and 
any funding approval which are federal 
actions subseck to NEPA. Massport is the 
project proponent for the proposed 
developments which fall within its purview as 
the proprietor of Logan International 
Airport. 

| The draft EIS/EIR was sent to 
several elected officials, community leaders, 
and federal, state, and local government 
offices. In addition, copies of the, document 
were sent to public libraries in Boston, 
. Brookline, Chelsea, Charlestown, Milton, 
Quincy, Revere, Somerville, and Winthrop. A 
notice seeking comment or that document was 
published in the Federal Register on February 
the 26th, 1999, and appears-on Page 9508 of 
Volume 64 of the Federal Register. 

Here this evening from the Federal 

Aviation Administration to my right and to 
the left of me as you look at me is John 
Silva, environmental programs manager in the 
airport's division of the Federal Aviation 


Administration's New England region. On my 


left, your right, from the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act office are Jay 
Wickersham and Arthur Pugsley. From Massport 
we have Flavio Leo, director of aviation 
planning, Betty Desrosiers, director of 
planning and development, Deborah Meehan, 
project manager from SH&E, a consultant to 
Massport on this project, and David 
Hollander, a planner from SHEE. 

At this point, we will have short 
statements by John Silva and the 
representative from the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act office. Following 
those statements, Betty Desrosiers from 
Massport will make a brief 15-minute 
presentation. At that point, we'll take a 
short break, and then I will open the floor 
to public comment. John. 

MR. SILVA: Good evening. My name 
is John Silva, and I'm manager of 
environmental programs with airports 
division, New England region, Federal 
Aviation Administration. I'm FAA's project 


manager for the environmental impact 


statement. This hearing is being conducted 
to be our public input requirements under the 
Council on Pavaconmental Quality regulations, 
and the Airport and Airway Improvement Act as 
amended and recodified. The hearing will be 
conducted this evening and tomorrow evening 
at 6:30 p.m. at the Holiday Inn, McLellan 

“Highway, East Boston. That's adjacent to 
Suffolk Downs. 

In addition to the opportunity to 
provide comments this evening, a written 
comment period on the draft EIS/EIR will 

remain open until April the 23rd, 1999. 
Comments may be mailed to me, John Silva, S- 
I-L-V-A. My address is Airports Division, 
FAA, New England Region, 12 New England 
Executive Park in Burlington, Massachusetts, 
and the zip there is 01083. 

Alternatively, you may mail 
comments to the Secretary of Environmental 
Affairs. The address is Attention: MEPA, 
that's M-E-P-A, office, Mr. Arthur Pugsley, 
P-U-G-S-L-E-Y, EOEA Number 10458. The street 


address is 100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor, 


23 


24 


Boston, Massachusetts, and the Zip there is 
02202. 

I'd also like to add that if you 
have written comments here this evening and 
you'd like to deliver them to us, there is a 
box for other testimony at the end of the 
table there. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, John. 
At this point, let me make a verbal footnote. 
Although I am also an employee of the Federal 
Aviation Administration, I will take, 
personally no part in the decision involving 
this document or this project or review of 
the comments. I am here strictly as a 
moderator for this evening's meeting and 
tomorrow evening's meeting. 

Now we'll hear from the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 
office. 

MR. WICKERSHAM: Thank you, Chris. 
Iam Jay Wickersham from the MEPA office in 
the Executive Office of Environmental 
Affairs. With me is Arthur Pugsley who is 


the MEPA analyst who is assigned to this 


project. 

The purpose of review of this 
project under the MEPA statute is to insure 
that Massport, as a state AGeney: has taken 
all feasible measures to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate the adverse environmental impacts of 
its actions. The purpose of the MEPA review 
process is to insure an open public review 
and comment period on the documents. The 
MEPA process is not a permitting or an 
approval process. 

The comments that we are receiving 

are as to the adequacy of the draft 
environmental impact report which has been 
submitted. We encourage comments to be as 
specific as possible, and to address both the 
general requirements of the MEPA regulations 
which are at 301 CMR li, and also the 
Specific requirements in the scope that was 
issued by Secretary Cox in November of 1995. 
You will find the scope that applies to the 
draft environmental impact report at the 
front of Volume 2 of the document submitted 


by Massport. 
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As John and Chris have Stated, in 
addition to the spoken comments today, we are 
receiving comments. We are receiving those 
through Friday, April 23rd. Comments should 
be received at the MEPA office by 5 p.m. on 
that date. Again, I'll quickly give the 
address which is 100 Cambridge Street, 
Boston, 02202, Attention, Arthur Pugsley, and 
be sure to make sure that all correspondence 
has the EOEA file number which is 10458. 
These addresses as well as the fax number of 
the MEPA office are also found outside by the 
locations of the Sign-in sheets. 

THE MODERATOR: Before Massport 
gives its presentation, I'll remind people 
again that when I open the floor to public 
comment, I will be recognizing people to 
speak by the Sign-up sheets that were outside 
the front door, so if you want to speak, 
please avail yourselves of those sign-up 
Sheets. That's what I'll be using to 
recognize people in order to make comments. 

Now we hear from Betty Desrosiers 


from Massport. 
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MS. DESROSIERS: Thank you and good 
evening. Over the last three-and-a-half 
months, Peter Blute, Tom Kenton and I have 
participated in over 45 public forums and 
addressed over 3,500 people about this 
project and tried to provide a detailed 
overview of the project and listen very 
carefully to comments that we have heard in 
each of those forums. Before the close of 
the comment period on April 23rd, we expect 
that number of forums will increase to nearly 
50 forums. 

I know that many of you in this 
room have participated in one or more of 
those forums, and tonight's presentation is a 
shortened version of what you have seen 
earlier. And for those of you that have not 
yet had the opportunity to hear the overview 
of this project, tonight's is a shortened 
version but I think it is a comprehensive 
one. So with that, let me begin. 

Logan Airport is a very important 
component of the state and regional economy. 


It employs 15,000 people, and it contributes 
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5 billion dollars into the economy, nearly 
1.4 billion direct, 3.6 billion indirect. 
Businesses in the greater Boston area alone, 
79 percent of the businesses in the greater 
Boston area rely on convenient and safe air 
service at Logan Airport to do their 
business, and indeed, the high growth 
industries of New England and Massachusetts, 
manufacturing, communications, business 
services, management services expect that 
their reliance on air travel and on Logan 
Airport is going to grow over time. 

Logan Airport has a problem today, 
and our problem is a delay problem. It is a 
delay problem primarily caused by wind and 
weather conditions. By any measure of 
indices of delay, Logan Airport has, for over 
a decade, ranked amongst the worst airports 
in the United States for delays. This is 
unacceptable for the traveling public. It is 
unacceptable to our neighbors because these 
delays cause adverse environmental impacts. 

We have used as part of this 


environmental impact Study state of the art 
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Simulation modeling that was developed by 
world-renowned experts at MIT in the flight 
transportation lab. Indeed, this modeling 
has been used by airports even the United 
States and across the globe. It is a very 
sophisticated model, and it is exactly the 
type of model that is apnropriate for the 
kind of complexity of operation that we have 
at Logan Airport because we are located in 
New England with very varied wind conditions. 

So we sought out and selected a 
model appropriate to the kind of operation 
that we have at Logan Airport. It is a model 
that has been embraced by the FAA. It is a 
model that has been embraced by airports 
around the globe. That model has shown that 
Logan Airport experiences today over 120,000 
hours of delay at’ a cost of over 300 million 
dollars to the economy including the 
passengers and the airlines. 

This proposal to improve the 
airfield at Logan Airport is part of a multi- 
airport, multi-modal air travel 


transportation plan that has been developed 
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for over a decade, and for which the FAA and 
the New England states have invested over 600 
million dollars to realize. This planning 
and investment strategy began in 1990 with 
the second airport study. 

That study, by the way, had a 52- 
member blue ribbon panel comprised of 
community groups, business groups, and 
environmental organizations. The conclusion 
of that study was that it is likely 
infeasible to build a second airport,in 
Massachusetts and instead, a second study was 
conducted called the Strategic Assessment 
‘Report which looked and, in fact, developed 
the strategy that has since that point 
already been implemented. 

That strategy looked to improve the 
regional airport,: looked to high-speed rail, 
and looked to Logan. Following on the 
Strategic Neves: Report, the New England 
state aviation directors and Massport began 
meeting ona regular basis to, in fact, 
advance and develop the regional airport 


strategy, and we did that arm-in-arm with the 


LS 
FAA. 

As a result of these studies, what 
has occurred is that we have seen significant 
investments in New England's regional 
airport. We have indeed seen high-speed rail 
become a reality. It is being tested today. 
High-speed rail will begin between Boston and 
New York later this year. High-speed rail 
has become a reality. The investment and the 
increased activity at the regional airports 
has occurred. 

What this proposal looks to do is 

to complete the last piece of that puzzle 
which is also to make appropriate 
improvements at Logan Airport to address the 
delay conditions that we experience there. 
This is the regional airport eyeesas This is 
the system, these. airports, Logan Airport as 
the premier airport for the region of 
Manchester to the north, Green to the south, 
and Worcester to the west. These are the 
airports that collectively will handle the 
air travel demand that we in this region, 


that we in this commonwealth are indeed 
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generating. 

And, in fact, what we are seeing as 
a result of the growth in the regional 
mieeere is that Logan Airporc is carrying a 
smaller and smaller share of the total travel 
within New England, a smaller and smaller 
proportional share. That is precisely what I 
think we ought to collectively share as we go 
along. 

What did we find? What did all 
these studies find about the extent to which 
these other alternatives could help to 

address the delay problem at Logan Airport? 
What these studies collectively ee is. that 
these alternatives could reduce demand at 
Logan Airport by about 7.3 million 
passengers. That's a tremendous help to 
Logan Airport, but it does not preclude the 
need to improve Logan's airfield. 

What are we trying to do with this 
package of improvements? We are looking to 
reduce delays at Logan Airport, enhance the 
Operational efficiencies of our airport, to 


enhance safety, and to do that by minimizing 
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environmental impact, and we believe that our 
document demonstrates that indeed we have and 
can do that. 

What we are proposing -- our 
package of improvements include the 
following. The most well-known is a 
unidirectional runway 14/32, a series of 
taxiway improvements, the most well-known of 
which is the center field taxiway. The FAA 
is seeking to reduce the minimums of several 
of our runway ends, and we looked at, peak 
hour pricing. 

The environmental document itself 
has five alternatives structured in it. The 
alternatives allow for a comprehensive 
assessment of these improvements and an 
evaluation of the key concepts compared one 
to another. How will conditions be if we do 
everything? How will conditions be if we do 
everything but peak hour pricing? How will 
it be if we do everything but if we only do 
the taxiways? And how will it be if we only 
do the administrative actions, and what will 


conditions be if we do nothing? 
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As the result of the work that we 
have done over the last four years, we have 
selected alternative 1A as our preferred 
alternative for this project. How does this 
preferred alternative help us deal with 
delays at Logan Airport? What we see is that 
if we do nothing at Logan Airport, if we do 
not do anything at Logan Airport, delays at 
Logan Airport are going to increase and they 
are going to increase expidentially. 

If we are able to build runway 
14/32, then delays at Logan Riseore will 
indeed go down and dramatically level off in 
the future. And what is very important to 
note is that delays, the delay reduction 
benefits of runway 14/32 increase over time. 
This is not a mandate. This is not a mandate 
program. Delay will always be less by 
building this runway, and delays in the 
future will clearly stabilize. 

What do the environmental results 
show? What the environmental results show 
with respect to noise is that by being able 


to build runway 14/32 anda center field 
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taxiway, that we are able to reduce noise for 
those communities enge live in the highest 
noise-impacted areas. There is nothing else 
that can be done to provide relief to those 
close-in communities but build this runway. 
It is the thing that provides that relief. 

The second thing that we have found 
is that by reducing delays we are able to 
reduce late-night operations. The third: 
thing we are able to find is that by building 
runway 14/32, we are able to take better. 
advantage of our location adjacent to the 
harbor. We are able to shift 75,000 flights 
out over the water rather than over people's 
homes, and that is good for everybody close- 
if Or out. 

The last thing it does, it allows 
the air traffic control tower to have a more 
equitable distribution of noise at Logan 
Airport north, south, east, and west, and I'd 
like to show you e diweig bit how important 
the goal of equitable distribution is. 

Today, 76 percent of our operations are over 


communities north and south of the airport. 
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If we are not able to build runway 14/32, 
nearly 90 percent of the operations will 
occur over communities that lie north and 
south of Logan Airport. 

If you live in Braintree, Milton, 
Dorchester, Quincy, South Boston, East 
Boston, Winthrop, Revere, Swampscott, this is 
what your future holds if we are not able to 
build runway 14/32. By building the runway, 
we are indeed able to create a much more 
balanced distribution of over-flights at 
Logan Airport. This is the goal that I think 
from a public policy perspective and indeed 
from a community's perspective when we 
established the community noise goals, this 
is what we were seeking to do, not that. 

In terms of mitigation, what we 
Propose to mitigate with this airport is the 
following. We guarantee that this runway 
will be a unidirectional runway, and we will 
use every independent mechanism available to 
insure unidirectionality, and we do that and 
we are proposing that in the following way. 


We are proposing that by seeking only the 
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permits to build it as a unidirectional 
runway. | 

We are seeking that by including it 
as part of a mitigation measure in our 
environmental document, and we are 
guaranteeing that by seeking relief for only 
unidirectional operations from the court 
injunction. Every independent mechanism 
available to us we will employ to insure the 
unidirectionality. 

In addition, we will soundproof an 
additional 1200 to 1500 homes in those 

communities where the noise contour does go 
as as a result of none equitable distribution 
of noise. And the final key element of our 
mitigation program is to create or replicate 
a new habitat for the upland sandpiper which 
does come to Logan Airport, if you can 
believe that, right between runways. We are 
working with the state agencies to develop a 
program to establish a replication site for 
the upland sandpiper down in Cape Cod. 

These are the key elements of our 


mitigation measures, and I believe that 


vay, 
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that's the end of the overview. I thank you 
very much for your patience in letting me go 
through this presentation, and I look forward 
to hearing your comments this evening. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much, Betty. Now that I'm out of the 
spotlight, what we're going to do is take a 
five-minute break, and then I'll open the 
floor to comments. I will start the meeting 
again in five minutes so I would ask that if 
you have business to conduct that's going to 
take longer than that, please go outside. In 
five minutes, we will reconvene. 

(Brief recess taken. ) 

THE MODERATOR: As part of che 
rules, we recognize that everybody here has 
an opportunity to speak, everybody here has 
an opportunity. for their opinion. We should 
be civil to anybody who is speaking, and keep 
your comments civil and unemotional. I know 
this issue sparks a lot of controversy, and 
with good reason. Again, I'd remind you that 
the meeting is being transcribed, so when 


people come to the microphone, please speak 


ra 


N 


23 


Clearly, slowly, enunciate, and identify 
yourselves before you begin your comment. 
And if you can remember, spell your last 
name. That would help Pete, our 
stenographer, out greatly. 

After everyone has had an 
Opportunity to speak and if we still have 
time left in the evening, it may be an 
Opportunity to speak again. One of the 
things that we're not going to permit, 
though, is to allow one speaker to donate 
time to the next speaker. 

I will announce two people at one 
time so you can be prepared not only to 
mentally be prepared for your own comments, 
but also so that as soon as one person ends 
comment, then the next person can start right 
away. In the beginning, at least, we will 
alternate comments of who opposes the project 
with the comments of who supports the 
project. 

It's important to recognize what 
the point of the meeting here is. This is 


not a forum for debate with the officials 
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that have presented the draft report. 1 will 
allow short questions for clarification or 
maybe procedural questions, but I will not 
allow questions or responses to comments that 
will engage in a debate on the merits of the 
draft EIS. There have been many public 
hearings that were heard already for that 
purpose, and you have an Opportunity to not 
only speak tonight but give us written 
comments or give to the agencies written 
comments on your views. 

Finally, please try to vefrain from 
applause Or other forms of verbal approval or 
disapproval because that only takes away from 
the time we all have to listen to everyone's 
comments, and I want to move the meeting 
along as efficiently as possible. 

First, before we hear comments, 
there are some government officials that wish 
to be recognized. Boston City Councilor 
Mickey Roache and Boston City Councilor Paul 
Scappichio. My apologies to the councilor 
for mispronouncing his name. We will take 


those government officials and those 
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officials representing agencies first. First 
we'll hear from State Representative Bruce 
Ayers of Quincy followed by Selectman Robert 
Driscoll of Winthrop. 

MR. AYERS: Thank you. Bruce 
Ayers. I'm here tonight, ladies and 
gentlemen, in a dual capacity. Not only am I 
a state eiprensneaiys but also a city 
councilor in the city of Quincy, and I've 
been fortunate enough to be a city councilor 
in Quincy for the past eight years, and one 
of the most consistent complaints I've | 
received from the city of Quincy has been the 
amount of airplane noise and pollution flying 
Over my district not only of North Quincy but 
also Squantum. 

I strongly oppose runway 14/32 
because it's only going to increase the 
problems to my constituents. Based on the 
feedback that I've received, I introduced a 
resolve before the city council meeting last 
Monday night, and I will try to be brief and 
articulate the points that I brought up at 


the council meeting. 
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Whereas, they have not fully 
examined the alternatives to the airport 
expansion like Hanscom Field and Worcester 
Airport; whereas, other transportation 
accesses like regional airports Green in 
Rhode Island and Manchester in New Hampshire; 
and whereas other management tools that could 
be used to alleviate delays such as peak 
period management programs; and whereas, the 
Operation of the new runway would severely 
impact several neighborhoods in my district 
in the city of Quincy, especially Squantun, 
West Quincy, North Quincy, Montclair, Houghes 
Neck, Merrymount, Wollaston. 

And most importantly, being a state 
representative and city councilor is the 
importance to have public meetings, and we've 
done this over the years many, many times, 
and I feel that Massport has not come out and 
asked the city of Quincy to have or to hold a 
public meeting. 

So one of the reasons I wanted to 
come here tonight was to invite the officials 


down to the Quincy City Council for a public 
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meeting, and I'd also like to extend that 
opportunity to a community meeting so that, 
based on some of the concerns we're 
addressing tonight, ladies and sour enon. 
could be better understood. It would give my 
constituents a better understanding as to 
what impacts we'll have. Whether it's 
quality of life issues like noise pollution 
Or air pollution, they will better understand 
it, and they haven't been given any chance. 
L-DRink, tS untais, 

So I come before you tonight to 
submit written testimony from several of the 
community centers, and also request that the 
Federal Aviation Administration withdraw its 
support for the expansion until these 
questions are addressed and answered. I 
don't think it's fair. The amount of calls I 
am receiving are strongly opposed to this. 

We need more information. We need to protect 
the quality of life throughout the South 
Shore and our community, and we have some 
serious concerns here that aren't being 


addressed. 
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This resolve was based on a lot of 
points that are unresolved, and they were put 
into a form which was unanimously passed by 
the Quincy City Council. So I'd like to 
Submit that along with other documentation I 
have from various residents who wrote to me, 
and neighborhood associations who are very 
much concerned. So based on that, I would 
like to voice my opposition not only asa 
city official but as a state representative 
for these areas. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, 
Representative Ayers. Representative Ayers 
actually went to the microphone. I meant to 
comment on the media has requested that 
people who wish to be heard by them use the 
microphone to my left, not the one in the 
center of the room because that's the one 
they're hooked up with. Next we'll hear from 
Selectman Robert Driscoll of Winthrop, 
followed by Steve Muench, Massachusetts 
Aeronautical Commission. 

MR. DRISCOLL: Good evening. My 


name is Robert Driscoll, Jr., and I'm one of 
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the members of the Board of Selectmen for the 
town of Winthrop, and thank you for having us 
here tonight. The town of Winthrop, the 
Board of Selectmen, unanimously all oppose 
the project of 14/32 and the center field 
taxiway, and I think Winthrop's in kind of a 
unique situation because we are one of the 
few communities that, according to 

die et Gitte from the EIS, the EIR, are 
Supposed to benefit in some way because of a 
reduction in the use of the runways that most 
impact our community. 

A lot of people are asking us why 
we're opposed to this project if our town is 
going to benefit, and the answer to that 
question is that there's a long history of 
treating our town which happens to be a host 
community to Logan Airport, runways 22 left 
and 22 right begin actually within the 
boundaries of the town of Winthrop, we have 
had a long history of working with Massport 
and we have had a long history of responding 
in the past to GEIR and updates and EEIS and 


all that. 
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And I think that one thing that 
we've always been consistent in is that we've 
always taken the position that these impacts 
cannot be looked at ona segmented basis. 
We've tried to implore MEPA on that argument, 
not successfully in the past, but I think 
that's something that we've been consistent 
about and that is primarily the reason we are 
opposed to this because we don't believe the 
EIS, the EIR looks at all of the total 
cumulative impacts of building 14/32 and 
building the center taxiway. 

Because we've had such a long- 
standing working relationship with Massport, 
we have a good sense of their ability or | 
inability to come forward and meet 
commitments that pertain to the use of the 
runway, and I think the PRAS goals is 
probably the best example of that. PRAS 
goals was established some time ago, and if 
PRAS goals were actually adhered to, the town 
of Winthrop would be in much better 
environmental condition than it is today, yet 


those goals cannot be attained. 
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And part of the argument for 14/32 
and the center field is based on the ability 
to achieve something like PRAS goals again. 
However, we're not sure, we don't feel 
confident that Massport and the FAA will be 
able to commit to meet those objectives. In 
fact, we had asked Massport at a meeting in 
Winthrop at the Winthrop Arms whether or not 
they could commit somehow to the EIR and the 
EIS to guarantee the runway usages, and we 
were informed, I think as we expected, that 
no, that's not going to be possible because 
there are too many factors beyond their 
ee the FAA being a factor, the weather 
being a factor. 

So I think that between the PRAS 
goals not having been met and with the fact 
that there's no accountability for meeting 
these runway objectives, that leads ene town 
to conclude that this is not a good 
alternative, it doesn't look at the whole 
picture, and we think that the EIR should be 
withdrawn. Thank you. 


THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
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Driscoll. Next we'll hear from Steve Muench 
from the Massachusetts Aeronautics 
Commission, followed by Paul Guzzi from the 
Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce. 

MR. MUENCH: Good evening. For the 
record, my name is Steve Muench. That's M-U- 
E-N-C-H. I am the executive director of the 
Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission. 
Contrary to published reports, considerable 
regional planning has been done on a multi- 
state level. The six directors of the New 
England state agencies that have ee 
"responsibility for oversight of aeronautical 
activities within their respective states 
have been working with the Federal Aviation 
Administration, the Massachusetts Port 
Authority, the New England Council, and nine 
regional airports since 1994 to improve air 
service throughout New England. 

Those regional airports are 
Worcester Regional Airport and New Bedford 
Regional Airport in Massachusetts, Manchester 
Airport in new Hampshire, T.F. Green Airport 


in Rhode Island, Bradley International 
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Airport and TWI-New Haven Airport in 
Connecticut, Bangor International Airport and 
Portland International Jetport in Maine, and 
Burlington International Airport in Vermont. 

In 1990, the Massachusetts 
Aeronautics Commission initiated a siting 
study commonly referred to as the second 
Major airport study to determine whether 
there were any suitable sites for a second 
major airport in Massachusetts. That study 
Started with 182 sites, and eventually 
recommended consideration of two sites, at 
Fort Devens and in the Gardner-Winchendon 
area. 

In 1992, we announced that we would 
reevaluate air transportation demand and 
capacity in the context of a multi-modal 
high-speed transportation system, and 
initiated a second study commonly referred to 
as the strategic assessment report study. In 
November 1993, that study reconfirmed that 
the demand for air service at Logan will 
Surpass capacity. 


More importantly, however, the 
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Study also identified a number of scenarios 
which it implemented to avoid the necessity 
for construction of a second major airport to 
meet that excess demand. Those scenarios 
involve improving air service at regional 
airports, improving rail service, improving 
telecommunications technology, and making air 
side improvements at Logan. 

The logic behind the pursuit of. 
these alternative solutions is obvious given 
the staggering financial, environmental, and 
social cost to construct a second major 
airport. Our ongoing regional planning 
efforts are a natural progression from the 
second major airport and strategic assessment 
report studies, and complement the analysis 
of surface transportation performed under the 
New England Transportation initiative. 

Today we have identified existing 
air service levels, estimated the degree of 
leakage for each airport which is defined as 
the number of passengers in a regional 
airport's marketing area that use either 


Logan or one of the three New York City 
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airports, Laguardia, JFK, or Newark. 

We analyzed the potential for 
improved or new air service at the regional 
sesoees in New England, conducted a regional 
airports route development conference where 
representatives of the regional airports 
actually met with representatives of more 
than a dozen major regional and Canadian air 
carriers. 

We assessed the potential impacts 
that improved air service at regional 
airports would have on Logan. We designed 
the regional airport fair sampling 
methodology, and analyzed the results of a 
common fair pricing strategy at a regional 
airport. 

In 1998, approximately 40 percent 
of the domestic destination passengers 
departing from those regional airports and 
Logan departed from the regional airports. 
That's up from 35 percent in 1996. In that 
two-year period, the total number of domestic 
enplanements at all ten airports rose by 13.4 


percent. 
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nomeuee: domestic enplanements at 
the nine regional airports increased by more 
than 31 percent while Logan's domestic 
enplanements only increased by approximately 
4 percent. Clearly, the combined efforts of 
the six-state aviation agencies, the nine 
regional airports, the FAA, Massport, and the 
New England Council are diverting demand away 
from Logan and to the regional airports. 

Each year, as the state directors 
and regional airports work with the FAA. CO 
update their respective capital improvement 
plans, we consider both the local aid 
iBegtenal impacts of pubes proposed capital 
improvements. The new airport terminal, 
runway extensions, and other improvements at 
Manchester, New Bedford, T.F. Green, and 
Worcester are all. complementary of our 
individual and joint efforts KS: AuBeous 
regional air service throughout New England, 
and they all contribute to reducing delays at 
Logan. 

We urge you to approve the air side 


improvements Proposed by Massport. They are 
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necessary to insure a safe and efficient New 
England airport system to serve scheduled 
passengers, and similarly, we oppose efforts 
to artificially constrain demand for the 
employment of peak hour pricing or peak 
period pricing. 

Notwithstanding the success of 
those regional airports, communities 
throughout New England will continue to use 
Logan for markets not served by those 
regional airports. Thank you very much for 
this opportunity to offer these comments this 
evening. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Muench. Are you going to also submit that 
written paper? 

MR. MUENCH: We will next week. 
It's going to be signed by the other 
directors. 

THE MODERATOR: Now we'll hear from 
Paul Guzzi from the Greater Boston Chamber of 
Commerce. Did I pronounce that right? 

MR. GUZZI: Good evening. I've 


been called far worse. My name is Paul 
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Guzzi. 

THE MODERATOR: Excuse me just a 
second, Mr. Guzzi. Following him, we will 
hear from Andrea D'Amato from the city of 
Boston. 

MR. GUZZI: I am president and CEO 
of the Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce. 
Let me try to summarize my written comments 
which I will submit. The Chamber as well as 
other business organizations is ipnont ive of 
both the Ainae, 14/32, and as well we are 
Supportive of regional solutions and 
expansion of capacity on a regional basis. 

In a word, we are supportive for 
three reasons. One, we think that air 
transportation issues, Logan and regional air 
transportation issues together, are critical 
for our economic well-being, are critical for 
economic growth, are critical for jobs in 
this area. 

All too often, this debate has been 
focused around a we-they type of dichotomy. 
The employer community that I represent, the 


employer community that others represent, 
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employ individuals, employ people. You've 
seen the economic impacts in the prior slides 
that Massport put up. You've seen the 
estimate of some 300 million dollars of lost 
productivity. 

What you haven't seen is the impact 
of an inferior regional air ivaqeperese es 
system including Logan that impacts not only 
the expansion of companies within our region 
and weenes our state, but also the relocation 
of companies into our region as well. We are 
Supportive of this because of economic growth 

and jobs that are provided for people. 

Second, we are supportive because 
of the delays that occur at Logan. The data 
that we have looked at, the data that has 
been supplied by independent national 
agencies, all indicates the same thing. 
Whether you rank Logan second, third, sixth, 
or seventh, Logan is delay-prone, and with 
the increases projected, with or without the 
airport runway extension, these delays will 
get worse, not better. Delays are important 


not only for competitiveness, delays are 
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important not only for attracting individuals 
and tourists into our area, delays impact 
individual people, individual families. 

Finally, let me say that we are 
Supportive of this extension, we are 
Supportive of increases in regional air 
capacity, and we are Supportive of a more 
regional and more comprehensive 
transportation policy within our region and 
within our state. I congratulate this group 
for attempting not only to streamline the 
process, but to have an environment where 
data and alternatives can be looked at, where 
oeopre can come together not in terms of we 
against them, but in terms of all of us 
trying to provide regional solutions to 
regional problems that will benefit all of 
us. Thank you very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Now 
while we're waiting for Andrea D'Amato to 
come forward, ieeks go off the record for a 
second. 

(Off the record.) 


THE MODERATOR: Back on the record. 


fa 
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Now we'll hear from Andrea D'Amato from the 
city of Boston, followed by Todd Fontancella 
from the city of Somerville. 

MS. D'AMATO: Good evening. Thank 
you, members of Massport, the FAA, and the | 
state MEPA for the opportunity to eee here 
tonight. I am Andrea D'Amato, chief of 
environmental services for the city of 
Boston, and also the commissioner of 
transportation for the city of Boston. My 
name is spelled D apostrophe capital, A-M-A-T- 


O. I'm here tonight to read into the record 


testimony of the mayor of the city of Boston, 


Thomas Menino. 

The Massachusetts Port Authority 
projects that passenger traffic at Logan 
Airport will grow 26 million in 1998, with as 
many as 45 million by 2010, an increase of 
roughly 33 percent. More Mueeeney traffic 
at Logan Airport will only mean more cars, 
trucks, and shuttle buses on our congested 
highways and our urban road system. 

During peak travel times, this 


could make traffic congestion unbearable on 
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the Southeast Expressway and Route 1A. It 
will also encourage more drivers to seek 
alternative routes, worsening congestion on 
roads such as Storrow Drive. | 

The majority of Logan's users 
actually come from beyond the Route 128 area, 
according to Massport's 1996 data. These 
people are not getting to Logan via the Blue 
Line. They are driving long distances at 
great lengths of time on congested roads. As 
traffic at Logan expands, road traffic 
congestion will grow worse. More vehicles 
will be on the roads, and suburban travelers 
may not be able to get to Logan on time. 

There will be more traffic on our 
urban road systems during peak travel time 
which raises the issue of whether residents 
near Logan Airport will be able to navigate 
their own community, and whether employees 
will be able to travel to and from work 
without further delay. 

Finally, the addition of more 
vehicles to our roads increases concerns 


about environmental and economic impact, 
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traffic congestion, air pollution, of lost 
time and productivity. The region is already 
in serious fobaeontainment of the air quality 
standards tor ozone auaunauhs to the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

Massport's environmental impact 
statement report adevesees none of this. It 
is incomplete because it avoids the land side 
impact of airport growth. Air side and land 
Side impacts are related and inseparable. I 
therefore respectfully request that you 
require the Massport board to provide a full 
and complete accounting of all the land side 
impacts of ee improvements before proceeding 
any further. To do so would only deny the 
people of greater Boston the answers they 
deserve. Respectfully submitted, Mayor 
Thomas Menino. Thank you very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. We'll 
now hear from Todd Fontancella, followed by 
Phil Lemnios from the town of Hull. 

MR. FONTANCELLA: Thank you. I 
represent the city of Somerville 


administration, and I'm here to register our 


Thho.1 
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Opposition to the construction of runway 
14/32. About a year ago, our administration 
became involved with the Citizens Advisory 
Committee to Massport, and we became deeply 
involved in the review of the improvements 
that are proposed for Logan Airport. 

In the context of that study, a 
great deal of information has been presented 
in a number of forums, and we have listened 
CO all o£ the other werent of the Citizens 
Advisory Committee. Many of the points that 
Commissioner D'Amato just made weré the ones 
that we also felt very strongly about. We 
can't emphasize strongly enough that we have 
come away from reviewing the document with a 
feeling that, although a lot has been said 
about regional cooperation, in fact, there 
remains a great deal of work to be done. 

Regional travel requires regional 
solutions. We do feel that at this time, 
given the information that's been presented, 
that it is inadequate in one key area. 
Again, that the land side improvements that 


are proposed for the airport are not 
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coordinated with this document. They do 
function together and they need to be given 
more priority in the context of this EIR/EIS. 
So with that, I would like to state 
for the record officially that the city of 


Somerville also opposes runway 14/32. Thank 


you. 
THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 

much. Now the representative from the town 

of Hull, Mr. Lemnios. After Mr. Lemnios, 


we'll hear from Bernice Mader from the 
Norfolk-Plymouth Counties Democratic 
Committee. 


MR. LEMNIOS: My name is Phil 


_Lemnios, L-E-M-N-I-O-S. I'm the town manager 


in Hull representing the town of Hull. The 
town of Hull is opposed to this runway. 
We're one of the two communities, and 
probably the only community that sees an 
increase of about 50,000 flights over our 
community if this runway were to be built. 
That's our primary reason for being opposed, 
obviously. 


Just as a quick aside, I find it 


Ti? 
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interesting that we're going to relocate the 
Sandpipers to Cape Cod because the noise 
might disturb them but not the rest of us 
poor humans. It seems to me that there are 


some real technical credibility issues that 


are at stake here. This morning's Boston 
Globe had a very interesting article. The 


Slide Betty put up showed that the FAA has 
one methodology of measuring delay, the 
Department of Transportation has another. 

The FAA says 3.18 percent,. the 
Department of Transportation has sonieaaes 

rate of 20-plus percent. Massport, for this 

Particular document, came up with a whole new 
way of measuring delay. So there seems to be 
@ problem; has the problem been identified? 
What exactly is the rate of delay? There is 
nothing in the report that said what is an 
acceptable rate of delay. There's nothing in 
the report that Says how many flights can 
this facility handle, period. What is the 
ultimate capacity of this facility? 

Because as it stands, if this were 


to be built, we'll all be back hére in five 


THe.2 
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years saying, what are we going os do now? 
Additionally, there's an alternative, 
alternative 2, which is a no-build runway 
alternative, that actually in one of the 
scenarios presented in the report has a much 
better payoff for delay Peguet ton if you buy 
the model that is put into the report. 

So there seems to me to be a series 
of glaring inconsistencies in the report. 
There's some factual inconsistencies that 
need to be rectified. What is delay? The 
other problem in the report is, there's no 
discussion in the report as to the causes of 
delay. There are inferences, winds northwest 
direction 37 percent of the time; inference, 
37 percent of deiay is from northwest winds. 
No factual data to Support that. 

For instance, if there's delay at 
an airport in New York, for example, or 
Newark, does that lead to delay at Logan? 
There is not a detailed discussion as to the 
total analysis of delay. What exactly are 
the causes of delay, and how much does this 


particular solution expect to diminish 


TH4 


48 
Overall? 

It kind of reminds me of the story 
of somebody seeing a person Sitting at a 
table drinking a diet Coke and thinking the 
diet Coke is the reason for putting on 
weight. There is just not a good connection 
here. The report is flawed, the discussion 
of delay is flawed, the Planning process 
talks about regional approaches, but really 
doesn't get to some of the heart of the 
issue. 

We would ask simply that Massport 
actually withdraw the report, the 
architecture, until there is a real analysis 
of the problem and we have a discussion of 
exactly how much of the delay problem can be 
reduced. Are we trying to get to zero 
tolerance on delay? Is that ihews we're 
going? Is FAA incorrect in saying there's 
only 3 percent delay? Who's correct? FAA 
helped sponsor this report. 

Is FAA saying the DOT is correct 
about this issue and FAA is incorrect? These 


are the questions, and I would like Mr. Silva 
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to answer that actually, the FAA 
representative. Do we ese ae FAA numbers 
or the DOT numbers for delay or the Massport 
numbers? 

THE MODERATOR: That's an 
interesting question but we will save it for 
the final report. 

MR. FONTANCELLA: And no one's 
going to comment on that? 

THE MODERATOR: That's not the 
Purpose for this hearing. 

MR. FONTANCELLA: I know, but you 
did say you would allow some type of question 
be responded to. 

THE MODERATOR: A question of 
ee re if what Mr. Silva said produced 
some ambiguity, then he clarify what he said. 

MR. FONTANCELLA: No. The report 
produces ambiguity. 

THE MODERATOR: The report has one 
measure of delay. That's not fair game for 
this meeting. 

MR. FONTANCELLA: I didn't suspect 


it would be. Thank you. 
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THE MODERATOR: Does Mr. Cowin want 
to speak when we get to the individual 
speakers? 
MR. COWIN: No, I don't. Thank 
you. 
THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much. Now we're going to hear from Bernice 
Mader, and then following that we'll hear 
from Anastasia Lyman from the Citizens 
Advisory Committee. TH8 
MS. MADER: I am an elected 
official for the Norfolk-Plymouth County as 
democratic state committee woman, but I'm 
also speaking here as someone who formerly 
was a member of the Community Advisory 
Committee to Massport and the CLey of 
Quincy's representative for 19 years to the 
CAC, so in those capacities what I would like 
to do is to present the Community Advisory 
Committee's response to what Betty 
Desrosiers, the director of aviation, earlier 
presented to eee 
First, we believe that Massport has TH8.1 


violated both the spirit and the regulations 
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of the EPA, MEPA, and the FAA, as well as a 
sense of fair play and environmental justice. 
Now, the NEPA and MEPA process, when it's 
used in an honest fashion, can be a very 
helpful learning tool, but in this case, 
Massport has tried to twist the way it can be 
used, we Weviave. in an unfair fashion, and 
instead, in trying to reach a consensus with 
the diverse cross section of groups, it's 
causing conflict instead. 

Massport has used outdated and 
worst case scenario data which I'll speak to 
very briefly later. One of the things that 
Massport never does in its study is it never 
examines Logan Airport itself as it is right 
now. They talk extensively about delays, but 

they never really mention what the major 
problem and the real problem is at the 
airport, and that is the size of the airport. 
A newly-created international | 
airport based on the minimally-acceptable 
federal standards would be at minimum about 
5,000 acres, and many would be 10,000 or more 


such as Dallas or Denver or some of the 


—— 
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others that have been built in the last 
couple of years. 

If you look at that in contrast, 
Logan International Airport is only 48 
percent of the minimum size that you would 
need to start to develop an airport, and it 
doesn't work. No major physical improvements 
have been made to Logan since 1977 until this 
past year co they opened the parking 
garage. To allow an international alEport te 
be able to continue even to Operate in this 
atmosphere, Massport has stretched every 

possible system that exists at the airport to 
its limit and beyond its limit. 

Anyway, no 5,000-foot 
unidirectional commuter runway can address 
Logan Airport's overwhelming shortcomings. 

It just doesn't have any more room to grow 
and that's what the problem happens to be. 
Now, parking, ground access, pedestrian 
access, the parking lots, the off-site cargo 
terminals, the relocated fuel line, the 
outrageously difficult sign system are now 


all to their extreme limits, just postage 
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stamp size. 

A major commercial airport is now 
trying to squeeze another runway in to 
accommodate its basic lack of adequacy. Not 
only is Massport's study inadequate, so is 
the airport. The growth of the commercial 
passenger industry over the past two decades 
has outstripped Logan Airport. In the site 
where it currently is located, it is out of 
Space, it is out of time, and it's out of 
capacity. . 

Now, a large number of cities both 
in this nation and across the rest of the 
world have observed the trends in aviation 
growth and they planned for it. Massport 
didn't. They conducted studies but studies 
aren't plans, and what they refer to as 
studies, they really didn't come out with any 
kind of a comprehensive master planning 
aviation approach to the Massachusetts plan. 
I understand regionalism and I am a strong 
Supporter of regionalism, but they have not 
come up with a Massachusetts plan, and that 


has not worked. 
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Instead, what they did was a series 
of stopgap measures to patch its inadequate 
infrastructure System. Massport continues to 
provide for 20 pounds of power inside a five- 
pound bag. It doesn't work. If you read the 
EIR, Massport has not at all, and it's 
inadequately addressing the whole section 
regarding alternatives and the way they 7118.4 
looked at them. 

I'm not going to cite the sections 
within the MEPA regulations except to tell 
you when their consideration of alternatives 
is just SO inadequate I don't know how else 
to express it. To dismiss Hanscom Field in 
two-and-a-half paragraphs, video 
teleconferencing in three paragraphs, and the 
north-south rail link, the Portland rail 
link, the northeast corridor improvement in 
three paragraphs? I think there's certainly 
short shrift. They have not done any serious 
commitment to looking at real alternatives. 

Instead, Massport wanted the shoe 
to fit no matter how they've got to cram the 


foot into the glass slipper. Anyway, again, 
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I address to you that there is total 
inadequacy in the way they examined 
alternatives. Instead, it needs to be 
redone, withdrawn and redone. 

Now, Executive Director Blute has 
made dozens, in fact many more than I even 
thought, according to Betty Desrosiers, maybe 
almost a hundred presentations to the state's 
delegations, to private companies, a variety 
of chambers of commerce, many large business 
councils, tech. councils, associated 
industries, New England Council, and so 
forth. 

At that time, though, Mr. Blute, 
when he very first was appointed he appeared 
before the anti-review committee and he made 
commitments to the folks at that time saying 
that, as the new person he would step back 
and examine all the alternatives that had 
been proposed and he would get back to us 
with what he called a neutral and objective 
analysis. 

Let me tell you something. Within 


less than a couple of months after Mr. Blute 
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made that statement, he had already been to 
Washington, D.C. to lobby Massachusetts 
federal congressional delegations to be in 
Support of the runway, and he also already 
addressed East Boston Chamber of Somer es: 
This is from a person who said, I will 
neutrally examine the choices. 

In addition, he did not acknowledge 
the form that his predecessor, Stephen Tocco, 
as the executive director of Massport that 
invested in what's called the air Side review 


committee. That's the committee that former 


director Tocco had appointed which was 


composed half of the community advisory 
committee to Massport. That is composed of 
24 citizens who are appointed by their 
neighbors or boards of selectmen, and one- 
half the other recipe represented by*“airline 
companies, airline agencies, or business 
interests. 

That particular group, the air side 
review committee, was supposed to take the 
information that the Massport consultants 


presented, they were supposed to listen to 
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each other's questions in each other's 
presence, and comment on the Massport team's 
data. Everybody went into that process for 
many, many meetings with a sincere sapeoeee 
to it. 

But what happened is all of a 
sudden, once Governor Weld left, there was an 
18-month hiatus. All of a sudden, no reason 
given, the study was withdrawn, all work had 
Stopped. We have been driven like galley 
slaves to meet, meet, meet, meet, meet. 


Boom, all of a sudden, no explanation, 


nothing. Everything stops dead. Instead, 


every time that I, and later on Anastasia 
will tell you, would make a phone call to 
Massport, and we were told that Mr. Blue was 
examining alternatives. 

Let me tell bile we citizens knew 
different. Instead, we knew he was lobbying 
everybody else, as I said. Instead, what he 
did was he went into a variety of communities 
and he spoke to uninitiated citizen and 
business groups, and they neither had the 


background, the history, or the information 
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to ask him the pointed and Probing questions 
that should have been asked of him. It was 
much easier for him to do that. 

SO we were told at that time that 
nothing much was going on during that 18 
months. Massport consultants were gathering 
data, they were working on things. That 
would be about as specific an answer as 
anybody would get when we would say, what's 
happening in these 18 months. ‘Then all of a 
sudden, the state elections happen and, what 
do you know, within about 10 or 1D days after 
that, wouldn't you know the process started 
up again. 

And, as a matter of fact, we 
weren't even formally notified about what was 
happening behind our backs, which was the 
consultants were working again, they were 
generating some new information, things were 
going along. What happened? The holidays 
came and went, Thanksgiving, Christmas, New 
Year's. Anastasia Lyman got a phone call. 
The phone call said, guess what? We want to 


schedule one more ARC meeting in about a 
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week. That was about the notice. We're 
going to have one last one and we're going to 
ask you to sign off on ee 

Now, if you've seen the document, 
I've never weighed it or measured it, but we 
Say if it could be done, so I imagine it 
weighs maybe, I dom't know, 15 pounds, and I 
don't know how many inches' worth of text. 
They were going to get that information to 
citizens and’to our consultants the day 
before we were supposed to, quote, sign off 
on this. 

Anyway, the ARC members were 
outraged and rightfully so. Over and over, 
we're cond: trust Massport Authority. With 
that use of Process, would you trust Massport 
Authority for using those kind of tactics? 
Anyway, all I'm going to say to you about 
delays, they used the year 1993, and Phil 
Lemnios raised a very good point about it. 
The year 1993 was an aberrant year for 
Massport. In fact, it was the Single worst 
year they've ever had 66x delays, and nothing 


else has approached that since then. 
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As a matter of fact, I wanted to 
know what else happened that year so I went 
to the U.S. Weather Bureau Information 
Service and I looked in and TI found if I 
looked at the weather of 1993 and 1994, it 
had a record snowfall, 96.3 inches. It broke 
all records. So when they figure out the 
delays, as Phil Lemnios from Hull already 
pointed out to you, they never say to you, 
well, you know, if we got a foot-and-a-half 
of snow, even if we had 67 runways, we still 
would have closed down because we couldn't 
stay open. 

MR. MODERATOR: Would you please 
wrap it up? 

MS. MADER: I'm going to try as 
fast as I can. One of the other things I 
want to introduce which is a new concept is 
the concept of the interruption and delay 
factor. I have copies of this if people need 
nt batter. © 7S they continued to talk about 
their 313 million dollars in loss due to 
delay, it occurred to me one day when a plane 


would have to stop right over my head where I 
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work and I had to wait until it went over. rR, 
_I said, you know, that's a cost to 

me and my job and I wonder how many more me's 
are out there sitting listening to this 
airplane noise. So Pdectda to try and make 
up my own model of how that might work. 1 
mean, Massport did so why can't I? Asa 
matter of fact, what I did is I copied their 
exact same methodology. The way they count 
the delays, they didn't do it the way the FAA 
does. 

What I did was this. In 1998, 
there were 483,000 flights from Logan. 
That's takeoffs and landings. That went over 
19 Boston neighborhoods and 18 affected 
communieneny If you totaled everybody up who 
lived under those, that's a million in the 
number of people who lived under that. Then 
if you take the figure which would be 
approved by the board and the Department of 
Labor, 62 percent of those people actually 
could work. 

If you took the average income from 


the city of Boston, which is 37,750 average 
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annual income for people, that would come to 
about $18.00 an hour. However, I said, well, 
let me be extremely conservative and use 
$7.00 an hour, the lowest minimum wage that 
people might use, and I used the following 
example. If every one of you or us were in 
that area under those flight paths and not 
everybody gets the noise every day, and I'm 
willing to concede that, so I said maybe 
about one-third of the people three days a 
eee each of the days, maybe six hours. You 
don't get it 24, but six hours. 

What if you got five minutes of 
interruptions only for each of those six 
hours times three days? The long and short 
of it is at $7.00 an hour, that came to ak 
million dollars a week, plus or minus. It 
came to 575 million dollars. If f took the 
probably more appropriate figure of what the 
real pay is for people at the time, 
businesses want to know what you're losing? 
If I really use the $18.00 per hour, what it 
came out to be, believe it or not, across one 


year was 1.5 billion, B, billion dollars. 


63 


THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much, Ms. Mader. I would ask you to sit down 
sO we can move on to the next speaker. Next 
we'll hear from Anastasia Lyman. Ms. Lyman 
will be the last of the government officials 
to speak, and I'll let you speak until 8 
o'clock and then we'll take a five-minute 
break. How's that? 

MS. LYMAN: Thank you. I want to 
than you for allowing me to speak tonight. I 
am the co-chair of the Community Advisory 
Committee to Massport along with my other co- 
chair Sandra Coates from Braintree. The 
Community havreoey Committee represents 25 
environmentally-impacted neighborhoods and 
communities surrounding Logan Airport. We 
were established in 1978 and we have been 
working with Massport on Logan-related issues 
ever since. 

I am here this evening to submit to 
you the written document of our consultants 
on their findings on the draft environmental 
impact statement. The CAC concurs with their 


findings wholeheartedly. I will not go 
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through them. I'm sure other people will be 
mentioning most of them this evening. 

Because I'm submitting the written 
document, all I can say is that they have 
found and we concur there are substantial 
planning deficiencies and omissions in this 
document. We ask your agency to find that 
this document is inadequate, and we ask your 
agency to require that a new one be done 
based on the findings in this report. Thank 
you very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Are there any other 
elected officials or government officials 
that would like to speak at this time before 
we move into the individuals? Seeing none, 
we'll take a five-minute break SH. easels 
at 8 o'clock. 

(Brief recess taken.) 

THE MODERATOR: We're going to go 
back on the record now. As I said before, 
we're going to start by alternating people 
who oppose the project versus people who 
support the project. I'm going to ask you to 


keep your comments to three minutes, and I 
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will give you a gentle reminder then. We 
graciously allowed the elected officials and 
government officials a little bit more time, 
but I will try to keep us to our timetable 
now because we have several people who want 
to speak. 

Again, I remind you that if you 
want to be heard by the media, use the 
microphone on my left, your right. If you 
don't care whether the media hears you or 
not, use the microphone in the center. I 
will call two people, two supporters and two 
opponents, so you'll know who follows whom. 
We will first hear from David Graham of the 
Aero Club of New England, followed by David 
Osborn of Winthrop, and then Christopher 
Good, Massachusetts Business Round Table, 
followed by Christopher Blackler from East 
Boston. Mr. Graham. 

MR. GRAHAM: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. For the record, my name is David 
W. Graham, G-R-A-H-A-M. My comments are 
being submitted to John Silva in letter form. 


Dear Mr. Silva: My name is David W. Graham. 


| 


66 


I am the secretary of the Aero Club of New 
England and have been so for 30-plus years. 
It is our opinion that Boston Logan Airport 
desperately needs runway 14/32. 

Here's why. Under normal 
circumstances, Boston has operated at least a 
two-runway configuration and often three 
which allows a fixed number of hourly 
Operations to occur. This number is 
dramatically reduced with strong 
northwesterly winds either following. a storm 
Or a cold frontal passage. | 

When these weather phenomenon 
occur, the airport can be brought to its 
knees as there is Currently but one runway 
facing into the northwest, and as we all 
know, aircraft must land into the wind when 
it exceeds a fairly low limit. The addition 
of runway 14/32 would accomplish two items. 
First, it would allow the airport to maintain 
a two-runway configuration for arrivals much 
as it normally does during light wind 
conditions or where the winds are in northern 


directions. 
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The second item runway 14/32 would 
do is provide relief by permitting additional 
departures over Boston outer harbor and 
Massachusetts Bay, thereby providing a 
dramatic reduction in lower altitudes over 
flights above neighboring communities. The 
Simple fact remains that runway 14/32 would 
produce not one flight over the residential 
dwellings or industrial structures. 

Furthermore, the assumption that 
runway 14/32 would only add more flights is 
categorically incorrect. Indeed, the 
addition of a one-direction runway 14/32 
would only assure that the current level of 
two-runway configurations is maintained under 
all wind conditions. 

A few years ago, the Massachusetts 
Aeronautics Commission held a hearing at 
Florian Hall in Dorchester. The resident 
attendees that evening were demanding to know 
why there was hesitancy in the implementation 
of runway 14/32 at Boston Logan Airport. At 
that time, there was no easy answer. Now, 


there is a resolution readily at hand for 
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that all-important question. 

While it is true that there has 
been a slight reduction in flight operations 
at Boston Logan Airport since 1993, this has 
come about due to the fact that Manchester 
and Providence Airports have become on-line 
since then and have accomplished exactly what 
they were intended to do. However, 
transportation planners must take ante 
consideration the worst case scenario 
available to it. 

THE MODERATOR: Try to wrap Lt wp, 
please, Mr. Graham. 

MR. GRAHAM: Planning for the 
numbers to increase at Boston Logan Airport, 
which they will do, Only addresses the need 
for runway 14/32. Boston continuously 
strives to increase its effectiveness to the 
traveling public, it's attractiveness to the 
traveling public, and you can see examples of 
that each and every day. 

While the implementation of runway 
14/32 at Boston Logan Airport is not the end- 


all towards that goal, the runway will 
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clearly benefit Boston's economy and will 
play a strong role in the region's overall 
transportation infrastructure. In short, 
Boston needs its airport, and the airport 
desperately needs its final runway, runway 
14/32. Thank you very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Graham. Now Mr. David Osborn from Winthrop. 

MR. OSBORN: My name is David T all 
Osborn. I'm from Winthrop, Massachusetts. 
I'm an expert insofar as the last two decades 
I've lived on the water at 22 left and have 
watched it. As a taxpayer, I recall that a 
valuable piece of land like Massport has in 
Hanscom is running at a loss of more than 2 
million dollars a year. 

I'm concerned that Massport has 
never provided a model that could calculate 
Or measure the anger and the fury of all of 
its abutters. I am also appalled that they 
take credit for relocating the sandpiper for, 
in fact, the sandpiper is our last bird. 

It's the last one we have. Anyone driving 


around East Boston, Winthrop, Chelsea, Revere 
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has to acknowledge that. There aren't too 
many birds left. 

One flight per minute, one ELIGKE 
or takeoff per minute per hour for 16 hours a 
day every day of the year for life, that is 
what we have at 500,000 flights and takeoffs 
a year. That is what we have. It's growing. 
With another runway, it's going to increase 
exponentially probably 4, 5, 6 percent a 
year. It's going to be ridiculous. 

I took information -- I could not 
have hoped for a better opening act than Mr. 
Graham on the northwest winds at Logan. I 
went to the Boston Public Library on the 
northwest wine issue, and let me run this 
through you. One hundred and forty-five days 
there were winds over 17 miles per hour in 
1998 for the whole year. Fifty-six of those 
days were from the northwest. That's 15 
percent of all annual flight time. 

Of those 56 days, 24 days fell on 
Fridays, Saturdays, and Sundays. Those are 
the peak flying periods. Everybody knows 


that. Twenty-four days in the year. Now, of 
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those 24 days, there were 10 days hat had 
constant wind problems between 17 and 29 
miles per hour. That's less than one per 
montn from the northwest that Massport is 
claiming is really making a deep impact and 
why their delays are so high. 

Now, that represents -- the 24 peak 
days, the 10 peak days, represent 3 1/2 
percent of all flights and landings taking 
off. They're still taking off so half that 
is 1.75 percent. That's all they can improve 
upon with a new runway, 1 to 2 percent. 

THE MODERATOR: Try to wrap it up, 
please. 

MR. OSBORN: I went to the state 
transportation meeting and I was not allowed 
to speak. I am the most effected of all. I 
only need an extra minute. TI really beg your 
indulgence. It's not much more than a 
Minute. The distribution of wind theory, if 
I give Governor Cellucci half of my problems 
in Hudson so that I have half less, that's 
not a solution. You're giving more to some, 


taking away from others. That's just the 
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same thing. More people are hurt. That's 
not distribution. 

Where are the 2 1/2 million pounds 
of pollutants, emissions, toxins going that TH10.2 
these aircraft put out into the air every 
Single year? To what extent has Massport 
played a part in the pollution of Boston 
Harbor? No one knows. To what extent have 
they played a part in the chemical de-icing THA0.3 
facilities that have been ongoing for : 
decades; where does that go? Is that FAA- 
controlled? No one knows. : 

If no one knows, why are we going 
forward with this EIR or whatever it is?  oN6 
one knows. They have not Provided any 
information. People are detached from this 
weouien, They do not understand one flight 
per minute every year or whatever, and I'm 
going to give one more thing. I'm going to 
ask -- 

THE MODERATOR: You've already used 
your minute so I’m going to ask you to sit 
down. 


MR. OSBORN: I just need one 
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minute. 

THE MODERATOR: I'm going to ask 
you to sit down now. We really have to move 
along. 

MR. OSBORN: One hundred and eighty 
flights in the air at one time is like this; 
one, two, three, four, five, Six, seven, 
eight, nine, ten, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15. Those 
are planes with passengers. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much. 

MR. OSBORN: Count to 180. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much, Mr. Osborn. I'm going to ask you to 
sit down. 

MR. OSBORN: And add on another one 
every minute or every 30 seconds. That's 
safety FAA, that -is safety. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: The next speaker 
will be Christopher Good of the Massachusetts 
Round Table, followed by Christopher Blackler 
of East Boston, and then Christopher Anderson 
from the Massachusetts High Technology 


Council. 
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MR. GOOD: Thank you. My name is 
Christopher Good, director of public policy ] a 
for the Massachusetts Business Round Table, a 
state-wide organization with 75 Massachusetts 
leading chief executives. The round table's 
board of directors has voted unanimously to 
strongly support the opening of runway 14/32 
and creation of the new taxiway at Logan 
Airport. 

Over the last decade, the governor 
and the legislature accomplished a great deal 
to improve the ability of Massachusetts 
businesses to grow, to gain jobs, and compete 
with companies based in other states and 
around the world. However, there remain many 
factors that can impede job creation and 
continued growth of our economy such as the 
excessive and costly number of delays at 
Logan Airport. 

The ability of Massachusetts 
businesses to expand and create jobs in good 
times and in bad depends on their ability to 
move employees, customers, and goods into and 


out of Massachusetts in a timely and 
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predictable manner. The efficient use of 
Logan's existing capacity with this runway 
and taxiway in coordination with a greater 
use of Worcester, Manchester, and T.F. Green 
Airports will allow our businesses to 
continue to create jobs here in Massachusetts 
and to compete nationally and around the 
world. 

For reasons of job creation, 
competitiveness, quality of life, and 
economic growth, the Massachusetts Business 
Round Table strongly supports the opening of 
runway 14/32 and the creation of the new 
taxiway. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Now 
Christopher Blackler from East Boston. The 
next opponent will be Arthur Harnet from 
South Boston. 

MR. BLACKLER: My name is 
Christopher Blackler, B-L-A-C-K-L-E-R. I am 
not only part of the Neighborhood Association 
but I'm also part of a layman's council, and 
what I want to say is I live in an alleyway 


which is 2 Webster Ave., and I've been 
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hearing a lot of noise over my head every 
night, and the more totes that occurs, I can 
never sleep. 

And also, I have asthma sometimes, 
but if it kicks up, it would also be because 
of toxins in the air. And I go to work every 
Segoueveris breathing in more than polluted 
air. See, if I keep breathing in, I could 
become sick and I will not be able to work, 
and I wish Massport, you iow would 
reconsider building runway 14/32 because I 
do, in fact, Oppose the runway. 

The other thing is if you go back 
and look over the data again, they should 
have added something that should say about 
the air quality because if they don't do 
that, I will never get enough information to 
look at. That's all I've got to say. 

THE MODERATOR: Next we'll hear 
from Christopher Anderson from the 
Massachusetts High Technology Council. The 
next supporter will be Albert Sherman from 
Arthur D. Little. Mr. Anderson. 


MR. ANDERSON: Good evening. Thank 


Th2.1 
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you for the opportunity. My name is 
Christopher Anderson, vice president and 
general counsel to the Massachusetts High 
Technology Council. Recognizing that Logan 
International Airport is vital to the entire 
New England region's economic interests, the 
high tech. council vigorously supports the 
well-thought out Massport Authority's 
proposal to reduce delays at Logan Airport. 

We do this in the context of the 
regional transportation solution system, that 
it does incorporate the obvious increases a7 
passenger use at Manchester and Green and, in 
fact, I personally have bailed out of Logan 
Airport now on trips to Chicago in favor of 
Manchester. 

There are many legitimate and 
substantive anecdotal reasons probably that 
you've heard more of on the opponents' side 
particularly from those affected communities 
that are, in fact, important. However, we 
urge you to look at the report, the well- 
thought-out report, and its substantive 


contents. 
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Preventable delays at Logan impact 
negatively on where high tech. companies 
expand or locate, and the mobility of our 
high tech. economy can result in a quick 
relocation out of the region quicker than it 
took the New England Patriots to decide to 
move to Hartford. 

Critical for Massachusetts global 
high tech. economy are the improvements 
Proposed at Logan. In addition to shifting 
the noise burden from some of the hardest-hit 
communities, the new runway would reduce 
delays while not changing Massport's limit of 
120 aircraft operations per hour set by the 
FAA. 

The additional lost productivity 
caused by delays on beautiful blue sky 
conditions when the wind is out of the 
northwest, even if it only affects a percent 
Or so, has a dramatic impact on the ability 
of our high technology companies to reach 
their customers and their vendors and vice- 
versa. 


We support the improvements. We 
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hope they are approved forthwith. The High 
Technology Council consists of more than 180 
chief executive officers of Massachusetts 
high technology companies and highly-valued 
service employers. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Anderson. Now Mr. Arthur Hartnet from South 
Boston. The next opponent will be Ron Whalen 
from Winthrop. 

MR. HARTNET: Thank you. I would 
like to address the number of hours of delays 
that have been presented to you tonight as 
121,000 hours of delay from Massport's 
. modeling. It is not Supported by the FAA's 
own figures. You have to wonder about the 
121,000 hours. 

The regional airport scheme, of 
course, is a great thing, but I don't think 
that the number of operations in all of the 
regional airports will ever equal what we 
have today at Logan Airport that are 
affecting the health and welfare of all of 
the citizens that surround the airports: Tt? s 


a very congested city we live in. The 
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regional concept, of course, would help the 
high tech. industry by not having all of our 
eggs in one basket, so to speak. Think about 
that, high techies. 

Within the ten-year period, the 
number of hours of delay, the number of hours 
of delay, not the percentage, I want to talk 
about number of hours, will overwhelm this 
airport and will be exceeding what Massport 
is predicting we have today of 121,000 hours. 

Also, if this runway is built, 
runway 27 will see a dramatic increase in the 
number of operations. Runway 27, a federal 
EIS was conducted on this runway and 
concluded in 1996 and the flight of the 
departures, and just departures off runway 
27, still to this day are not what the people 
that conducted this EIS desired, and they're 
still working on this and it's not working. 
Runway 27, which will see a four-fold 
increase in just departures when runway 14/32 
is built is not working for jet departures, 
is impacting more people today than it ever 


impacted before. 
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We also had presented to us the 
fact that this runway will help Massport or 
the FAA, whichever one of those is the guilty 
party, achieve the PRAS goals. Well, PRAS 
goals have been put on the table for a good 
number of years and have been ignored. I 
don't know why all of a sudden we're looking 
at them. It would be nice if they were 
achievable but I think that with the number 
of operations that are coming into» this 
airport and the excessive number of 
Operations that are coming into this airport, 

PRAS goals as they were designed in the early 
ieee will never be achieved, ever. 

Another item that I would like you 
to consider is your center field taxiway. 
We're building a center field taxiway and at 
the same time we're dace: well, if we built 
14/32 we'll be able to relieve the air 
traffic off the north-south people, that's 
baloney, because the center field taxiway is 
going to be a conduser to have more 
operations on the north-south runways because 


you're going to be able to get the aircraft 


1.14.4 
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off and on to these runways in a much quicker 
fashion. 

I would just like you to mull over 
those points. Ana again, like I say to the 
high tech. and the high business people out 
there, more airports would be more 
beneficial, more regional airports with a 
greater number of operations so that there 
was a@ more equitable and environmentally- 
justifiable operation. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Now 
we'll hear from Albert Sherman. 

MR. SHERMAN: My name is Albert 
Sherman. I'm senior vice president of Arthur 
D. Little. Arthur D. Little is a firm that 
was founded 115 years ago, and we are located 
right here in the Boston area and are 
something of an institution in this town. We 
were here before Logan Airport existed. In 
fact, we were here before air travel existed. 

We were at that time very fortunate 
to serve a local business clientele because 
in those days that was the way you did 


business, but as the city of Boston has 
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prospered and become a world-class city, we, 
in turn, have prospered and become a world- 

class consulting firm. We find that we are 

inextricably tied and dependent upon access 

to efficient, safe, reliable, and timely air 
service. 

I'm here today just to make a few 
comments about what it's like to be involved 
in that kind of a business. I'm not here to 
debate or argue the very well thought out 
thoughts of those who spoke in favor of this 
and those who apparently are in opposition. 
It's just to share with you what it's like to 
be in a business that's so dependent upon air 
travel. 

As I mentioned, we serve a national 
and international clientele and we spend a 
lot of time in the air. The way the Logan 
Situation affects us is how it is that we 
plan our business, and the compromising that 
we increasingly have to make because of the 
delays, not only the actual delays but the 
contingency you have to build into your 


planning because of the possibility of 
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delays. 

There's no way to measure the cost 
of disciplining a client by not making a 
meeting or of having to cancel a meeting or 
for the substantial inconvenience caused when 
they come to visit us and are unable to 
arrive at our facility. We do everything 
that we can to deal with that. 

I am a user and have used the 
Providence airport, I take the train to New 
York when I can. I'll be using Bangor 
tomorrow, and for the first time Pa be 
using Manchester next month. I Support those 
people who have argued for regional 
solutions. I think all of these things are 
necessary in order to make for a more 
Prosperous local economy. 

Just on.a personal anecdotal note, 
I don't know how much of those 121,000 hours 
personally according to your model, but it 
must be a lot of them. I wasn't here in 1993 
so I don't have data and I'm not comparing it 
to that, but I do know that it affects me 


personally in terms of how I plan my day and 
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my business. 

So I'll just share with you that 
right now as part of my business planning 
with my colleagues, I am seriously 
considering locating out of the Boston area. 
You shouldn't be concerned, that's not the 
basis upon which you will make this decision, 
but I think it's an anecdote hee broadly 
Shared than I can imagine. It certainly 
affects growth at the margin, not so much 
where you locate facilities and people that 
are already there, but those at the margin 
that are yet to come. 

It's becoming difficult to serve 
that national marketplace and I may need to 
relocate. I hope that Boston will continue 
to prosper and thrive. I don't know that 
Logan is the only answer. There are many 
other regional answers, but I encourage you 
to seriously consider the proposal in front 
of you for expansion, the addition of the 
runway, and to accommodate as reasonably as 
you can within that plan the very considered 


and thoughtful views of some of the opponents 
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who would like to see their considerations 
met as well. Thank you very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Sherman. Now we'll hear from Ror Whalen from 
Winthrop, and then the next Opponent up will 
be Elaine McGrath from Chelsea. 

MR. WHALEN: First of all, I want 
to say that I appreciate the previous 
speaker's comments, the one that communicated 
that he is planning on using Manchester 
Airport. We appreciate that, and the fact 
that he indicated that we should consider our 
solutions as well; peneigs, eeqacues 
ee ae 

My name is Ron Whalen. tI'q like to 
say that I'm from the Massport colony of 
Winthrop. I should Say from the historic 
uasepost colony of Winthrop. That was among 
the first communities to drive colonialism 
Out of America, and that's what we're trying 
to do a little bit of that again here with 
Massport. 

I think if you Study colonialism 


and you study Massport and our relationship 
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with them in Winthrop, it feels a lot like a 
the old days. I am a resident and homeowner | 
in Winthrop, and I'm here at this Massport | 
hearing, which to me is an oxymoron, to 
testify that the people of Winthrop, those 
who live in the communities adjacent to Logan 
Airport, have reached, indeed exceeded, the 
limits of toleration as far as Massport 
expansion is concerned. 

Massport may not admit to the fact 

that Logan is at capacity, but I'm here to 
tell you this evening that as far as we, cis 
residents, are concerned, we feel that 
Massport has far exceeded its capacity. The 
rallies that you have heard about, the 
resolutions, the writings, the recitations 
that you have seen, I think are but a 
harbinger of what. you are going to see if 


Massport doesn’t really put a stake in this 


proposal and start thinking about other 1.16.1 


solutions. 
Ioam in Winthrop. I live in that 
65 decibel area where we receive what you 


call mitigation windows, and I want to 
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mention that tonight because I want to make 
it very clear to the people in the 
Environmental Protection Agency that we 
consider those mitigation windows as nothing 
more than preemptive damages for taking away 
Our outside, for making us prisoners in our 
own homes. 

If those windows were tea bags, 
we'd be throwing them in the harbor. We 
really don't need and won't accept and we 
won't tolerate any further mitigation. 
Tonight I was very struck by the fact that 
this is an environmental impact hearing. 
We're here to comment on environmental 
issues. I have been at a number of meetings, 
I've been at the state house, and I've 
listened to the Proponents of that runway, 
and it's embarrassingly silent, and I'd like 
you to sort of contemplate the silence from 
the business community when it comes to 
quality of life issues. 

You'll notice when Massport got up, 
they start out immediately talking about the 


business context. When the business 
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community gets up, all they're talking about 
is the business interest. There's not even 
an attempt that I have seen for them to talk 
about quality of life issues within the 
neighborhoods of Boston, and that's what this 
hearing is all about. 

THE MODERATOR: Try to wrap it up, 
please. 

MR. WHALEN: I would like to ask 
you to put a stake in this proposal so that 
we can cause Massport, we can cause the 
government, cause the state to exert their 
energies in finding real solutions. We have 
ideas. We want to work with Paul Guzzi, we 
want to work with the round table, we want to 
work with the business communities in 
achieving real answers to Massachusetts air 
transportation policies, so let's not delay 
this. Let's kill this thing, the people want 
it dead, and let's move on to real solutions. 
Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Next we'll hear 
from Kevin Cohen from the South Shore Chamber 


of Commerce, and the next supporter after Mr. 
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Cohen will be Jay Cortell from Boston. 

MR. COHEN: Thank you very much. 

My name is Kevin Cohen. I'm the affairs 
Manager of the South Shore Chamber of 
Commerce which has 2500 members on the South 
Shore and it's based out of Quincy. First of 
all, I'd like to address a couple of 
misconceptions that have been repeatedly 
printed in the media and also relayed by a 
lot of people, Supporters and opponents, 
actually. 

First of all, that this is an 
expansion plan. [It is not. Massport right 
eee limited to 120 flight operations per 
hour. If you build 14/32 or you do not build 
14/32, it's still limited to 120: flight 
operations per hour. 

The second misconception is that 
somehow 14/32 and the taxiway is a regional 
Plan. Tt isn’t. Massport has never 
presented it as a regional plan. They didn't 
present it to the South Shore Chamber of 
Commerce as a regional plan. This proposal 


addresses a wind problem and inefficiency 


91 


problems on the air side of Logan Airport, 
and that's why this proposal is here and 
before you. It shouldn't get caught up with 
some great answer to all the regional 
transportation problems that we have in this 
region and we do have a lot. 

The appropriate authorities, some 
of you people here tonight but also the 
commonwealth of Massachusetts and the federal 
government, should be, and in many cases are, 
addressing those regional problems, whether 
they're addressing it through high-speed 
rail, commuter rail, also through the 
tremendous growth we've seen at Manchester, 
New Hampshire and Green in Rhode Island. 

Also, the commonwealth of 
Massachusetts is proposing expanding Route 3 
North that goes from 128 to the New Hampshire 
border, and they're proposing a unirail 
service from Massachusetts to Green Airport 
in Rhode Island. Also, the state did take 
many years and spent a lot of money to make a 
proposal for a second major airport. It was 


considered and it failed. 
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The real fact of the matter se ag 
you can't build a 5,000-foot small aircraft 
runway, there is no way in the world we're 
going to be able to build another 
international airport. It just can't happen. 
So we look at issues like 14/32, we look at 
an efficient way in which Logan Airport can 
be run, and that's why we Support 14/32. 

The last issues I want to address 
are the environmental concerns. Basically 
with this Proposal, less delays equals less 
environmental damage. A plane that lands or 
takes off on time does not add avoidable 
pollution because they do not sit on the 
runway while waiting to take oft, or they do 
not circle the City waiting to land. 

Also, the noise pollution that's 
happened to a lot.of these communities is 
going to be more equally distributed, and 
many of those flights will be pushed over the 
water. This Proposal before you is a pro- 
environment Proposal. If 14/32 and the 
taxiway is built, the environment in and 


around Logan Airport will be better for us. 
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I think we should use the five to 
ten-year window of opportunity we have before 
the flights become overburdensome again to go 
even further to address these regional 
issues, but that is a responsibility of the 
commonwealth of Massachusetts and the federal 
government along with Massport or to direct 
Massport to address those opportunities. 

I'm concerned that we're going to 
miss an opportunity here to make Logan run 
better, but also to address the larger 
regional problems. The opponents are being 
very narrow in their focus of just beating 
14/32, and they think somehow that addresses 
those regional problems. It doesn't. We 
have to do it in addition to borane 14/32 
and the efficiency of the runway. Thank you 
very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Next up will be 
Elaine McGrath, and the next supporter will 
be Raol Murrow. Mrs. McGrath. 

MS. McGRATH: Thank you. For those 
of you who haven't seen it, this is the 


Massport proposal. I've read it. My name is 
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Elaine McGrath, M-C-G-R-A-T-H,. I live in 
Chelsea. Betty Desrosiers Suggested that 
runway 14/32 and all the other parts of this 
proposal are the missing Piece of the puzzle. 
What she didn't say is there's lots missing 
from this proposal. 

This draft EIS is inconsistent with 
both the letter and the Spirit of the 
Environmental Policy Act. In fact, it has 
failed to comply with MEPA. MEPA requires 
agencies to consider environmental 
consequences, to take a hard look at them, 
and to take a hard look at alternatives, and 
to make that information available to the 
public, 

I live in Chelsea next to the 
airport overlay district. We are not within 
the noise contour map, but we live under a 
blitzkrieg. Here is a Statistic for you. 
Massport says the Problem is delays, the 
sixth-most delay-prone airport in the 
country. In 1993, the FAA said Logan was the 
sixth noisiest airport in the country. Where 


is that in this report? 
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Three critical flaws, I believe 
there are at least three critical flaws in 
this proposal. First, the information on 
environmental impact fails to assess those 
impacts adequately or accurately because the 
modeling is flawed and Massport knows this. 

The monitoring of those impacts is 
also inadequate and Massport knows this but 
you do not because it's not reflected in 
here. The communities will know this. What 
this means is that this report does not do 
what MEPA requires Massport to do.’ It does 
not capture the reality of current 
environmental impacts. 

This is about Massport's manifest 
destiny, but for people who live in the 
communities, it cannot be about that. It 
can't be about that for you. There are two 
other critical flaws that flow from the fact 
that their modeling and their monitoring are 
seriously flawed. 

The second critical flaw, the 
alternatives are straw men, but communities, 


IT understand that they have to do under MEPA 
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a no-action alternative. That is not an 
alternative for the communities. At 115 
flights an hour right now, short of the 120 
capacity, the communities are speaking with 
one voice and they're telling you it's 
unbearable. At 115, it's unbearable, and 
we've told Massport that and Massport has not 
told you that. 

They are supposed to thoroughly 
evaluate all reasonable alternatives, but 
again, the assessment of the impact of those 
alternatives is flawed because their data is 
flawed, their models are flawed, and their 
monitoring is flawed. 

Finally, and the last critical flaw 
I want to point out, the environmental 
justice analysis. Again, it's unreliable 
because it flows from faulty data. First, 
the impact analysis. 

THE MODERATOR: Try to wrap it up, 
please. 

MS. MCGRATH: You have an 
obligation to assess real impacts of current 


Operations and alternatives. [In 1993, there 
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were 493,000 operations. In 1998, there were 
507,000, and yet Massport says the noise 
impact decreased because of the stage 3 
aircraft. 

What they don't tell you here but 
they tell you in the GEIS is that on landing 
and takeoff, stage 3 aircraft are noisy and 
that cannot be remedied, and these 
communities have to live with landing and 
takeoff. 

Why have they failed to represent 
the impact? They know about the community 
protest. They know that the noise contour 
“Gee not capture the noise. They have 
admitted before the Chelsea City Council that 
although we're not within the 65 DBL noise 
contour that, in fact, we experience those 
impacts. 

Their monitoring in Chelsea, the 
one noise monitor was out of commission for 
two years. You won't see that in here. What 
does that do to the accuracy of the 
environmental impact data? Their modeling is 


therefore unreliable. It's state of the art 


1.18.6 


1.18.7 


98 


but it does not capture reality and they know 
hes The monitoring is problematic. 

There are other statistics in here. 
You'll see them. I'll just point out one 
page, Page 5-29, involving one about how they 
assessed a certain impact and they had to 
revisit it because more people were affected 
at higher levels. There's basic flaws in 
their data. What you've really Got asa 
degradation of the human environment in these 
areas. 

They're noisy, they're dirty, 
they're a danger, and they're ugly because of 
Massport Operations. We need an informed 
environmental consideration under MEPA. How 
are we going to get it? This is the fox 
saying the chickens appear to be okay. We 
need EPA site visits. We need a state board 
of health involvement to assess air and noise 
monitoring. We can't do it. The communities 
cannot do it. We need your help. We need an 
independent competent assessment of these 
impacts. We need a supplemented EIS. The 


second critical flaw -- 
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THE MODERATOR: I think I'll have 
to ask you to sit down. 

MS. McGRATH: Could I please just 
have two minutes? 

THE MODERATOR: I think you've made 
your points quite adequately, and I would ask 
you to sit down so we can move on. Now we'll 
hear from Raol Murrow from the Aircraft 
Owners and Pilots Association, followed by 
Mary Quinn of Chelsea, and then followed by 
Thomas Kershaw. 

MR. MURROW: My name is Raol 
Murrow. I'm the northeastern regional 
Heproscnbatiue for the Aircraft Owners and 
Pilots Association. We broadly represent 
general aviation, and general aviation is all 
aviation except military flying and the 
scheduled airlines. 

Our official position has been 
presented in a letter to you and I'm not 
going to read it to you or repeat its 
content. It pretty much reflects what the 
study revealed and what we studied over the 


last several years in the air side review 
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committee. 

What I would like to do instead is 
to summarize some of my own personal 
experience and observations with respect to 
this process and the Study. The fact is -- 

THE MODERATOR: Excuse me a second, 
Mr. Murrow. People in the back are carrying 
On a conversation. It's very difficult to 
hear up here. Please give Mr. Murrow your 
attention or leave the roon. Thank you. 

MR. MURROW: We have monitored or 
participated in many of the studies mentioned 
here starting with the second major airport 
study, the strategic assessment review, the 
New England transportation initiative, the 
capacity task force which looked very 
carefully and analyzed the various kinds of 
configurations at. Logan and came up with the 
idea of the unidirectional runway would solve 
the problems without causing the 
environmental problems that the community was 
concerned about regarding runway 14/32 in the 
past. 


There is really no Surprise. Why 
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does general aviation care about this issue? 
We are a minority user of Logan Airport. 
Fewer than one out of 20 aircraft 
historically use it. We often go in on 
little runway 15/33 right which doesn't 
impact the runway at all, so it seems strange 
that we would comment, but it's because we 
understand a couple of major facts. 

One of them is that this is a 
regional issue and really a national issue in 
terms of its impacts on your transportation 
system. Airports do not exist by themselves. 
They are part of a system, and this airport 
anaes airports all across the country when 
there are problems. When delays occur, 
aircraft sit on the ground elsewhere. Flight 
crews are delayed, passengers are delayed. 

We, as general aviation users, are 
also airline users, airline passengers, 
residents of the community, and we are 
likewise impacted whenever we are delayed. 
This causes waste of fuel, equipment, and 
human resources, and I say, it compromises 


the ability of the aircraft to control system 
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which affects airports everywhere. 

We also are sitting in an airport 
somewhere when we are delayed by problems at 
Logan Airport and cannot join our families 
for dinner as well. Some critics say, don't 
fix it. Computers will eliminate the need 
for air transportation. And I say, and I 
think the statistics show, that computers are 
going to eliminate need for air and other 
travel the same way they eliminate the need 
for paper. 

We are basing a continuing and 
increasing need and a Special need in an area 
EG dependent upon such a high technology 
industry and consulting services as Boston, a 
real leader in terms of the intellectual 
capital, we really need to think about making 
Our transportation efficient. The world 
depends upon it. 

And my final comment, the purpose 
of this plan is to reduce delays, to get 
folks home earlier, to reduce late-night 
flights which negatively impact the 


community, and to put many more of those 
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flights over water. I'm sad that the MEPA 
has somehow or other degenerated into 
accusations and, I think, an awful lot of 
inadequate information going around. 

I hope eventually the truth of the 
conclusions that we all really studied for a 
long time to get eventually do become 
accepted and embraced by the communities that 
we wish to serve. Thank you very much for 
the opportunity to give my comments. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much. Ms. Quinn, and the next opponent will 
be William Falcetano from Somerville. 

MS. QUINN: I'm Mary Quinn. I live 
on the Chelsea waterfront, and I too sit in 
airports but that’s Only because it's quieter 
than in my home. The runways, actually if 
you sit in the terminal in the airport, are 
further away than they are from some of the 
homes. 

What I want to talk about is the 
data that's in this report. As I understand 
it, the data that is given to you should 


represent the reality of the environmental 
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impact. I've lived on the waterfront for 
nine years, and the reality as I've lived it 
is that jets are registering as high as 109 
decibels, and Many, many, many, many flights 
are in the 65 to 95 range. 

The statistics that Massport tells 
us, they told us that we aren't in the noise 
contour map because even though we get all 
this noise, all these flights, they average 
it out over 24 hours a day, seven days a 
week, and we just don't quite come up to 
snuff. But fortunately with the new runway, 
we'll have 23,000 additional planes, so we 
wild come up to snuff on that and get a few 
windows. 

The reality is that jets are less 
than 100 feet over my three-story home, and 
also with the proposed mitigation that is to 
be given to Chelsea when we get the 
additional 23,000 flights, my home, which 
will get one flight every five minutes 12 
hours a day, seven days a week, 100 feet over 
my house, even with the new map, my home is 


not in it, so I think there might be 
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something wrong with the way they looked at 
these things. How do they get their 
statistics? 

The reality is that jets can be as 
close as one to two minutes apart at a time, 
and that Chelsea does not get that nearly as 
bad as some other communities, and yet this 
is how we're getting hit. The problem I have 
with the statistics is that we are not in the 
report as having noise impact. We have noise 
impact, and I'd invite you down anytime to 
hear it. 

It's not mentioned in the report 
eae it's not alluded to. How could that be? 
Chelsea used to be in the noise contour map 
and we were taken out. Why? Why were we 
taken out? Could it be because we have a lot 
of low income residents, we have a lot of 
Minority residents in Chelsea? I mean, if 
they were going to have to put an 
environmental justice chapter in this report, 
we could really skew their numbers there a 
little bit if Chelsea was in it. I don't 


know. 
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As has been mentioned, the noise 
monitor that was on Admiral's Hill was broken 
for two years. They only found out about it 
when the residents requested information and 
all these zeroes had been filed month-in, 
month-out for years and nobody at Massport 
looked at this, and this is how we are pretty 
much not mentioned in this céport, -Et's 
questionable data. 


THE MODERATOR: I'm going to have 


to ask you to wrap it up, please. 


MS. QUINN: Thank you. You may not 
live in these impacted neighborhoods so how 
could you know from reading this report what 
the reality is? This is a flawed, skewed, 
and inaccurate report, and if I were a cynic, 
I could say it is manipulated data, so how 
can you make an informed decision when this 
is all that's in front of you? We need an 
independent unbiased study, and I hope you 
can help us with this. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Next will be Thomas 
Kershaw from the Greater Boston Convention 


and Visitors Bureau. Following him will be 
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William Falcetano. 

MR. KERSHAW: Good evening. My 
name is Thomas Kershaw, K-E-R-S-H-A-W. I am 
a business owner. I own the Hampshire House 
On Beacon Hill, and I'm also chairman of the 
board of the Greater Boston Convention and 
Business Bureau. The proposed Logan Airport 
runway 14/32 is critical to the health of 
Boston's future convention and business 
travel, and restaurants depend on the visitor 
industry, and I urge the state and federal 
officials to move forward on the approval of 
this project. 

If we do not act now on this, we 
will be making a multi-billion dollar mistake 
on Boston's future. Our competitive position 
as a leading visitor destination is directly 
tied to the ability of Logan Airport to 
handle the region's air service needs. The 
new 14/32 runway will be critical to reducing 
delays and making Logan airport more 
efficient. 

The success of the new 700 million 


dollar convention center that will open in 
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the seaport district in late 2003 depends on 
the efficiency of Logan Airport. If the 
delay problem is not addressed, it will 
cripple our efforts to attract and retain 
conventions, meetings, and business travelers 
to Boston. 

At the very time when the new 
convention center will open, delays at Logan 
International Airport will have grown to the 
point that will be unacceptable to meeting 
planners, the people who choose the cities 
where they're having their meetings. As the 
new center reaches peak efficiency attracting 
more than 300,000 visitors a year, Logan will 
become a national disgrace with delays up to 
55 minutes per flight. 

I support the development of a 
comprehensive regional airport system and the 
growth that has developed in Providence, in 
Manchester, and Portland is to be lauded, as 
well as the new high-speed rail Syecein from 
New York to Boston that debuts later this 
year. 


Nevertheless, Logan remains the hub 
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of the region's transportation system for 
business travelers and for the convention and 
meetings market, and the success or failure 
of the industry and the restaurants like the 
Hampshire House depend on an efficient Logan 
Airport. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much. Mr. Falcetano from Somerville, and 
following Mr. Falcetano we'll have 
Representative Liz Malia. 

MR. FALCETANO: My name is Phil 
Falcetano, F-A-L-C-E-T-A-N-O. I live in 
Somerville and teach at Merrimack College. 
I've become involved in this dispute 
reluctantly as the result of the sudden and 
dramatic increase of air traffic noise I and 
others detected last year about this time. 

Along with other concerned 
citizens, I took the initiative and started 
organizing meetings about this problem in 
December of 1998 before the Organization CARE 
had been formed. I shun these kinds of 
political battles and prefer to live a quiet 


life of reading, reflection and study. 
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Nevertheless, this Problem has severely 
interfered with my ability to think, read, 
write, and pursue other necessary activities 
of a college professor. 

I have lived in cities most of my 
life and have gotten used to the ambient 
noise of cars, trucks, pedestrians, kids 
playing, et cetera. However, persistent and 
loud air traffic is an altogether different 
matter. Since the sudden spike in air 
traffic over Somerville last year, there has 
rarely been a single moment free from the 
sound of a jet or a plane passing overhead. 

| I hear loud low-flying air traffic 
even in the wee hours of the morning, at 2, 
3, 4, and 5 a.m. Those rare moments of quiet 
last only for very short periods of time. As 
the traffic picks up again, it continues with 
the dismayed mechanical persistency. 

Noise produced by neighbors 
talking, passing by, or Playing is usually 
short-lived due to the Linieations of the 
human voice, fatigue, distraction. But 


mechanical noise is a different matter. It 
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has a relentless and super-human resilience 
that does not offer any hope of relief. 

The deleterious effects of noise 
pollution are well documented in journals of 
medicine and psychology. Noise pollution is 
a physical assault on the body. Although 
sound is a physical phenomenon, sound 
experienced ae aie is not only physical but 
psychological as well. Therefore, any 
attempt to measure noise by decibels entirely 
misses the point that noise is not mere sound 
but sound as it is experienced by a tide 
human being. 

In this case, so-called anecdotal 
evidence cannot be dismissed as though it 
were irrelevant with the wave of a hand and 
the smug presentation of numbers that measure 
sound because the issue is not about sound 
but about noise; that is, sound as an 
experienced phenomenon rather than a merely 
physical event. 

Noise produces high blood pressure, 
hypertension, stress, fatigue, sleeplessness 


and its related disorders such as 
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irritability, disorientation, confusion, and 
incompetence due to lack of focus and 
inattention. Recent studies have even shown 
that undue and distracting noise also 
interferes with the ability of children to 
concentrate at school. 
Cc Noise from airplane traffic 
Srevedis people from being heard in their own 
homes, from talking on the telephone, from 
listening to the radio or television, from 
reading, thinking, praying, playing musical 
instruments, or any other activity that 
requires mental concentration Or intellectual 
focus. 

THE MODERATOR: Please try to wrap 
Le Uo “Siw: . 3 

MR. FALCETANO: Okay. 1? dh. go-to 
the end, then. Some of Massport's EIR is not 
completely accurate or Satisfactory. I urge 
you therefore to refuse their request to go 
ahead with this unfair and injurious scheme 
to inflict even more suffering and hardship 
On communities that already endure a 


disproportionate burden of noise, air 
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pollution, and traffic. Thank you very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Next 
we'll hear from Representative Liz Malia. 

MS. MALIA: Thank you for hearing 
me. 

THE MODERATOR: Just a second. And 
following Representative Malia, we'll hear 
from Dan Wolf from Cape Air. 

MS. MALIA: Thank you very much. 
I'm not a transportation planner. I'm not 
going to try to look at numbers and draw any 
conclusions from that specifically. I ama 
resident of the city of Boston and I've lived 
here since 1967. I actually came here as a 
student. I love the city and I stay here. I 
stay here basically because of the quality of 
life and a lot of the aspects of the city 
make it a very livable place. 

I'm now an elected official. I 
worked for an elected official in the 
district I represent which is part of Jamaica 
Plain, Roslindale, Dorchester, and Roxbury. 

I have an extremely diverse community that I 


represent. One of the things that I look at 
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when I hear all the arguments that we've been 
going through over the last few months is the 
fact that there are questions here, some very 
serious questions, that I don't see answers 
to. 

And as someone who's now an elected 
official involved in determining public 
policy, part of my concern comes from the 
fact that aside from having a chance to come 
to some of the meetings that were held in 
public because the community pushed them, I 
don't have a lot of information ES. OEE from, 
and that's one of the things that I think is 
at the heart of where we are today. We're 
talking about environmental impact. 

What disturbs me is that what I see 
before us is a retread idea that was brought 
ae 0 years ago that didn't fly then, that 
had very serious questions involved in Bie oat 
and I hear too many questions about if we do 
implement the new runway, where are we going 


to be? The questions that really strike me 


are when people come in, Massport has been 


saying consistently that no matter what 
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happens with the new runway, we're going to 
increase our flights and our passengers 
coming to Boston by about 3.4 percent a year. 

I have real concerns about once 
those people get here, what happens to then, 
where I see serious congestion on the ground 
already, and I know that there are serious 
environmental concerns with the effect of 
diesel just in general ground transportation. 

I also am aware that one of the 
problems that I think we all need to, be 
dealing with at this point as elected 
officials or state officials and as community 
people is dealing with the long-term transit 
needs that we have in this part of the 
country, and I don't see that happening and 
that's what troubles me. 

If we get to a resolution on this 
runway and the runway is built, I am 
concerned that we're not going to see the 
follow-up on the regionalization because 
regionalization was not discussed prior to 
this what I feel is a short-sighted, short- 


term, narrow-minded approach. I'm afraid 
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that the officials who are now Saying that as 
an afterthought, oh, yes, we'll work on 
regionalization. 

We'll be gone, and then we'll find 
a couple of years from now they'll be in 
ditfterent: jobs, 1°71 probably be ina 
different job, but I'm not Sure that the 
issues around is Worcester really going to be 
expanded? How will we get people from the 
Mass. Pike to the Worcester Airport when 
there are houses in the way, when there's no 
accessible roadway? 

I'm really concerned that the 
Current discussion about putting money into a 
high-speed rail to Rhode Island, but I don't 
see any of those proposals coming before me 
and the legislature. I haven't seen any 
indication that these measures are 
institutionalized and have been committed to 
so that we're on some parallel tracks, that 
there's also -- there's a runway proposal but 
there's also strong proposals in place to get 
us to solutions for some of these problems. 


So I just think that there are 
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health issues that haven't been resolved. We 
are very concerned about the fact that there 
was a lack of faith involved when the 939 
Community Advisory Council was removed from or 
the discussion process for 20 months. That, 
to me, does not speak of good faith. That 
doesn't speak to me as someone who's coming 
to the table to deal with the facts as they 
are and to see who wins with that. 
There's too many questions that are 
raised in the data that are brought out. I'm 
not comfortable that they've been resolved, 
and I think that we need to look at this 
data, the data Massport has already come 
together with, find some resolutions, and do 
some long-term planning. 
Perhaps the long-term planning that 
we'll look at would consider a runway. I 
don't know, but 3 think too many of the other 
aspects that we're talking about have been 
severely overlooked, and what I don't want to 
see happen is to watch us come to the edge of 


this discussion. We've done it twice before 


in the last ten years. 
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We've had a series of discussions 
about whether or not we need a second airport 
and we've walked away from it. The problems 
we're trying to address aren't going to go 
away. In three or four or five years, we 
will have gone back up to the same number of 
delays, and we will not have gotten any 
eleser to a resolution of our Overall transit 
needs. 

SO my concern is that we get to 
that resolution phase now, that we not waste 
any more time, and we not put our Nope in 
false promises or inadequate solutions, or 
one-dimensional solutions when what we need 
is a multi-dimensional comprehensive plan. 

We need Massport, we need the communities 
together, we need some serious proposals to 
deal with what happens to the city of Boston, 
its businesses, its economic vitality, its 
community, it's quality of life 10 years, 20 
years, 30 years from now. 

It's our responsibility now as 
citizens of this state to deal with those 


issues in the long term and not give in toa 
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pioeectacn quick fix, well-intentioned, it 
looks like a good piece, but that's what my 
hope is that we move on to something more 
productive. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much. I extended Representative Malia 
additional time as we did with the other 
government officials. Now we'll go back to 
trying to keep everyone to about three 
minutes. Next up will be Dan Wolf from Cape 
Air, and then we'll hear from Allison Stieber 
from Somerville. . 

MR. WOLF: Good evening, sir. My 
eis is Dan Wolf. I'm the president and 
founder of Cape Air, and my goal tonight is 
to finish before you ask me to sit down. I'm 
going to be very, very brief. We have 
Submitted a written testimony which really 
will speak for our position on this. 

I have flown in and out of Logan 
Airport for the last 20 years as a pilot. 

Ten years ago I founded an airline, Cape Air, 
which literally flies now hundreds of 


thousands of people in and around the Cape 
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and islands and up to Boston, and we really 
depend on Logan to provide the service. 

Our observation is that the primary 
problem relative to delays is the northwest 
wind which will cut the capacity of the 
airport when the airport is forced to go to 
that configuration to as low as 60 operations 
per hour from 120. so we see the runway 
specifically as a way to level the capacity 
of the airport regardless of wind conditions, 
that, and that alone. 

As far as the regional appeeseh: we 
are committed to a regional approach. 1 
believe Massport is committed to a regional 
approach. Again, we've been here ten years 
dealing with Massport. We've had discussions 
telative: to Worcester, relative to New 
Bedford, relative to Providence. We, in 
fact, are now Providing hourly service out of 
Providence to the islands of Nantucket and 
Martha's Vineyard specifically for the reason 
that we want to pull some of the traffic out 
of Logan Airport, so we are pitching in and 


doing our part. 


1.24." 


1.24.2 


121 


I just want to speak, and then I'm 
going to finish, a little bit about the 
process because I think a lot of the 
credibility issue here involves the process. 
My observation is, having been involved in 
this process for ten years, I was on the blue 
ribbon panel looking at a second airport, 
I've been to virtually every ARC meeting, 
I've been to virtually every public comment 
session, and I've been to many of the 
community meetings as well. 

My observation is, and I really 
sincerely believe this, Massport has made an 
effort to listen to input. Massport has made 
an effort to analyze this from very, very 
different points of view, ours included. It 
probed and prodded me, I can tell you that, 
and whether I look at these people and say 
friend or foe depends on what the last 
prodding session was like because not all my 
interactions with these folks have been 
positive. 

They have sometimes advocated and 


attempted to implement things that would have 
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been very devastating to our business such as 
peak period pricing, but my observation is 
they really have attempted to do a serious 
analysis here, and have attempted to listen 
to the communities, and I know we have been 
listened to, and I believe that that's very 
important as you look at this document and 
decide on the Credibility of ie. 

I do believe in the process. I 
believe Massport has done their part, and I 
also believe that you will do your part, and 
I think that the outcome of this is going to 
be a suitable outcome. Thank you very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Wolf. Now we'll hear from Allison Stieber 
from Somerville. Following her, Frank 
Gibson, and following him, Christine 
Silverstein. 

MS. STIEBER: My name is Allison 
Stieber, S-T-I-E-B-E-R. I am a resident and 
homeowner in Somerville, a city that over the 
last 12 months has been bombarded by air 
traffic from Logan Airport, and especially 


during what Massport euphemistically refers 
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to as the off-peak hours. 

Off-peak hours in lay person's 
language happen to be times when people would 
most likely be at home; that is, nighttime, 
early morning, weekends, and holidays, times 
when people are trying to sleep, study, 
relax, or spend quiet time with family and 
friends. 

For example, three days ago on 
Easter Sunday, we received a steady stream of 
aircraft at a rate of two planes per minute 
starting at approximately 6:10 a.m. and 
consisting of most of the day. Although 6:10 
a.m. is the rn time for the daily 
onslaughts on our city during spring and 
fali, on this day they lost an extra hour of 
sleep due to the time change so, in effect, 
we were awakened by planes on what was the 
equivalent of 5:10 a.m. on what was supposed 
to be a day of rest. 

Massport did what I describe as 
business as usual. However, to those of us 
who had to spend that day as we have so many 


others in a fog of fatigue caused by lost 
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sleep through late night, middle of the 
night, and pre-dawn aircraft noise, this was 
a mean-spirited intrusion by an arrogant 
neighbor that has repeatedly demonstrated its 
disregard for our community. 

Massport officials have taken every 
possible opportunity to tell those of us who 
protest the frequent disturbances as well as 
to misinform the media that Somerville's air 
traffic rate is negligible and we are only 
getting our fair share. 

A 300 percent-plus air traffic 
increase that Somerville would suffer if 
runway 14/32 is built is also dismissed by 
Massport as negligible because, according to 
its fiction, our current rate of air traffic 
is almost nil. However, those of us living 
under the flight paths know otherwise. We 
know that any semblance of peace that remains 
for us with the use of the present flight 
pattern will be almost totally obliterated by 
the tripling of the impact that we endure 
already. 


Runway 14/32 would be more than a 
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potentially minor annoyance. It would mean 
an all-out attack on the quality of life. 
Some people talk as though the quality of 
lite is just an antiquated notion. They are 
mistaken. If you take away people's ability 
to experience or even to be able to eeoake to 
live in a peaceful environment, then you are 
stripping them of what keeps them going, what 
makes them able to contribute to and function 
in an increasingly-stressful and uncertain 
world. 

No amount of economic expediency 
can even begin to justify the magnitude of 
the assault that Massport and the FAA have 
planned for us. 

THE MODERATOR: Try to wrap it up, 
please. 

MS. STIEBER: Right. Runway 14/32 
Must not be allowed to be built. Its harmful 
effects will be permanent and will far 
outweigh any short-term benefits. 
Furthermore, current air traffic patterns 
that are injurious to our community should be 


scrutinized and amended. Finally, it is our 
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understanding that Massport is going to 
appear in Somerville next Tuesday, April 13 
for a public hearing, and we expect to be 
there. Any member of the public is invited 
to attend. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Now 
we'll hear from Frank Gibson from the 
organization called NEED Logan. Following 
him will be Christine Silverstein from 
Nantucket, and following Ms. Silverstein will 
be Candace Collins Boden from the 
Provincetown Chamber of Commerce. “Mr. 

Gibson. 

MR. GIBSON: Thank you for the 1.26 
Opportunity. My name is Frank Gibson, G-I-B- 
S-O-N. I live in Cumaquid on Cape Cod. I 
have some written reports here but I'll 
shorten it up. I'll begin with I'ma strong 
believer in the need to complete runway 14/32 
and the center field taxiway. 

Back some ten years ago when the 1.26.1 
former Massport board Proposed PACE, this 
Program for airport Capacity efficiency, I 


Organized a grass roots citizens group called 
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NEED Logan. It's an acronym that stood for 
New England's Economy Depends. on Logan, and 
it still is a very valid one, and I offer it 
to anybody from Massport who wants to use 
them. | 

The proposed PACE was a program 
that was very detrimental to our local 
airlines with its pricing. Thankfully, the 
FAA determined that PACE was stopped. With 
regard to the current talk about period 
pricing and slots, there's no question in my 
mind that financially that limited access to 
Logan are not the answer to Logan's problems. 
ee delays are caused by weather. 

The important factor for the 
airport is its physical capacity to handle 
all the flights scheduled by its users to 
arrive and depart as scheduled. As I 
understand, when all of Logan's runways are 
in use, Logan has the capacity to handle all 
the traffic scheduled by the airlines that 
are using it. 

I'd like to emphasize the point, as 


Mr. Cohen from the South Shore pointed out, 
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too, using Logan's current runways, Logan can 
handle 120 operations per hour. However, 
with strong winds, as we heard, from the 
northwest, Logan is limited to one runway. 
And you know what it's like, those of you who 
travel to Cape Cod, there's three lanes of 
traffic and there's an accident and you're 
down to two lanes of traffic and then you're 
down to one lane of traffic, there's a hel] 
of a delay. 

As soon as the traffic is cleared, 
which is what runway 14/32 would ao in 
effect, you'd wind up with cleared traffic. 
Runway 14/32 is not meant to increase the 
number of aircraft using Logan. Simply, it's 
to allow the aircraft currently using Logan 
to arrive and depart as scheduled. 

I think 14/32 also would enhance 
the safety because it would be able to Ligee 
it to a lot of the smaller aircraft not to be 
following the same traffic patterns as the 
big ones, and you don't have to be six miles 
behind. 


The completion of the runway would 
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help the utilization of Logan at all times. 
Since aircraft arrivals on 14/32 would be 
over water, this is another thing. I think 
the thing we're here to talk about I think is 
the completion of runway 14/32. Noise would 
be mitigated because the departures and 
arrivals on 14/32 would be over water. 

THE MODERATOR: Try to oe it up, 
please. 

MR. GIBSON: Sure. For those who 
are skeptical, I invite you to come down to 
Barnstable Airport, Hyannis and stand in the 
parking lot at the end of the Powe runway 
24, which would be like standing in 
Harborside Hotel and watching the airplanes 
go down 14/32. I guarantee you would not 
hear them. That‘s the quality of life that 
Should be very enhanced. I think you should 
consider that. Thank you very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Gibson. Now Christine Silverstein, and the 
next opponent after her will be William 
Manning. 


MS. SILVERSTEIN: My name is 


a: 
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Christine Silverstein, S-I-L-V-E-R-S-T-E-I-N. 
I've come to speak to you from the second 
busiest airport in New England, Nantucket 
Airport. We also have a hundred operations 
an hour quite frequently during the year. 

However, the reason I'm here is not 
to speak about our relationship with you, and 
I also am quite aware that we are not 
involved in some of the regional planning 
that’s going to be going on hopefully in New 
England here. I'm here to speak to you 
because I'm a member of the chamber of 
commerce in our community, and an esteemed 
fellow member of our chamber of commerce is 
Dan Wolf and he definitely came to our 
community and asked for our Support for this 
project, and he asked our planning and 
economic development commission and I think 
also our board of selectmen, so that you will 
be receiving letters from those bodies from 
our town. 

But I also am happy to hear that 
Dan addressed the process issue because I 


think that is important for you to know that 
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both of those bédies in our town will be 
writing to you not having had a public 
hearing to decide if our community actually 
did support this project. So I'd like the 
members of the communities here around the 
airport to realize that other communities are 
being lobbied to support this project without 
having the process that they should have 
before they make that kind of decision. 

We certainly haven't read the 
report, and I've learned more tonight than I 
ever knew about the issue, so I just would 
like you to know that there needs to be a 
balanced representation from our community 
and it isn't just the letters that you 
receive. Thank you very much for giving me 
the chance to balance that view. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much. Now we'll hear from Candace Collins 
Boden, Provincetown Chamber of Commerce. 
Following her wiil be William Manning from 
East Boston. 

MS. BODEN: My name is Candace 


Collins Boden. Thank you very much for 
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listening to me tonight. B-O-D-EF-N. I have 
a whole different slant on this than anybody 
else who has spoken tonight because our 
airport is in jeopardy of becoming extinct. 
Our airport serves the outer Cape towns from 
Orleans to Provincetown, and if this runway 
is not implemented by you and you decide to 
consider peak period pricing, we are in 
jeopardy of losing our service airline which 7.28.1 
is Cape Air. 

We have a contract with the 
National Seashore in Provincetown which is 
the federal government for our airline, and 
part of that contract is if we don't have a 
carrier, we no longer have the airport. Our 
airport is very vital to Provincetown. We 


have an elderly community. A big percentage 


of our community is elderly. Another big 
percentage is gay. There are a lot of health 
problems. 

Our airport is our lifeline. It's 


a quality of life issue, but is our lifeline. 
Safety, number one; economic growth, number 


two. In the past ten years, I have been 
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promoting public transportation to 
Provincetown from visitors because our roads 
are getting smaller and smaller, the bridges 
are getting smaller and smaller coming onto 
the Cape, traffic is terrible, and we really 
depend on public transportation. 

So I'm asking you please build that 
runway and don't consider peak period pricing 
and save our airport. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much. Now we'll hear from William Manning, 
East Boston. Mr. Manning. Mr. Manning 
doesn't appear to be here. Is Gerry Falvo 
from Winthrop here? 

PARTICIPANT: He left. He's going 
to testify tomorrow night. 

“THE MODERATOR: He will speak 
tomorrow night. ‘Thank you very much. Peter 
Koff from Boston. After Mr. Koff, we'll have 
Charles Carrera and Enrique Miranda. 

MR. KOFF: Thank you. My name is 
Peter Koff, K-O-F-F, for the record. I'm the 
attorney for Airport Impact Relief, AIRINC, 


which was founded in 1980, and I think has 
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been a consistent voice of the need for sound 
transportation planning and concern about 
proposals of Massport that might increase 
capacity and environmental impact. I also am 
an officer and board member of the new 
regional group, Communities Against Runway 
Expansion. In three minutes, it's kind of 
hard to provide comments on the Massport 
Proposal so I'll try and Simply just hit some 
bullet points. 

First, AIRINC quite strongly 
believes that the benefits of the proposed 
runway, the degree to which it will affect 
the delay suenien are greatly overstated in 
the reports, and that’s certainly made clear 
An the PTeport: Of the CAC, “Wemaies think the 
impacts on the Surrounding communities are 
substantially understated. As an example of 
the overstatement, Massport tonight, in fact, 
said for over a decade there's been a delay 
problem at Logan Airport. For over a decade, 
Boston has continued to grow quite nicely. 
Its business has expanded, convention centers 


being planned and to be constructed. There's 
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been no sense that the economic lifeblood of 
Boston or Massachusetts has been crippled by 
what's been a problem for ten years. 

It certainly would therefore be 
unreasonable to assume that in the future 
suddenly the economic foundations of Boston 
are going to collapse. A kind of hysteria is 
being used to trump up support for this 
runway as far out ahead of any possible 
Dene hip thet: Fee might serve. Other problems, 
we suggest, exist with the report are the use 
of old data. That's been mentioned already. 

In terms of alternatives, they 
haven't been adequately Shanined. I 
Specifically call attention to the letter 
that I wrote on behalf of my client, Airport 
Impact Relief in October of 1997 which was 
addressed to Mr. -Blute, CEO, executive 
director of Massport. Copies went to counsel 
for Massport, Betty Desrosiers, the head of 
the FAA, the regional director of the FAA. 

In that letter, we made it clear 
that we thought Massport was going to give 


peak pricing a chance before it went forward 
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with the runway. We talked about the need to 
specifically look at Hanscom Airport and 
other alternatives to expansion at Logan, and 
we asked specifically to sit down with 
Massport and start the process df discussion 
of some sensible ways of dealing with the 
issues surrounding airport growth. We dia 
not receive one response to this letter. 
Nobody from Massport ever called us, ever 
offered to sit down, and ever talked with us 
specifically about what their plans were. 

We think that shows, and I'm moving 
into another one of our concerns -- 

THE MODERATOR: Try to rap it up, 
please. 

MR. KOFF: One of our concerns is 
under the Airport Act, 49 United States Code, 
Section 47-106. The interests of the 
community have not been given fair 
consideration. We have not been told that we T 295 
were required to be told that we have the 
right to petition the secretary of 
transportation because we are not represented 


on the Massport board. Protection and 
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enhancement of the environment, inter-modal 
planning requirements of federal law, and I 
also mention Section 47-101 have not been 
followed. 

And lastly, the issue of trust upon 
which Massport bases much of its case, we 
obviously do not trust them when they cannot 
document how 75,000 flights are going to be 
over water, and when they tonight say that 
the second major airport study concluded that 
such an airport would be unfeasible, when one 
or two speakers later the representative So 
the Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission said 
that two sites were recommended in that 
report. Given the lack of accurate 
information and the inadequacies, we ask that 
the secretary find the report to be 
inadequate and require a new draft, and we 
urge the FAA to withdraw its Support of this 
project. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much. Now we'll hear from Charles Carrera 
and Enrique Miranda from the Logan Airlines 


Management Council. They asked to be called 
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together so I assume we have a duet. And 
then following these individuals, Curt Walter 
from Cambridge. 

MR. CARRERA: Good evening. My 
name is Charles Carrera. I serve as the 
director of airport services with Cape Air- 
Nantucket Airlines. In addition to those 
duties, for the last three years I have 
served on the executive committee of the 
Logan Airlines Management Council, and am 
privileged to serve as its president. I'm 
here tonight in my Capacity as president of 
LAMC. I'm also here with my colleague, 
Enrique Miranda, who is current chairperson 
of the cargo subcommittee of the Logan 
Airlines Management Council. 

We have a written statement but 
I'll just make a brief comment and submit 
this written statement for you. We rise in 
Support tonight of the series of air side 
improvements that are currently being 
Proposed by Massport. In an effort to reduce 
delays and improve efficiency on Logan's 


airfield, we support the following projects. 
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Construction of a unidirectional 
runway 14/32 for over-the-water operations, 
construction of a center field taxiway to 
reduce taxiway congestion, a realignment and 
extension of the existing taxiways to enhance 
airfield safety, and a reduction of the 
approach minimums on runways to upgrade Logan 
Airport to industry standards. 

MR. MIRANDA: On behalf of our 
cargo customers, we annually ship 814 million 
pounds of cargo and mail out of Logan 
International Airport. We strongly, the 
cargo subcommittee strongly Supports the 
Logan air side improvement project. 

MR. CARRERA: And on behalf of the 
over 26 million customers using Logan 
Airport, we strongly reiterate our support 
for EOEA 10458, and we'll submit comments for 
the record, and thank you fan the opportunity 
to address you tonight. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much. Mr. Walter is no longer here. Is 
Arthur Krolman in the audience? Mr. Krolman 


will speak, and then John Tarter from 
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Winthrop. 

MR. KROLMAN: My name is Arthur 
Krolman, K-R-O-L-M-A-N. I'ma business owner 
and homeowner in Charlestown. It is my 


understanding that the unidirectional use of 
Proposed runway 14/32 cannot be legally 
guaranteed Gy the Massachusetts Port 
Authority, the Federal Aviation 
Administration, or the commonwealth of 
Massachusetts. 

Consistent with their Proposed use, 
Massport has analyzed runway 14/32 as a 
unidirectional runway only. However, to 
better satisfy the aims of the National 
Environmental Policy Act and the 
Massachusetts Environmental POLICY Acts the 
scope of the EIR/EIS should address the 
possible future implementation of bi- 
directional use. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much. Now John Tarter from Winthrop. Is Mr. 
Tarter still here? Not seeing him, is there 
an Alan Wright from Roslindale in the 


audience? You're up, sir. 
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MR. WRIGHT: Thank you. My name is 
Alan Wright. That's W-R-I-G-H-T. I live at 
57 Arbor Road in Roslindale next to the 
Arnold Arboretum. I am here tonight 
representing my family and neighbors, all of 
whom are very concerned about Massport's 
proposal. 

When runway 27 is in use, the 
direct overflight of Roslindale and the 
Arnold Arboretum is unrelenting and 
deafening. Massport's proposal to build 
runway 14/32 will triple; that is, increase 

by three-fold overflights to over 45,000 per 
bar That means an average of over 130 
flights per day year-round. 

This is intolerable, unreasonable, 
and unfair. It must not be allowed. When 
flights are overhead and I am outside playing 
with my child or talking with my AepaENSees 
we must stop talking as we cannot hear each 
other, and we are located more than six miles 
from Logan. 

Massport has not adequately 


addressed what the quality of life of 35,000 
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residents in Roslindale, the tens of 
thousands of visitors to the Arnold Arboretum 
who come from all over Massachusetts and 
other New England states, or the hundreds of 
thousands of residents of urban Boston and 
Surrounding communities must decline. 

Part of the problem is that the 
Pilots never follow through on the runway 27 
flight pattern. Instead of staying over 
Franklin Park or Forest Hills Cemetery, they 
get off over the Arboretum and Roslindale. 
Massport must fix this problem. 

My family and I and my neighbors do 
not want Logan to be shut down. We use Tt. 
What we want Massport to do is to end the 
continued growth of this very badly-located 
airport, and truly shift traffic to other 
airports including Hanscom. 

I also would like to react to some 
of the business testimony that's been given 
today. I work in the business community, I 
fly to other cities and conventions. I am 
increasingly using teleconferences and e- 


mail. It has resulted in a decrease in my 
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attendance to conferences and to outside 
meetings. 

I do not believe the testimony from 
the ADL consultant's vice president. His 
clients are not. asking to meet with him. His 
clients are talking with him through 
teleconferencing, enews e-mail. It was a 
canard. The real issue here is the quality 
of life in the greater Boston area and it 
will not be improved with the implementation 


of runway 14/32. Thank you very much. 


THE MODERATOR: Thank you. At this 
time, we're going to take another five-minute 
break and we'll reconvene at 9:30. 

(Brief recess taken.) 

THE MODERATOR: Let's reconvene. 

If anyone is outside, you can call them back 
in. We're back on the record. We have 
exhausted our list of supporters so all we 
have left is our opponents. There are 16 
names on the list. I'm going to run through 
them all and if somebody is not here, then I 


will skip them. 
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First would be Rob Trainer from the 
South End. Is Mr. Trainer here? I don't see 
him. Richard Goldhammer from Hingham, Mass.? 
How about Englehart from Hingham? John 
Mahoney from Malden? Darryl Pomicter from 
Beacon Hill? Did I mangle that name? 

MR. POMICTER: Pomicter. 

THE MODERATOR: Jeff Buck? Joe 
Galino? Bob Driscoll, Sr.? Roland Choquet? 
How did I do with that one? 

MR. CHOQUET: That's Okay. 

THE MODERATOR: Very good. Rick 
Rose? Bill Galvin? Dovi Abbey? Kathy 
Callahan? James Stamos? Todd Payton? There 
are a few that aren't here so we'll proceed 
very quickly now hopefully. Mr. Trainer? 

MR. GOLDHAMMER: Actually, Richard 
Goldhammer from Hingham. Good evening. 

THE MODERATOR: That's right, 
Richard Goldhammer from Hingham. 

MR. GOLDHAMMER: Thank you. I just 
want to share basically three points briefly 
at this late hour. One is the fact from my 


perspective as a Hingham resident near the 
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Hull line. The planes overhead, the rate is 
one per minute, the frequency is four to five 
days per week, the hours are from 5 a.m. to 
10 a.m., and at 5:30 p.m. to 2 a.m. The 
noise level of 65 to 95 decibel range, that's 
equivalent to the noise of an average lawn 
mower up close once a minute. 

My second point is that it's 
negative and very significant to myself and 


the neighbors. Being woken up at night is a 


problem when the right to required sleep is a. 


right which is taken away. I have trouble 
hearing myself think which is a right taken 
away. 

Playing with my daughter outside 
peacefully without interruption is a 
reasonable right that’s taken away. The 
stress that my wife reported. During low 
cloud coverage, a plane appeared so low she 
thought it was going to crash into our 
neighborhood over World's End in Hingham is a 
right to peace of mind which is taken away. 

Nearby Wampatuck State Park, 


World's End Reservation which is supposed to 
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offer some solitude and repose for our 
citizens, are rights that are taken away. So 
the rights of the minority business community 
appear to override the rights of the majority 
of the citizenry that is Surrounding the 
airport. Thank you. 

The third issue is Massport's 
trustworthiness is highly suspect just from 
my experience. { had sent an October letter 
to Peter Blute and asked Specifically, I've 
heard about this runway extension. Will 
flights over Hingham expand? Just wondering 
would you please do me the justice of giving 
me an honest answer. 

Blute's reply, November 19, 1998, 
second-to-last paragraph: Massport is 
evaluating plans to improve the efficiency of 
Logan's airfield. By reducing congestion and 
delay at the airfield, planes will spend more 
time on the ground or on route and less time 
Cireting. an the aie 

I have a problem with that. He 
knows I'ma Hingham resident, and it's not 


about circling flights, it's about the 85,000 
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flights that are projected into those runways 
that fly over Hingham and Hull. When I asked 
him specifically would flights increase, I 
get a five-paragraph letter that says 
nothing, and I'll be happy to share it with 
you in full piece. 

Shortly thereafter, the graphic 
came out in the Globe and said that flights 
in Hingham would increase from 32,000 to 
85,000. So I leave you with some questions. 
What is the impact from a human perspective 
on residents of these communities? 

Where do people like Christopher 
Good live, Mr. Guzzi live, Mr. Sherman, 
Christopher Anderson, Kevin Cohen, members of 
the business community? I submit they do not 
live in Winthrop, East Boston, Roxbury, 
Dorchester, Hingham, Chelsea, or Hull. They 
do not. We could probably check that out to 
be certain. 

And is it true that high tech. 
companies, in fact, will be attracted to the 
lower cost of doing business inside or 


outside of the city? Where is it cheaper to 
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do business, inside the 128 belt or outside? 
Have they thought of that? 

Is the logic the same that we've 
seen in years past? Let's serve their 
franchise with a hopeful trickle-down benefit 
to the region, or is the logic not to take 
seriously the majority of the citizenry? 
Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Goldhammer. Now we'll hear from Albert 
Engelhart, also from Hinghan, followed by 
Darryl Pomicter. 

MR. ENGELHART: Good evening. My 
name is Albert Engelhart, E-N-G-E-L-H-A-R-T, 
of Hingham. We're like a church service, 
it's a small group, and some of you wanted to 
come up front but it's kind of lonely up 
here. I'm Currently a registered 
professional engineer and I'm firmly in the 
camp of high technology. I am one of the 
individuals representing the seemingly 
parochial interests of Hingham and Hull and 
Cohasset and Scituate. 


In regard to runway 14/32, I am 
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opposed to it. If it's turned on, it will 
produce a tremendous increase in noise 
pollution which will exacerbate the already 
60-second interval of planes that occur 
overhead on certain days. The expression 
greater Boston area, and the expression high 
tech., what does that mean? To me, and I 
think to 95 percent of everyone here, it 
means areas, for instance, Route 495, all 
areas radiating out from without and within 
495 extending out beyond Worcester and 128. 
Surely in jest that Boston Logan 

Airport area which is a tiny kernel within a 
very, very large net, can it honestly speak 
for outlying areas up to one-and-a-half 
hour's distance away? It's acting as though 
it's the sole spokesman. 

Currently, there is tremendous 
political and economic power inertia locked 
in a small airport called Logan. I suggest 
that it be mandated that Massport divest 
itself of this censorious position, this 
almost fetish, drive, to make Logan the only 


existing means of air transportation, and 
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instead, Massport should revisit the greater 
reason called Massachusetts. Massport means 
Massachusetts Port. They're representing a 
very small area. 

Instead, a tri-state organization, 
Rhode Island, New Hampshire, and 
Massachusetts, initiated by Massport should 
consider Hanscom as a strong candidate, 
Worcester, Green, Manchester airports. 

THE MODERATOR: Try to wrap it up, 
please. 

MR. ENGELHART: Sure. Finally, a 
fundamental fact about noise pollution and a 
recommendation that Massport be a true leader 
instead of a retread, as someone mentioned 
here before. For 40 years as an engineer, I 
know that fuselage problems making noise 
could have been corrected. It wouldn't have 
been corrected tremendously but they would 
have been significantly corrected, and it's 
not taking place. 

General Motors, Ford, all the 
automotive companies have been forced in 


their areas to correct pollution problems. 
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The cost was tremendous at first and now it's 
routine. The same thing could happen if 
Massport took the initiative and started to 
force like California does. They say to Ford 
and General Motors and Chrysler and says you 
conform to our standards or no cars. 
Massport, in cooperation with the 
tri-state area, could start that process. 
That's why a lot of us aren't talking to the 
others, we're not talking with each other, 
we're talking against each other is the noise 
problem that could be corrected by now. It's 
an economic problem. It will take years to 
fix but it has to be started. How about 
Massport getting started on that? Thank you. 
THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Now Mr. 


Darryl Pomicter from the Beacon Hill Civic 


Association. Following him we'll have Jeff 
Buck. Is John Mahoney in the audience? Mr. 
Pomicter. 


MR. POMICTER: I'm Darryl Pomicter, 
president of the Beacon Hill Civic 
Association here and on the CAC. I'ma long- 


term resident of Boston and I am trained asa 
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civil engineer. For all the reasons stated, 

we are against the new runway. This is a 

short-term partial inferior solution. We Tl-36.1 
feel a longer-term solution that shares the 

wealth, that doesn't risk overloading the 

city. 

That said, I'd like to go on and 
give some comments criticizing Massport's 
presentation of the information, and I've 
been very involved in this. Massport 
presented an overwhelming amount of . 
information formally and informally. While 
most of that information is accurate, 
factually much of the presentation and 
information in print and verbally is 
inconsistent, misleading, and deceptive 
misinformation. 

Many normal people are overwhelmed 
by it all and believe they have to accept the 
facts as presented, but they have to realize 
that if those facts are not accurate, the 
conclusions are inconsistent and wrong and 
don't need to be accepted. 


Some examples. Director Blute 1.36.2 
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keeps talking about the 70,000 flights over 
the water and the few percentage of PRAS 
flights that are going to be rearranged in 
the city. Those 70,000 flights, about 50 
percent, 15 percent of Logan's operations. 1.36.2 
Those few percent add about 40,000 flights to cont.) 
runway 27, 30,000 to runway 33, and 10,000 to 
runway 22. Since both airports get a couple 
of those -- neighborhoods get a couple of 
those, neighborhoods can easily get 50 to 
70,000 increased flights even though, 70,000 
are initially aimed over water. : 

Director Blute also talks about we 
have to do this because otherwise 90 percent 
of the traffic will be using only the north- 
south runways. Of course, even if we do do 
this, 90 percent of the traffic will 
eventually be forced to use both the north- 
South runways because there are no limits on 
Operation plans, and it will only take a few 
years to get back up to those levels and 
exceed those. 

Logan's ranking as the llth in the 


U.S. in operations and sixth in delays has 
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been a justification for the runway. At one 
of the ARC meetings a couple of months ago, 
we pointed out that there was also a ranking 
of 17 from passengers. 

Seventeenth in passengers means 
there are fewer than average passengers on an 
airplane, so if you can get more passengers 
on the plane, you need fewer planes, and you 
could cut the delays by working that side of 
the equation. You need to work both sides of 
the equation. Recently, talking about sixth. 
in delays and 17th in passengers, 6§0 they 
just upped the ante but he doesn't mention 
anything about getting more passengers on a 
plane. 

Massport, in their EIS, details in 
great detail going from sixth in 1997, to 
Sixth in delays in 1990. They don't talk 
about the FAA statistics. They mention that 
2 1/2 percent, 25 per thousand, they don't 
mention that that's down from 40 per thousand 
Or almost 40 per thousand in 1992. 

There is no handicap. They have 


this drive that we're going to be the best 
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somehow. Second or third is not enough. 
There's no handicap for the location in New 
England which is confining, which has New 
England weather, and while it's cramped in 
the city, that actually should @eetenee the 
amount of time that it takes to get back into 
the city assuming they don't overload the 
local transportation systems. 

THE MODERATOR: Try to wrap it up, 
please. 

MR. POMICTER: Okay. The 65 
million dollars they say is going to be saved 
_ by building this runway, easily if you do 
those analyses you get up to a billion 
dollars whether you talk about 20 hours a 
week times 50 is a thousand hours a year per 
person, you can easily get to the billion 
dollar figure. The amount of delay hours 
issue, the percentages have gone up, down, 
and sideways back and forth, but if you dig 
into that report, there is a chart where you 
look at all actions except 14/32 and all 
actions with 14/32, and the difference is 


20,000 hours. It's a 15 percent reduction 
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even though you've got to look under the 
‘cars, under the piece to find that. 

The last item is, Hanscom, asking 
if they're going to use it, when they talk 
about general aviation and it had more 
operations than any airport other than Logan, 
they overlooked the fact that -- they 
specifically mentioned Portland, Maine, we're 7.36.6 
more than Portland, they don't mention the 
fact that 70,000 of those touch-and-go's, 
that there's stiilj 40, 50, maybe a hundred 
thousand dollar Operations Capacity at 
Hanscom that they have no plans to use. 

Thank you very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Now 
we'il hear from Jeff Buck, and following Mr. 
Buck will be Mr. Galino from Melrose. 

MR. BUCK: Good evening. My name 
is Jeff Buck. I'm a Chelsea waterfront 
resident. I'm also the president of the 
Chelsea waterfront. Betty, I'm glad you made 
it back in time for my three minutes. I was 
hoping you wendnte leave me hanging there. 


I have just a small little 
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presentation. I'm sorry it's not as slick as 
Massport's presentation. I was trying to get 


some money from them but it got delayed due 


to some hot air delays. Basically, this is a 
community I live in. This is Chelsea. This 
is a waterfront. This is a community that 


has struggled like all the communities to 
improve itself, to improve every aspect of 
it. 

Massport's had a big influence on 
the quality of my life. We've got this huge 
green bridge a block away from where I live, 
and I have airplanes that come over my head. 
Unless you're there, you really can't 
understand what it’s like. I run my company 
in Chelsea and I’ve invested in Chelsea, and 
ity S-gue Licey Of ia tes 

Arthur, Jay, Christopher, John, you 
guys have the power to help the people. It's 
not about the money, it's about the people. 
Boston is the coolest city in the United 
States. Everybody here knows that. That's 
why we're here. There's no place better. 


You could close Logan down, you could close 
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them down, and is that going to keep anybody 
from coming to Boston? No. 

I came from Florida, the man who 
works for me came from Alaska. This isn't a 
question of money. It's a question of 
quality of life, and you guys, you're the 
environmental protection, you're there for me 
and these beautiful people out here. Whether 
they support Logan or not, if they do support 
this runway like Betty and Flavio and all 


those guys, you can't listen to what they 


want because they don't know any better. You 
know what's right. You know it's about the 
people. 


I ask you, is the lack of business 
going to be due to the runway coming in? Are 
we going to lose business because of this? 
No. I'm a businessman. I work 12 hours a 
day, and I do whatever I have to do to 
overcome obstacles, and they're there every 
Single day. My hands bleed at the end of the 
week. Business goes on regardless of the 
obstacles in front of it. 


We're in an economic boom. We're 
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kicking ass. This country is stronger than 
ever. We have our problems, but we are 
Americans, we work hard, we overcome. Look 
at this cute little girl right here, ana 
right behind her is this huge x files-looking 
oil refiner. I'm not even sure what it is. 
This is the Admiral's Hill area that we 
talked about. 

THE MODERATOR: Try to wrap it up, 
please. 

MR. BUCK: Welle. 2 d- jue like to 
say that Jay, Arthur, Christopher, John, 
Betty, Flavio, David, and Deborah, you guys 
have the power. Twenty years from now, 
you're going to be retired, you're going to 
be somewhere else, and none of this is going 
to matter, but before that 20 years passes, 
actions you take right now are going to 
affect millions of people. I have faith that 
you will make the right decisions. Thank you 
very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Mr. 
Galino, is that right? 


MR. GALINO: Galino. 


Dae 
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THE MODERATOR: And following Mr. 
Galino will be Roland Choquet. 

MR. GALINO: Thank you. I 
appreciate the Opportunity to speak even at 
this late hour. I appreciate you guys 
hanging around. My name is Joe Galino, and I 
am here to speak on behalf of the city of 
Melrose. I'm the CAC adviser for the Clty OL 
Melrose. I'm the mayor's adviser, and I'm 
also a treasurer and director of CARE. 

I'm here to ask Massport tonight to 
withdraw their proposal until such time as 
they can come to my community and explain the 
impact that this new runway is going to have 
On my community. At the last ARC meeting we 
had, I asked Betty to come talk to the 
community and she said they would. I then 
called. I spoke to our board of alderman and 
they requested Massport come. 

I called Betty and I then spoke to 
a few other people, but I got the official 
response that Massport has reconsidered their 
policy with respect to individual 


communities, and that I would get a letter 
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explaining their position sometime in the 7S 
next ten days. That letter did come, it's 
here. It basically doesn't say anything 
other than they're not coming to Melrose. 

I find this unacceptable for my 
community to sit here and not have the 
Opportunity to have Massport come and give 
their presentation. I guess we're not alone 
in this. There's been several communities 
where I've heard that they've gone so many 
other places to tell their story. 

A letter has gone out recently from 
Our state rep., Mike Fester, and I sent it to 
Bachaea Dusset and I assume you have that 
letter, as well as other North Shore 
representatives from other communities from 
the North Shore. We haven't heard yet. I'm 
wondering, Betty, -if we are going to get that 
meeting. Is that something you could give us 
an answer on? 

MS. DESROSIERS: I don't have an 
answer on that tonight, but we did just 
receive that ieee: 


MR. GALINO: It was probably a week 
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ago. It went out over a week ago. 

MS. DESROSIERS: It just crossed by 
desk. 

MR. GALINO: Okay. Fair enough. 
But considering there's 15 days left for the 
public comment period, I'm assuming there's 
not really enough time for our communities to 
respond on the North Shore. Melrose is only 
five miles away from Logan Airport, yet it 
isn’t considered by Massport to be noise- 
impacted. 

If you look at Massport's computer- 
generated flight tracks, you won't see a jet 
flying over Melrose. We have some great 
shots here that show, you know, these 
different flights in the computer-generated 
models, but yet I can look up any day and see 
jets flying over Melrose. They're not in the 
modeling, so I would suggest that they do 
modeling that doesn't quite reflect the 
reality of what's really going on up in the 
skies. 

Whether I'm in my home, my office, 


I can hear planes. Now, I've been told that 
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we get a lot of commuter planes and I should 1, 
be thankful for the fact that we're getting a 
lot of commuter planes but we're not getting 
jets, and I would only say to that, if this 
new runway is supposed to take some of that 
commuter planes and put them out over the 
harbor, where are jets going to go? Shifting 
commuter planes to this new runway, that's 
going to open up some opportunities for more 
jets to come north, 

THE MODERATOR: Try and wrap it up, 
please. i 

MR. GALINO: [I'll try to do that. 
Massport currently gets 4 percent of the 
traffic, we're supposed to get I guess 12 
percent now with the new runway. That's 
20,000 flights now. That means an increase 
of 60,000 flights. That's with current 
levels of half a million flights a year. 

If we go to the 750,000 flights 
Massport’s projecting or potentially a 
Million, I've heard different numbers, you 
know, that means 90 to 120,000 flights over 


Melrose. We now get 20,000. We can't get 
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Massport to come to our community to explain 
how we're being impacted. 

I would like to ask that an 
independent council be established to look at 
this issue. I've heard that there's been 
many studies before. I'd like this to 
include the citizens, the communities, have 
their input. I'd like to ask MEPA tonight to 
stop this project ener such time as such a 
council can be put together to research all 
of the options, especially the mayor of 
Boston's suggestion about a new airport. 

Boston is a world-class city. The 
citizens of Massachusetts deserve a world- 
class approach and long-term solution which 
meets its transportation needs. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much. Now we have Roland Choquet, followed 
by Bill Galvin. 

MR. CHOQUET: Good night and thank 
you for hearing me. My name is Roland 
Choquet. I come from Chelsea. I'm also a 
member of the CARE group, Citizens Against 


Runway Expansion. More than 25 communities, 
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as I understand it, are now involved in that, 
and I object to the expansion of the runways, 
unless you want to put it at Hanscom Air 
Force Base and build an airport there. 

I think it's a sensible idea to 
limit any further growth at Logan. It was 
understood with a court injunction some 25 
years ago that it was enough then, it's 
enough now, and more is not Sis better. 
You can sink a community by having too much 
Of this sort. of thing, 

There's too much noise on the idea 
of pollution, noise pollution. Amnesty 
International has declared the number one 
form of torture in the world to be sleep 
deprivation, and I'm sure there are a number 
of people from the communities, the 25 
communities that have since in the last month 
basically banded together to form CARE, we've 
heard tonight, too, that people aren't 
sleeping well. 

This affects our children, it 
affects the people who work, and the business 


people ought to be concerned about that than 
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their people arriving late for a meeting. 
Their Massachusetts worker Productivity is 
diminished. I know in Chelsea we have a B.U. 
school partnership, Boston University, and we 
have basically 47 Nationalities in Chelsea, 
Our school reports come out in five 
languages, and the children and the parents 
are requesting of B.U. to get the children 
rested. That’s one of the primary 
requirements. 

Try doing that when we have 
currently 9,000-some flights scraping our 
houses a hundred feet overhead, and you can 
watch the planes go by your house and see at 
the lunch trays are up or down. It's a 
little too low and too loud, the noise 
pollution again. If children aren't 
Sleeping, if affects their grades. Consider 
that as an environmental impact, a serious 
one at that. 

I think that it would be a sensible 
legislation to pass requiring aircraft 
manufacturers to reduce the level of noise 


permitted from the jets. What's the point of 
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this remediation on our windows? You're 
affecting several million people. Give them 
all windows, great, but you can't go outside 
and enjoy life. They can't play with their 
children. The pollution from the unburnt 
gases of jet exhaust has been coming down on 
their approach to Logan. 

They don't combust all their gas 
they use in their engines. Maybe when they 
cool it down, they'll land, but what is that, 
a hundred feed over your head dumping on your 
house? We wash our windows in Chelsea. Two 
days later, there's a clear film and you 
can’t see out of them. It's all dusty- 
looking. 

We have some serious health 
considerations to this airport proposal. I 
have an alternative I'd like you to consider 
if it’s within your power. Quickly, the idea 
of using Hanscom again. There's an aquifer 
to serve the Boston area with water from the 
Quabbin Reservoir. I'd like to recommend or 
Suggest that Massport utilize Hanscom and get 


those blowing machines as soon as they're 
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done with the aquifer, put a high-speed 
train, as Governor Cellucci mentioned. 

It was a great thing to happen for 
the New York to Boston, run from Hanscom to 
the end of the Red Line, nice short trip, 
dedicated runway underground, won't impact 
communities, you don't have to go through 
abutting property and all that, and just have 
commuters land at Hanscom or take off if they 
wish, especially the high tech. area. We're 
talking about 495, 128, and Route 2.) 

Basically it would serve those 
commuters. Basically shuttle people back on 
high-speed trains so that there's no 
difference between landing at Logan or at 
Hanscom, and I think that's a possible 
sensible alternative to any more business at 
Logan. 

AS was mentioned, we have an 
objection to any more growth. Massport told 
us tonight it's not expansion but Citizens 
Against Runway Expansion is our group. If 
you add a runway, it is expansion. I'd like 


to argue against Massport's claim that it's 
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not. I thank you for your time and hope you 
consider these things for the health of our 
children and our workers. Thank you very 
much. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Next 
we'll have Bill Galvin, and then following 
him, Mr. Abbey from Roxbury. 
| MR. GALVIN: I'd like to address 
two issues. The first one is as to 
credibility, and the second one is the issue 
of environmental and social justice. My name 
is Bill Galvin. I'm a former licensed 
professional pilot and former general council 
in EOEA, but most importantly I'm the CAC 
representative from Charlestown. 

On January 20th of this year, 
Director Blute and Massport came to 
Charlestown and told us three things. They 
first told us that it was something good for 
Charlestown in this document. When we asked 
them what it was, they couldn't tell us. 

The second thing they told us was 
that there would be no negative impact from 


this. When it was pointed out to them that 
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air traffic over Charlestown would triple and 
the magic 65 DB line would come over from 
Chelsea down Admiral's Hill and start 
crossing the Mystic River, it just stopped 
short of Charlestown, they put it into their 
computer model in the most insulting way. 
They told us in Charlestown that it 
was a question of fairness, that we had to 
share the burden. Charlestown. Now, 50 
percent of Massport's -- Tobin Bridge, 24 
‘hours a day, seven days a week, like, noise 
and air pollution covering like a big dark 
cloud over our poorest section of 
Charlestown, an 1100-unit low-income housing 
project and another 347 subsidized housing 
development, 5 or 6,000 people there. 


So the third thing that they: told 


us -- I lost my train of thought. I 
apologize. One second. They told us, one, 
that it was -- and then the fairness issue. 


They have the bridge. And the last thing, we 
have 50 percent of Massport's seaport. We 
have the cars that come in to Boston Harbor. 


Massport's very proud of the fact that it has 
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a capacity for 220,000 cars. Averaging ten 
cars per truck, big noisy trucks that carry 
these cars, that's 44,000 truck trips in and 
out of Charlestown, one little square mile, 
in a given year. 

Now, over in East Boston, in 
Revere, in Winthrop, 4409 houses are sound- 
insulated. This new Proposal suggests that 
Chelsea, the poorest city in the state, get 
1100 homes sound-insulated. Massport has a 
Bieiesy, They own two airports, Logan and 
Hanscom. There's a perception that the folks 
in Lincoln and Lexington and Concord, the 
affluent and powerful communities, are being 
Spared. There are no houses, no households, 
in Lincoln or Lexington or Concord or Bedford 
that we know that are sound-insulated. So 
where is the fairness and where is the 
justice? 

THE MODERATOR: Try to wrap it up, 
please. 

MR. GALVIN: This is my final 
comment. Two years ago, I chaired a Massport 


meeting on the Tobin Bridge. They were 
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sandblasting and painting because the last 
time they had done it, some of our children 
were poisoned with lead paint. They said 
they were going to monitor it. 

So they came to this meeting with 
their environmental consultant, their expert 
on locating this monitor. He suggested 
putting it further away from the bridge in 
the Bunker Hill housing project. He 
suggested putting it further away from the 
bridge at our Head Start school and its 
accompanying playground, and more 
importantly, he wanted it put to the west of 
the bridge. 

So I suggested to him that the 
prevailing winds were from the west, 
southwest, and northwest, and he said, the 
Massport-paid environmental expert said, in 
Boston, all these winds average out over the 
course of a year. Two months later, I was in 
this room at a CAC meeting. Now when it 
served Massport's purpose to have this 
northwest wind direction that's the subject 


of this report, now all of a Sudden Massport 
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came up with documents that said twice as aN 
much wind came from the west than the east. 
So if Massport is willing to lie, 
willing to deceive through experts and 
consultants and reports, when children's 
health is at stake, I suggest to you you 
should examine and question every assertion 
and every alleged fact in that report because 
they cannot be trusted. Thank you. 


THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Next is 


ca? 1.40 


thanks for staying. My name is Dovi Abbey. 


Dovi Abbey. 


MR. ABBEY: Good evening. 


I represent Roxbury on the CAC, the Citizens 
Advisory Committee to Massport, and we just 
had a meeting last week with Massport. The 
newspaper article came out and heard what the 
community had to say. There was an 
overwhelming no, clear and loud, to 14/32 and 
to runway 27. 
But clearly, all of us in the 401 
community minus one or two, we all are ate 
unequivocally opposed to runway 14/32. The 


main reason we believe it's a bad idea for 
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the city of Boston, and I've looked at many. 
other cities with the magnitude of Boston. 
They do not fly without permission. 

The airport that serves Paris are 
away from the city. The gentleman from 
Arthur D. Little was here earlier. He said 
colleagues are not flying downtown Paris, and 
there's absolutely nothing wrong with that. 
Business people do not have the god-given 
right to fly into downtown Boston. 
Communities in this area have a ELQgnt: to 
remain silent and quiet. We can't talk to 
Our neighbors. 

Boston is not a collection of 
runways. It is, first and foremost, a city 
with pesenes-2 history, a place to be 
preserved. Economic activity is not 
justification for a great city in severe 
disruption of the city, of its inhabitants. 
The high tech. over here might be mistaken. 
To all of them involved in high tech. have an 
airport that has two terminals. San Jose has 
two terminals A and B, period. Logan has an 


airport that has five terminals. 
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In Roxbury, we have a tremendous 
burden right now put on us. Sometimes planes 
are 18 hours a day, and for up to five to six 
consecutive days, that is not conducive to 
economic health. I don't think the city of 
Boston can afford any more flights. People 
will desert the city for the sake of 
accommodating more passengers. Those can't 
be accommodated reasonably, economically, and 
especially with the consequence of a well- 
piawhed, well thought out approach. 

Yes, there are international 
flights and I am addressing that in 
particular, because if you look at the 
report, Massport is saying that that was one 
of the fastest-growing segments. There were 
no international flights from any other 
airport in this area. It is not acceptable. 

THE MODERATOR: Try and wrap it up, 
please. 

MR. ABBEY: Sure. So let me just 
Say that I urge you respectfully, MEPA, to 
avoid this. It also smacks of -- this battle 


was fought in 1970 and lost by Massport. 
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This is no time to fight the battle of the 
1970s. We should try to get into the 2ist 
Century. It's coming, a year away, and [I 
think that should be the main focus. To use 
a very sad analogy, let's not turn Boston 
into Baghdad. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Abbey. Is Tom Payton still with us? 

MR. PAYTON: I sure am. 

THE MODERATOR: As Mr. Payton 
approaches the microphone, is there anybody 
else in the audience that remains that signed 
up that still wishes to speak whom I didn't 
call? Anybody else who wants to speak and 
didn't sign up? all right. Mr. Payton, you 
have the honor or being our last commenter 
this evening. 

MR. PAYTON: Great, and hopefully 
not the least. It's Todd Payton, P-~A-yY-T-o- 
N. I live at 107 Roxbury. I am right under 
runway 27's flight path. That was changed so 
mysteriously a couple of years ago but I'm 
not going to talk about that now. 


But I just want to go on record as 
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Saying that that is a serious issue for that 
bay, and I hope that they will. revisit that 
issue to look at and monitor what's going on 
with that, because I really believe that 
there are shenanigans going on. 

The second thing I want to say is, 
runway 14/32 cannot go through. Eighteen 
thousand flights over my home right now. 
They're talking about going up to 67, 80, 
depending on who you listen to. Under no 
uncertain circumstances can the communities 
of color, of Roxbury, which already has 50 to 
300 times the disease and death rates, can 
take another added stressor of noise and air 
pollution. We can't take it. 

Having that runway go over our 


neighborhood is going to increase our death 


rates. I don't care how many people got to 
stand up and wait to come into Boston. I'ma 
business person. I'm a business owner. JI 


fly to the airport. If it means people not 
dying, I'll travel five hours to get on an 
airplane. 


I hope that we are not going to 


178 


take these business communities' solutions 
for how they want to increase the livability 
Or their bottom line. It cannot equate with 
quality of life. Massport has not done a 
good job as a good neighbor. You have the 


power, you have the authority to tell them, 


no more, no more. If you can't do that, as 
they say, no justice, no peace. No justice, 
no peace. Please, make sure these people 


live up to what they're supposed to do by 
taking care of me. Thank you. 


THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 


Payton. You were under time. I would have 
allowed you more time. We're not going to 
borrow time for anybody else. That's one of 
the ground rules. There being no other 


people who want to make comments, then I will 


declare this hearing closed. 


(The hearing concluded at 10:15 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FiNAL EIR 


Transcript 1.01 
MA State Representative Bruce Ayers 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
'T1.01.1 _ Regional | Regional | ...they [Masport] have not fully examined the alternatives — Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
: _ Transportation | Airports | to the airport expansion like Hanscom Field and _ discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
: i _ Worcester Airport; (whereas), other transportation _ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
accesses like regional airports Green in Rhode Island and __to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
Manchester in New Hampshire;... _ recognized and has been a proponent of options to 


_ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 
| has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 
options to Logan Airport. In the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport 
_ identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that could be 
_ absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 
| T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 
these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 
| traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 
| passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 
_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be : 
_ achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play 
| an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airpor'’s inability 
_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 
0 correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 
ecessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
nly increase in the future, even as developments at the 
egional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
ogan Airport. 
| Peak Period —_...other management tools that could be used to alleviate — The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ Pricing _ delays such as peak period management programs..... _ DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 
_ demand management alternative at Logan Airport. The 
_ analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 
_ airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 
| capacity of the airport. See Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR. 
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Code _Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

T1 01.3 | Noise Runway Use | ...operation of the new runway would severely impact In 1998, 77 percent of Logan Airport's jet traffic affected 

several neighborhoods in my district in the city of Quincy, communities to the north and south of the airport— 
especially Squantum, West Quincy, North Quincy, _ East Boston, Winthrop, Revere, parts of South Boston, 
Montclair, Houghes Neck, Merrymount, Wollaston. _ Dorchester, Quincy, Milton, and Braintree. Without 


Runway 14/32, as much as 88 percent of 

Logan Airport's aircraft operations will overfly these 
communities when Logan Airport reaches 

37.5 million passengers. Construction of Runway 14/32 will 

_ allow a more balanced geographic distribution of 

_ aircraft operations over populated areas, will increase the 

_ number of over-water operations, and will reduce 

| noise exposure for close-in communities. In fact, the 

_ most heavily impacted communities will experience a 

_ decrease in overflights compared to 1998 levels. With the 

_ Preferred Alternative, when Logan Airport reaches 
| 29 million passengers, overflights from Runway 4 arrivals and 
_ Runway 22 departures, which affect South Boston, Quincy, 
_ Milton, and Braintree, will decrease from 107,861 in 1998 to 

_ 58,305 operations. Similarly, overflights affecting Winthrop 

_ (Runway 27 arrivals and Runway 9 departures) will decline 

_ from 88,224 in 1998 to 55,805. As a result of the relief for : 
_ these communities, flights over the water and flights over less 
| impacted communities will increase. With Runway 14/32, the 
| over-water procedure (Runway 14 and Runway 15 i 
| departures, Runway 32 and Runway 33 arrivals) becomes 
_ the most used set of runways with operations increasing from 
_ 34,222 in 1998 to 82,965. Overflights affecting the South End, _ 
» parts of South Boston, and Roxbury (Runway 27 departures) 
will increase from 20,356 to 41,974, making this the fourth 

_ most used procedure, up from fifth in 1998. Overflights 

_ affecting Chelsea, the Eagle Hill section of East Boston, 

| Everett, and Somerville (Runway 33 departures and 

: Runway 15 arrivals) will increase from 9,804 to 35,801. This 

_ will become the fifth most used procedure, up from the sixth, 

or least used procedure in 1998. Also refer to Section 4.6 of 

| the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of runway use 

_ and to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 

_ discussion of noise impacts. 
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Response 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
‘1.01.4 Environmental Public Process ...Massport has not come out and asked the city of 
_ Review Quincy to have or to hold a public meeting. 


Process 


_ There was an extensive public participation and review 


rocess during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public 

comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 
he summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public 
coping sessions were held to provide community input to the 
ubsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To : 
ssure that the Airside analysis was conducted with 
wareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport 
oard established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), 
hich consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 


_ tepresentatives from 24 communities surrounding 
_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry : 
| organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to i 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 

| Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 

_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 

_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 

_ CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made : 
_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
| Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
_ an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 

| comment period on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held 

_ two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
__ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
| input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. i 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

| least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
| Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key : 
' letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 
_ Series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 


| | ; _ industry experts. 
1.01.5 Environmental ~FAA/NEPA _...request that the Federal Aviation Administration _ Comment noted. 
_ Review _ withdraw its support for the expansion until these 

_ Process _ questions [submitted written testimony] are addressed 

_ and answered. 


Transcript 1.01: MA State Representative Bruce Ayers 
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Transcript 1.02 
Winthrop Board of Selectman, 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr. 


Code Topic 1 
T1021 |  Altematives 


Comment Response 


_...we don't believe the EISIEIR looks at all of the total | The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR ¢ and the Supplemental 
cumulative impacts of building 14/32, and building the _ DEIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 

"center taxiway. _ Airside Project, consistent with established federal and state 
: © Scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 
_ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 
_ programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 

_ associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 
_are described in the Logan Airport | ESPR and its updates. 


__.between the PRAS goals not ‘having been met and with i Chapter 8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses a PRAS 
the fact that there's no accountability for meeting these monitoring program designed to provide more informationon 
_ runway objectives, that leads the town to conclude that + _ performance relative to the PRAS goals and more 

_ this is not a good alternative. » accountability. 


- Runway 14/32 


/ Alteratives 
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Transcript 1.03 
MA Aeronautics Commission, 
Steve Muensch 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


T1081 | | Altematives : Preferred | We urge you to approve the air side improvements _ Comment noted. 

| Altemative | proposed by Massport. They are necessary toinsurea 

: | Safe and efficient New ae airport system to serve 
| scheduled d passengers... 


Peak Period —..we oppose efforts to arid constrain demand for the Comment noted. 
: employment of peak hour pricing or peak period pricing. 


Transcript 1.03: MA Aeronautics Commission, Steve Muensch 
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Transcript 1.04 
Greater Boston Chamber, Paul Guzzi, 
President and Chief Executive Officer 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
1.04.1 | Purpose and Peay _ The Chamber as well as other business organizations is _ Comment noted. 
| Need _ Supportive of both the Runway 14/32, and, as well, we are 


: supportive of regional solutions and expansion of capeciy 
_ ona regional basis. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript 1.05 
City of Boston Environmental Services, 
Andrea D’Amato 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
71 05.1 Ground _ Access to Massport's environmental impact statement report _ The Preferred Altemative is not expected to lead to an 
_ Transportation | Logan _ addresses none of this [traffic]. It is incomplete because it __ increase in passenger demand, and therefore, it will have 


_ avoids the land side impact of airport growth. _ no effect on congestion or delays on Boston area highways. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code _ Topic 1 Topic 2 _Connient 


» Landside it [the EIS/EIR] is inadequate i in one key area...the land 
_ Improvements oe improvements that are proposed for the airport are 
: ' not coordinated with this document. 


1.06.1 Land Use 


Transcript 1.06: City of Somerville, Thomas Fontacella 
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Transcript 1.06 
City of Somerville, 
Thomas Fontacella 


Response 


_ The purpose of the Airside Improvements Planning Project i isto 
_ Teduce current and projected levels of airfield congestion and 
_ delay and to enhance the safety of aircraft operations at Logan. 
_ Massport's proposed landside improvements are plannedto 
_ enhance the efficiency of passenger processing, and include 

_ terminal modernization, as well as roadway, parking and 
| service area improvements. The landside projects will not affect 
_ the design or implementation of the Airside Project, which has _ 
_ independent utility, nor will the Airside Project improvements 
_ affect the design or implementation of any of the landside / 
_ projects. All airside and landside projects, where required, will 
» continue to be the subject of separate comprehensive 

_ environmental analysis by project proponents in accordance 

_ with federal and state regulations. 


_ As expressed in the May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate, 

_ Massport’s Environmental Planning and Status Report 

_ (ESPR, formerly GEIR) process “is expected provide a big 

_ picture cumulative impact analysis of Logan operations, 

_ impacts and mitigation. It complements the project-specific 

_ EIRs,” such as this one for the Airside Improvements, “helps 
» to focus the review process of individual ElRs, and ensures 

that segmented project review does not occur in the context 
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Transcript 1.07 
Town of Hull, Phillip E. Lemnios, 
Town Manager 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 
ternative would promote runway use ina mannerthatis 
more consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Hull is affected 
y the use of Runway 33/32 arrivals. The total number of 
ircraft arriving to the northwest does increase with 
construction of the runway, but this is due to the PRAS goals 
more than any other factor. Since the Runway 33 arrivals that : 
_ impact Hull approach primarily over water, and since Hullis 
_ further from the airport than those communities impacted by 

_ arrivals to Runway 15L/R, 4U/R, or 22L/R, the PRAS goals 

_ call for 42 percent of the equivalent arrivals to operate in this 
_ direction. Runway 33 arrivals accounted for approximately 27 
_ percent of the equivalent arrivals in 1998, and since 
_ Logan Airport has a limited capacity in this direction, the 

_ northwest configuration has been underutilized as demand 
_ has increased over the years. Construction of the runway 

_ allows better achievement of the agreed-upon PRAS goals, 
_ but even with Runway 14/32, the equivalent arrivals in the 

_ Runway 33/32 direction never reach the goal of 42 percent 
__under any fleet scenario or alternative. 


~The FAA says 3.18 percent, the Department of Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEISIFEIR fora 


71.071 Altematives Runway 14/32 The town of Hull is opposed to this runway...an increase 
_ of about 50,000 flights over our community if this runway 
_ were to be built. 


71.072  Purposeand Delay 
' Need _ Transportation has a blended rate of 20-plus percent. ' discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
: _ Massport, for this particular document, came up with a | includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 


| whole new way of measuring delay...What exactly isthe | and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 
| rate of delay? There is nothing in the report that said what _ estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 
_ is an acceptable rate of delay. _ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 
| methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 
_ estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 
| models, which have been validated in previously published 
_ Studies of Logan Airport. 


_ The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and _ 
_ delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report 
_ for Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 
_ feduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 
_ Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the 
_ RDSIM model and estimated that when activity reached 
_ 504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 
_ 260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
| forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 
_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet 
: _ scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 
| Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the 
: | Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that 
_ the Airside delays represent “a plausible and conservative 
- estimate...” 


The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 
_ delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport's 
_ estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA's 
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nn nena nnenemennennenmnmananmennnmeeemenneenenneeeneennnn: comer ne 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment _ Response 


'71.07.3 . Purpose and Airport _ There's nothing in the report that says how many flights | Airport capacity depends on fleet mix, weather conditions, 
: | Need _ Operations _ can this facility handle, period. What is the ultimate _ runway assignments and other factors. The maximum 
: © capacity of this facility? _ sustainable capacity at Logan Airport uses Runways 4L, 4R & 
_ Qunder VFR weather conditions and can handle an average 
_ Of 120 arrivals and departures per hour. For short periods, th 
_ flow may be greater or less than this rate, but the sustainable 
| capacity does not exceed 120 operations per hour. Proposed 
_ airside improvements, including Runway 14/32 and reduced 
_ instrument approach minimums, are intended to increase the 
"flexibility of available configurations in various operating 
i _ directions, which can better meet this existing level of 
_ demand. 


71.07.4 | Purpose and Delay __...there's no discussion in the report as to the causes of _ Delays occur when wind or weather conditions require the 
_ Need | delay. __use of configurations with fewer than three active runways, 
i i _ when poor weather requires increased separation distances 
| between aircraft, or when airlines schedule more flights than 
_ Logan Airport can handle. The Airside Project addresses 
_ delays from constraints at Logan Airport. Section 1.4 and 
_ Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a : 
etailed discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
ind historical data, along with comparisons of Logan Airport 
lelays within the context of delays at other United States 
irports. 


Transcript 1.07: Town of Hull, Phillip E. Lemnios, Town Manager 
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Code Topic 1 


Topic 2 
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Transcript 1.08 


CAC Quincy Rep. Bernice Mader 


Comment 


Response 


T1.08.1 Environmental 


_ FAANEPA, 
_ MEPA 


...Massport has violated both the spirit and the regulations 
_ of the EPA, MEPA, and the FAA, as well as a sense of fair 
play and environmental justice. 


The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 


Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 


_ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

! Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
| DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


in January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
IS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental DEIS 
0 address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

input from an Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA’s 
rection, three Panel members were appointed by the 

iovernor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 
ere appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the 


_ direction of the New England Region FAA, the Panel 


| convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly 

_ with a final meeting in December of 2000. A total of 12 
| meetings were held. To provide the appropriate background, 
_ the Panel was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written by 

_ members of the public, concerned agencies and public 

| Officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 

_ visual and written presentations from the Airside Project’s 

| technical consulting team and other independent industry 


_ experts. 


Analysis 


TH 08.2 
: _ Assumptions/ 


Base Year 


_ Methodologies 


Massport has used outdated and worst case scenario 
| data.... The year 1993 was an aberrant year for Massport. 


_ The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are 


not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use inmodel 
calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 


| results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 
_ conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 


| Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 
_ analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 


Purpose and 


71.083 
"Need 


_ itnever examines Logan Airport itself as it is right 

_ Now...the real problem is at the airport, and that is the 

_ size of the airport...no 5,000-foot unidirection commuter 
_ runway can address Logan Airport's overwhelming 

_ shortcomings. 


_ Logan Airport. 


_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
' are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high ; 
| as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had i 
' been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the | 


_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
| the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
| expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
| Over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 
: levels increase. 


Transcript 1.08: CAC Quincy Rep. Bernice Mader 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Sates 2 Response ; ; 
71 08.4 Alternative _ Preferred ...Massport ...[is] inadequately addressing the whole | The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
i i Alternative _ Section regarding altematives and the way they looked at Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan — 


| them. _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 

_ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 
_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 
_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 : 
_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 
_ numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 
__ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 
| recommended several improvement concepts, including 
' unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 
_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other : 
_ Studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan — 
_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995.Basedon 
_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected and the 
_ most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
: alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 
_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 
_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 
: that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 
_ ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Transcript 1.08: CAC Quincy Rep. Bemice Mader 
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Transcript 1.09 
Aero Club of New England, David W. Graham 


Code Topic 1 


Response 


- Comment noted. 
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Transcript 1.10 
Private Citizen: David Osborn 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


“The distribution [of noise impacts...is] not a solution. _ The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
i _ the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an i 
_ environmentally responsible manner. 
_ Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would also give the controllers 
_ considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 
- achievement of PRAS goals, and redirect many flights to 
_ overwater routes. During very high demand periods, the 
_ controllers currently have little or no flexibility for / 
_ tunway selection. The addition of Runway 14/32 would be the _ 
_ Single most important mechanism to achieve 
_ equitable geographic distribution of aircraft operations. 
_ Massport and the FAA are committed to the PRAS system 
_ and have been making improvements since 1982. 


- PRAS 


1/2 million pounds of pollutants, _ Emissions from activities at Logan Airport disperse i in a 
_ emissions, toxins going that these aircraft put out into the variety of ways: heavy particles are likely to retum to the 
_ air every single year? _ ground close to the source, while finer particulate matter is 
: _ likely to become suspended and transported, depending on 
_ Meteorological conditions. Likewise, gases can be very 
_ Stable, or they can be very reactive and undergo numerous 
_ chemical changes. In any case, the results of the air quality 
_ analysis indicate that the concentrations of pollutants will 
_femain well within the NAAQS. 


: To What extent ‘has ‘Massport ‘played a a parti in nthe pollution " Massport water quality monitoring indicates that aif eld runoff 

_ of Boston Harbor...To what extent have they played a part — _ generally meets applicable water quality standards and that 
_ in the chemical de-icing facilities that have been ongoing » deicing activities have not had an adverse impact onharbor 
_ for decades; where does that go? _ water quality. Results of ongoing water quality monitoring and 
| compliance with applicable discharge permits are reported on 
_ annually in the Logan Airport ESPR (previously GEIR) and its : 
_ Annual Updates. : 


Stormwater 


Tii03 | Water Quality 


_ That many of the shellfish beds in the intertidal areas 

_ Surrounding Logan Airport have recently been reopenedto 

_ commercial diggers indicates that the airfield is not havingan 
adverse impact on those sensitive aquatic resources. : 


Transcript 1.10: Private Citizen: David Osborn 
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Transcript 1.11 
Massachusetts Business Round Table, 
Christopher Good 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Tat - Runway 14/32 


_ Alteratives For reasons of job creation, competitiveness, quality of | . Comment noted. 
: _ life, and economic growth, the Massachusetts Business 
_ Round Table strongly supports the opening of runway 


_ 14/32 and the creation of the new taxiway. 
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Transcript 1.12 
Private Citizen: Christopher Blacker 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


7112.1 | Air Quality _ NAAQS __...[The EIS/EIR] should have ad _ Current air quality conditions are discussed in Section 5.4 of 

: : that.. -about the air quality... _ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, and air quality impacts 

: : "associated with the Airside Project are presented in Section 
_ 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Transcript 1.12: Private Citizen: Christopher Blacker 
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Transcript 1.13 
Massachusetts High Technology Council, 
Christopher Anderson 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 apen Response 

qT. 13.1 _ Purpose and _ Delay ...the high tech. council vigorously supports the well- _ Comment noted. 

Need | thought out Massport Authority's proposal to reduce 
_ delays at Logan Airport. 
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Transcript 1.14 
Private Citizen: Arthur Hartnet 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


14.1 | Delay _ Model ..the number of hours of delays that have been _ Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
i _ presented to you tonight as 121,000 hours of delay from discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
_ Massport's modeling...is not supported by the FAA's own _ includes a description of FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures 
| figures. _ and their limitations, an explanation of computer models for 
i _ estimating flight delays, and historical data on delays at 
_ Logan Airport and other major United States airports. The 
_ Methodology used for the Airside Project includes the effects 
_ of constraints at Logan Airport, and produces lower delay 
' estimates than FAA modeling. The FAA approved all the 
| models, which have been validated in previously published 
Studies of Logan Airport. 


_ The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and 
| delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report 
_ for Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 

_ reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 

_ Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations with the 

_ RDSIM model and estimated that when activity reached 

_ 504,000 annual operations, total delay would exceed 

_ 260,000 hours per year. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 

- forecasts delays to increase to 157,500 hours per year when 

_ annual operations reach 510,000 with the 29M Low Fleet 

' scenario. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR compares the FAA 

: Technical Center delay estimates in 1992 with those of the 

_ Logan Airside Project estimates. The FAA has concluded that 

_ the Airside delays represent “a plausible and conservative 

_ estimate...” 


_ The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 
» delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport's 

_ estimated annual delay hours are over five times the FAA's 

_ 20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. 


in the ten-year period, the number of hours of _ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 

lelay...will overwhelm this airport... ~ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 

: are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 

- @§ 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 

_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 

: the regional altematives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 

_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 

_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue : 

_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 

_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 


Iso, if this runway is built, runway 27 will see a dramatic pp al DEIS/FEIR projects that the 

increase in the number of operations... Runway 27 Preferred Alternative would promote runway use in a manner 

which) will see a four-fold increase in just departures that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The total 

_ when runway 14/32 is built. number of departures from Runway 27 (over South Boston, 

_ Roxbury, and Jamaica Plain) would increase, but the number 
of equivalent jet operations would remain essentially the 

_ same. The difference in these communities would be fewer 

nighttime operations and more daytime operations but the : 
same noise impacts. 


1.14.3 Altematives Runway 14/92 


Transcript 1.14: Private Citizen: Arthur Hartnet 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


7114.4 | Noise _ PRAS With the ... excessive number of operations that are During very high demand periods, the controllers have little or 
: _ coming into this airport, PRAS goals as they were 0 flexibility for runway selection and PRAS recommends an 
: designed in the early ‘70s will never be achieved.... ppropriate runway configuration given the extant demand. 
i _ Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would give the controllers 
_ considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 
_ achievement of PRAS goals. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
' demonstrates that the controllers have been improving 
» performance with respect to PRAS recommendations. 
_ Section 8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains 
_ methods for more comprehensive monitoring of PRAS. These 
_ methods will be implemented as part of the mitigation 
_ Program: for the Airside Project. 


__.the center field taxiway is going to be aconduserto The taxiway improvements are designed to improve 


_ Taxiway 


"Improvements _ have more operations on the north-south runways _ ground movement efficiency and safety, and to reduce taxiing 
: _ because you're going to be able to get the aircraft off and _ delays; thereby reducing associated noise and emissions. 
_ onto these runways in a much quicker fashion. _ When using Runways 22L/R for departures, the Centerfield 


_ Taxiway would provide an altemate taxi route for Runway 22L 
_ departures to bypass the queue for Runway 22R, thereby 

_ reducing taxiway congestion and associated noise and 

_ emissions. Runway 22L departures represent less than 

_ ten percent of the total departures. Under existing conditions, 
_ aircraft needing to depart on Runway 22L (typically heavy 

_ jets, such as 747s with long takeoff distance requirements) 

_ must wait in the queue on Taxiway November with aircraft 

_ departing on Runway 22R. With the Centerfield Taxiway, 
aircraft departing on Runway 22L. could depart quickly after 

_ reaching the runway end, and the number of aircraft queuing 
_ on Taxiway November should decline. Also, the aircraft on 

_ the Taxiway November should be smaller, implying 

_ lower noise and air quality emissions. With the addition of 

_ Runway 14/32, use of Runways 22R and 22L for departures 


: -More airports would be beneficial, more regional Chapter 2of the ‘Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides « a 
| Transportation — | Aiports _ airports with a greater number of operations so that there discussion of the specific role played by the regional : 
: : was a more equitable and environmentally-justifiable _ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
_ operation. _ to foster use of these altematives. Massport has long 


_ recognized and has been a proponent of options to 

_ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 

_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 

_ options to Logan Airport. In the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport 

_ identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that could be 

_ absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 

__ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 

_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 

» these developments will slow Logan Airport’s passenger 
traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 

: passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 

_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be : 
» achieved until after 2020. While regional altematives can play _ 
_ an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 

_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport’s inability — 
_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
» northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 

_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 

_ Necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 

- benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

» only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

: regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 

- Logan Airport. 


Lene 14: Private Citizen: Arthur Hartnet 
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Transcript 1.15 
Private Citizens: Arthur D. Little, 
Albert Sherman 


Response 


_ discussion of the specific role played by the regional : 

_ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken ~ 

to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 

' recognized and has been a proponent of regional alternatives 

_ to Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, 

_ Massport has implemented a regional strategy to enhance 

_ the use of regional alternatives to Logan Airport. In the 

_ Draft EIS/EIR, Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual 

| passengers that could be absorbed by regional altematives 

_ that include use of T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 

: Worcester Regional airports, as well as the new high-speed 

_ rail to New York. In the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport 

_ recognizes that these developments will slow Logan Airport's. 

_ passenger traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 

_ 37.5 million passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather 

_ closer to 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may 

_ not be achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives 

_ can play an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic 

_ growth at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airports 

_ inability to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand 

_ during northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is 

_ designed to correct the problem with Logan Airport’s layout, is 

' Necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport 
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Transcript 1.16 
Private Citizen: Ron Whalen 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan | 
_ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan : 
_ Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study i 
_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); andthe 
: Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 : 
: Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

_ Numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 

_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

| International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

: improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 
_ Studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 
_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995.Basedon 
_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected and the : 
_ Most promising concepts were combined into the Altematives 
: considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The i 
: alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 

_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 

_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 

_ that altematives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 

| provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 

| ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Transcript 1.16: Private Citizen: Ron Whalen 
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Transcript 1.17 
South Shore Chamber of Commerce, 
Kevin Cohen 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


71 174 assenger Rai he appropriate authorities...[and] also the ' Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
: Transportation commonwealth of Massachusetts and the federal _ discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
: : jovernment, should be...addressing those regional _ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken : 


_ [transportation] problems, whether they're addressing it _to foster use of these altematives. Massport has long 
_ [them] through high-speed rail, commuter rail, [and] also recognized and has been a proponent of options to 
_ through the tremendous growth we've seen at _ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 
_ Manchester, New Hampshire and Green in Rhode Island. _has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 
_ options to Logan Airport. In the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport 
' identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that could be 
_ absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 
__ TF. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 
_ these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 
_ traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 
_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 
_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be : 
_ achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play 
_ an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 
| to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 
_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 
» necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
_ Logan Airport. 


Comment noted. 


A plane that lands or takes off on time does not add 

_ avoidable pollution because they do not sit on the runway 
_ while waiting to take off, or they do not circle the city 
waiting to land. 


__...the noise pollution that's happened to a lot of these _ The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
| communities is going to be more equally distributed, and _the airport’s efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 


_ many of those flights will be pushed over the water. _ environmentally responsible manner. 
i | Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would also give the controllers 
_ considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve. 
_ achievement of PRAS goals, and redirect many flights to 
: Overwater routes. During very high demand periods, the 
» controllers currently have little or no flexibility for 
_ funway selection. The addition of Runway 14/32 would be the 
"single most important mechanism to achieve : 
_ equitable geographic distribution of aircraft operations. 
Massport and the FAA are committed to the PRAS system 
and have been making improvements since 1982. 
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Transcript 1.18 


Private Citizen: Elaine McGrath 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
71.18.1 Environmental += MEPA This draft EIS is inconsistent with both the letter and the | The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
- Review _ Spirit of the Environmental Policy Act. In fact, ithas failed | Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
| Process _ to. comply with MEPA. roject adequately and properly complies with the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 
ertificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
: : : EIR, dated May 7, 1999. 
71.182 : Noise | Runway Use —_In 1993, the FAA said Logan was the sixth noisiest airport The source of the comment is unknown. It is not mentioned in 
/ _ in the country. Where is that in this report? he Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
m1 18.3 Noise Model | ...the information on environmental impact fails to assess ifferences between measured and modeled sound levels have 


_ those impacts adequately or accurately because the 

: modeling is flawed.... The monitoring of those impacts is 
also inadequate...but...it's not reflected in [the 

_ EIS/EIR)...This report does not do what MEPA requires 

_ Massport to do. 


been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and 
Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 


| locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 

! modification of source levels to better account for 

_ over-water sound propagation and apparent use of : 
_ higher engine power settings than are normally assumed in the 
| noise model's database (Refer to Appendix F of the 
| Logan Airport 1996 Annual Update). 


_ In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 
_ became even less when Massport upgraded its 

_ monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 
| aircraft ~ a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 

_ levels predicted by the noise model. 


_ Atsites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this 

_ improvement to the monitoring system brought measured and 

_ modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to 

_ Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 1999 Environmental i 
_ Planning and Status Report). Massport continues to investigate 
_ possible causes for remaining differences (such as from hil 
__ effects) but believes the FAA’s INM noise model used in the 

_ Airside Project noise analyses accurately represents expected 

| noise exposure. 

_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

_ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 

| project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


Transcript 1.18: Private Citizen: Elaine McGrath 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment = Response 
T1.18.4 Alternatives Other Non- ...the alternatives are straw men, [and]...[the] no-action | The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
: _ Construction __alternative...is not an alternative for the communities. _ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan — 


| Alternatives | Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 

: Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 
_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); andthe 
_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 i 
_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

| numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

| International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

| recommended several improvement concepts, including 

| unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other 
studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan — 
_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995.Basedon 
_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected andthe 
_ Most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 

: consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 

| Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 

| that altematives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 

_ provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 

_ ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


71.185 — Environmental | Demographic __...The environmental justice analysis....[is] unreliable | The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 
: _ Justice | Data ' because it flows from faulty data. _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 
i i i | populations were defined in accordance with Federal 

_ Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the 
_ Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 
_ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 
| populations was expanded to include households at i 
_ 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 
_ no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 
| and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately bome by low-income 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternativehasa 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
' additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour i 
_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experiencean 
' increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and ! 
| low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

| affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 

| contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

| Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 

| increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

| provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

| sound insulation. 


A discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 
_ presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


..In the GEIS [it states] that on landing and takeoff, stage — While communities near Logan Airport will never be free of 
aircraft are noisy and that cannot be remedied, and _ aircraft noise, Massport is committed to investigating legal 
hese [affected] communities have to live with landing and _and effective means of reducing exposure in all of the most 
takeoff. | highly exposed areas around the airport. 


T1186 Noise "Impacts 


Transcript 1.18: Private Citizen: Elaine McGrath 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

‘T1187 | Noise Model ..-one noise monitor was out of commission for two Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have 

i i ' years...What does that do to the accuracy of the _ been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and i 
_ environmental impact data? Their modeling is therefore Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 


_ unreliable. : _ locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 

: | Modification of source levels to better account for 
_ Over-water sound propagation and apparent use of : 
_ higher engine power settings than are normally assumed in the 
_ Noise model's database (Refer to Appendix F of the 
_ Logan Airport 1996 Annual Update). 


| In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 

_ became even less when Massport upgraded its 

_ monitoring system and began to report noise caused only by 
_ aircraft - a metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure 

_ levels predicted by the noise model. 


| At sites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this 

i | _ improvement to the monitoring system brought measured and 

/ _ modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to 

| Chapter 6 of the Logan Airport 1999 Environmental 
_ Planning and Status Report). Massport continues to investigate 
| possible causes for remaining differences (such as from hill 
| effects) but believes the FAA’s INM noise model used in the 
_ Airside Project noise analyses accurately represents expected 
_ Noise exposure. 


Transcript 1.18: Private Citizen: Elaine McGrath 
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Transcript 1.19 
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association, 
Raoul Murrow 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


1.191 | Altematives Runway 14/32 _....the unidirectional runway would solve the problems Comment noted. 
i _ without causing the environmental problems that the 

: community was concemed about regarding runway 14/32 

| in the past. 


Transcript 1.19: Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association, Raoul Murrow 
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Transcript 1.20 
Private Citizen: Mary Quinn 


Code Topic 1 Comment Response 
71.201 Noise Chelsea used to be in the noise contour map and we were Chelsea appears on the basemaps showing the noise 
_ taken out. Why? _ contours for each of the fleets and alternatives studied. The 


_ community is exposed to noise either from 60 to 65 dB or 
_ from 65 to 70 dB, depending on the fleet and altermative 

_ being evaluated. Chelsea is also listed as a separate 

' community in the tables of population counts by increment of 
_ exposure (Refer to Tables 6.2-4 through 6.2-8 and 6.2-21 of 


MEPA | This [the EIS/EIR] is a flawed, skewed, and _ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
| Review :  report...[and includes] manipulated data... _ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
i _ project adequately and properly complies with the 


_ Process 
_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 


Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 


Transcript 1.20: Private Citizen: Mary Quinn 
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Transcript 1.21 
Hampshire House, Thomas A. Kershaw 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
71 21.1 | Purpose and Delay The proposed Logan Airport runway 14/32 is critical to the | Comment noted. 
» Need _ health of Boston's future convention and business 


_ travel...and | urge the state and federal officials to move 


"Regional 
| Transportation | _ airport system and the growth that has developed in 


_ Providence, in Manchester, and Portland... 


Transcript 1.21: Hampshire House, Thomas A. Kershaw 
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Transcript 1.22 


Private Citizen: Phil Falcetano 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

T1.22.1 Noise Impacts 

11222 Envrenmental MEPA 
| Review ; 


| Process 


Comment 


misses the point that noise is not mere sound but sound 


Any attempt to measure noise by decibels entirely 


as it is experienced by a living human being. 


: Some of Massport's EIR is not completely accurate or 

_ satisfactory. | urge you therefore to refuse their request to 
| go ahead with this unfair and injurious scheme to inflict 

: even more suffering and hardship on communities that 

' already endure a disproportionate burden of noise, air 

_ pollution, and traffic. 


_ Decibels, and especially A-weighted decibels and DNL levels 
_ used throughout this document, have been specifically 
_ designed to reflect huma 


_ The Secretary of Environ 
' Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
_ project adequately and properly complies with the 

_ Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...”. Refer to the 

' Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 

_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 


Response 


ponse to noise. 
tal Affairs found that “...the 


Transcript 1.22: Private Citizen, Phil Falcetano 
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Transcript 1.23 


MA State Representative Liz Malia 


Topica) Comment 


_ about 3.4 percent a year. ...once those people get here, what 
_ happens to them... there is] serious congestion on the ground 
| already... 


Access to Logan ...flights and our passengers coming to Boston [will increase] by 
_ capacity, but rather it would correct a series of deficiencies in the 
_ airfield geometry and operation. Massport's plans to handle the 

| ground access requirements of future passenger levels are 

_ discussed in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and 


Response 


Implementation of the Preferred Altemative would not increase 


_ its subsequent Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). | 

71.232 Regional | Regional _ I. the runway is bui, lam concemed thatwe'te not goingto Chapter 2of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a discussion of 

| Transportation Airports __see the follow-up on the regionalization because regionalization _the specificrole played by the regional transportation altematives 
was not discussed prior to this... __and steps that Massport has taken to foster use of these 


__ altematives. Massport has long recognized and has been a 

_ proponent of options to Logan Airport. Together with the regional 
_ airports, Massport has implemented a regional strategy to enhance 
_ the use of options to Logan Airport. In the Draft EIS/EIR, Masport 
_ identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that could be 

__ absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 

__ TF. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 

_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that these 
developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger traffic growth. i 
_ Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million passenger forecasts 
_ nti after 2010, but rather closer to 2015, and the 45 milion | 
_ passenger forecasts may not be achieved until after 2020. While 

__Tegional alternatives can play an important role in reducing the rate 
_ of future traffic growth at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan 
__ Airports inability to efficiently accommodate current levels of 

_ demand during northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is 
_ designed to correct the problem with Logan Airports layout, is 
necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear benefits at 
_ current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits wil only increase in the 
_ future, even as developments at the regional airports act to reduce 
__the rate of future growth at Logan Airport0 


T1233 Environmental "Public Process yews va) crinted athe, lack of faith involved when 
_ Review Process | the Community Advisory Council was removed from the 
: : ___ciscussion process for 20 months, 


Comment noted. 


Transcript 1.23: MA State Representative Liz Malia 
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ransportation Airports going to see the follow-up on the regionalization because 
: _ regionalization was not discussed prior to this... 


ved 


3 _ Review : 
ws OS, ed Octet 


_the discussion process for 20 months. 


ol 


_ includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester airports. Massport has long recognized that 
"service development and increased passenger traffic at these 
_ airports are an important part of the region's long-term 
strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
Massport has actively encouraged the development of 

regional airports and use of other options, including 

_ high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, New York. 
Regional service was examined in Chapter 2 of the 

Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

DEIS/FEIR. This analysis supports the conclusion that 

greater use of the regional airports will provide passengers 

_ within the service area of such airports with a viable 
alternative to Logan Airport. Since demand within 

Logan Airport's primary service area will remain strong, the 
improvements at other regional airports will not eliminate the 

_ need for airside projects at Logan Airport. 

_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 

_ discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
_ transportation altematives and steps that Massport has taken 
to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
recognized and has been a proponent of options to 

Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 
has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 
options to Logan Airport. In the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport 
identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that could be 

_ absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 

T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 

these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 

_ traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 

_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 

_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be : 
_ achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play — 
an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 
to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 

to correct the problem with Logan Airport’s layout, is 

necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 


regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 


rea _ Comment noted. 
» when the Community Advisory Council was removed from _ 
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Transcript 1.24 
Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines, 
Daniel A. Wolf, President, Cape Air 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

1.24.1 Altematives __...the runway [is]...a way to level the capacty of the _ Comment noted. 

_ airport regardless of wind conditions... : : 
1 .24.2 | Regional | believe Massport is committed to a regional approach. Comment noted 

: Transportation De cnn safe eee fe pBicscnsts Site en eRe oa ce at ee eM teres eh fh co eu Sec 
71 24.3.» Environmental ...Massport has made an ‘effort to listen to input. . Massport Comment noted. 

| Review _ has made an effort to analyze this from very, very different _ 

: _ Process _ points of view...they really have attempted to do a serious. 

i : _ analysis here, and have attempted to listen to the 

communities... 


Transcript 1.24: Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines, Daniel A. Wolf, President, Cape Air 
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Transcript 1.25 


Private Citizen: Allison Stieber 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Response 


1.25.1. Noise | RunwayUse A 300 percent-plus air traffic increase that Somerville 
_ would suffer if runway 14/32 is built is also dismissed by 
: Massport as negligible... However...We [Somerville 
_ residents] know that any semblance of peace that remains 
_ for us with the use of the present flight pattern will be 
_ almost totally obliterated by the tripling of the impact that 
_ we endure already. 


The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less 
_ than 60 dB for the future scenarios. 


_ The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR projects that the Preferred 

" Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is 

. More consistent with annual PRAS goals, and Somerville is 
| affected most by Runway 33 departures and Runway 15 

_ arrivals. Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals to 


_ Runway 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets. 

_ These runway operating directions are currently running well 
_ below their PRAS goals, and the unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ would allow the controllers to approach but still remain below 

_ the annual goals for these operations. The PRAS goals were 

_ established based on a thorough public participation process 

_ in response to community noise concems. Additionally, by 

_ increasing the number of operations over water, Runway 

_ 14/32 would reduce the total annual hours of dwell and 


_ persistence over populated areas in accordance with short- 
_ term PRAS goals. 


Transcript 1.25: Private Citizen: Allison Stieber 
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Transcript 1.26 
‘New England’s Economy Depends on Logan, 


Frank Gibson 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


1.26.1 | Altematives Runway 14/32 


ima strong believer in the need to complete runway _ Comment noted. 
' 14/32 and the center field taxiway... The completion of the 
__funway would help the utilization of Logan at all times. 


Transcript 1.26: New England's Economy Depends on Logan, Frank Gibson 
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Transcript 1.27 
Private Citizen: Christine Silverstein 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


T1274 Environmental Public Process __ ...other communities are being lobbied to support this _ There was an extensive public participation and review 
| Review _ project without having the process that they should _ process during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public 
| Process : _ have...there needs to be a balanced representation from comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 


_ our community [Nantucket]. _ the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public 
: _ Scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 
_ Subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To 
_ assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with : 
_ awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport 
_ Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), 
_ which consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 
_ representatives from 24 communities surrounding 
_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 
_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 
_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 
_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 
_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 
_ CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 
_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
_ Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
- 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
_ an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 
_ comment period on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held 
_ two public hearings. 


» In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft | 

_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. Atthe 

_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 

_ by the Govemor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 

_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 

_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 
least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 

letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 

_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, anda 

_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

» Project’s technical consulting team and other independent 

_ industry experts. 


Transcript 1.27: Private Citizen: Christine Silverstein 
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Transcript 1.28 


Private Citizen: Candace Collins Boden 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Response 


Peak Period 


_ Pricing to consider peak period pricing, we are in jeopardy of 
/ _ losing our service airline which is Cape Air. Our airport is 
_ very vital to Provincetown. 


_ analysis of a PPP exemption program designed to protect 
services to small communities that are most reliant on Boston 
_ (Logan Airport) for access to the national air transport 
_ system. The analysis examines the impact that an exemption — 
_ program would have on the delay reduction benefits 
_ associated with PPP. It concludes that an essential level of 
_ air service in the peak period can be exempted from the peak 
» period surcharge without a material impact on the delay ; 
_ reduction benefits. This exemption program includes all the 
_ Cape Cod communities currently served by Logan Airport, as 
_ well as other small communities in New England. : 


Transcript 1.28: Private Citizen: Candace Collins Boden 
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Transcript 1.29 
Air Impact Relief Inc., 
Peter Koff 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


—Altematives == Runway 14/32 


_ which it will affect the delay problem are greatly 
_ overstated in the reports... 


hird runway for operations during northwest winds; (2) it 
educes total annual delay by 27 to 37 percent 

Preferred Alternative vs. the No Action Alternative); (3) it 
educes delays during VFR conditions by 47 to 57 percent 
Preferred Alternative vs. the No Action Alternative); (4) it 
llows controllers to separate aircraft of differing size classes 
uring northwest winds; and (5) it increases the controllers’ 


e Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted’on this 
roject adequately and properly complies with the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...’. Refer to the 
ertificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the 
EIR, dated May 7, 4 


: : _ ...the impacts on the surrounding communities are 
Impacts — economic . Substantially understated. 


- Model - Other problems...[that] exist with the report are the use of 
_ old data. 


jays at Logan Airport are 
ot based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
uring 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the i 
irside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
(0 the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model : 
calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 

_ Tesults for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 

' conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 

_ analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 

_ Logan Airport. 


71.29, Regional _ Regional In terms of alternatives, they haven't been adequately The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
' Transportation — Airports _ examined. | specifically call attention to the letter that | _ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan — 
i _ wrote on behalf of my client, Airport Impact Relief in _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 
_ October of 1997...We did not receive one response to this Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study : 
- letter. _ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 


' Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 

_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

_ Numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 

_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

_ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 

| recommended several improvement concepts, including 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

: improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other : 
_ Studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 
_ Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995.Basedon 
_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected and the i 
_ most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 
' considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
_ alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 

_ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 

_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 

_ that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 

_ provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 

_ ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 
nina a a a i ae se nae ee oa 


Code Topic 1 


Topic 2 


Comment 


71.295 
| Review 
_ Process 


1 29.6 


Environmental 
_ Review 
: Process 


"Environmental / Public Process _ 


_ 47-106. The interests of the community have not been 
_ given fair consideration...Protection and enhancement of 
_ the environment, inter-modal planning requirements of 


federal law, and...Section 47-101 have not been followed. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Response 


_ and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, and related public 

_ comment opportunities, demonstrate that Massport and FAA 
_ have complied with applicable Federal law requirements. The 
_ Final EIS and Federal Record of Decision will make final : 
| appropriate findings as required by Federal law. 


MEPA 


Given the lack of accurate information and the 
_ inadequacies, we ask that the secretary find the report to 
| be inadequate and require a new draft, and we urge the 

' FAA to withdraw its support of this project. 


' In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following | 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the i 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
: three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. i 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
: Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 

_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, anda 

_ Series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project’s technical consulting team and other independent 

| industry experts. 


_ The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that “...the 

: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 

| project adequately and properly complies with the 

: Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act...’. Refer to the 

_ Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs onthe 
_ DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 
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Transcript 1.30 
Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines, 
Charles Carrera 


Code Topic 1 _Topic 2 Comment _ Response 

TH 30.1 _ Altematives _ Runway 14/32 We rise in support tonight of the series of air side ~ Comment noted, | 
: _ improvements that are currently being proposed by 
| _ Massport. 


Transcript 1.30: Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines, Charles Carrera 
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Transcript 1.31 
Logan Airlines Management Council, 
Enrique Miranda 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Transcript 1.31: Logan Airlines Management Council, Enrique Miranda 
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Transcript 1.32 
Private Citizen: Arthur Krolman 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ Policy Act and the Massachusetts Environmental Policy © DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all 

' Act, the scope of the EIR/EIS should address the possible _ aircraft arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the 

_ future implementation of bi-directional use. _ Runway 32 approach and all departures would initiate from 

_ the Runway 14 heading out over Boston Harbor). State 
| approval under MEPA and federal approval under NEPA will 
- allow Runway 14/32 to proceed only on a basis consistent 
_ with the stated unidirectional limitations. Consistent with any 
_ such approvals, Massport will light and stripe Runway 14/32 
_ to accommodate unidirectional operations only. 


_ Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
_ physical limitations that reinforce the ; 
_ unidirectional requirements of that improvement concept. The _ 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is 
_ within 1,300 feet of the Runway 14. The location of the 
_ Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center invades applicable 

_ FAA approach surface glide slope requirements, thereby 

_ precluding arrivals from the west to the Runway 14. Another 

_ factor limiting westerly operations on Runway 14/32 is the 

_ lack of available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the 

_ Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow 

_ maximum use of over-water operations and thereby limit 

» operational impacts over residential areas. To strictly 

_ reinforce these important environmental benefits, Massport 

_ has designated the intended unidirectional limitation on 

_ Runway 14/32 as a mitigation measure. Refer to Section 8.7 

_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR Draft Section 61 Findings, 

_ and the discussion in Section 8.5 of the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR regarding enforcement of unidirectionality of 

» Runway 14/32. 


Transcript 1.32: Private Citizen: Arthur Krolman 
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Transcript 1.33 
Private Citizen: Alan Wright 


Comment 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 


11.331 | Altematives Runway 14/32 


Massport's proposal to build runway 14/32 will triple, that 
is, increase by three-fold overflights to over 45,000 per 
ear... This is intolerable, unreasonable, and unfair. It 
must not be allowed. 


Massport has not adequately addressed ...[why] the 

| quality of life of 35,000 residents in Roslindale, the tens of 
_ thousands of visitors to the Amold Arboretum...or the 

_ hundreds of thousands of residents of urban Boston and 

| surrounding communities must decline. 


Part of the problem is that the pilots never follow through 

_ on the runway 27 pattern. Instead of staying over Franklin 
_ Park or Forest Hills Cemetery, they get off over the 

_ Arboretum and Roslindale. Massport must fix this 

_ problem. 


_ Regional _ Regional 
_ Transportation Airports 


__...we want Massport...to end the continued g 
_ Very badly-located airport, and truly shift traffic to other 
: airports including Hanscom. 


Response 


_ The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, i increase 
_ the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an : 
_ environmentally responsible manner. 

_ Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would also give the controllers 
_ considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 

_ achievement of PRAS goals, and redirect many flights to 

_ overwater routes. During very high demand periods, the 

» controllers currently have little or no flexibility for 
_ Tunway selection. The addition of Runway 14/32 would be the _ 
__ single most important mechanism to achieve i 
_ equitable geographic distribution of aircraft operations. 

_ Massport and the FAA are committed to the PRAS system 
and have been making improvements since 1982. 


The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains additional analysis of 
the project relative to parklands. As depicted in Figure 6.3-4 
' of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the Amold Arboretum, 
_ Emerald Necklace, and Franklin Park are well outside the 
_ 65 dB DNL noise contour associated with the 
_ Preferred Altemative. Therefore, the Airside Project will have 
_ No impact on these parklands. In addition, the 
_ Boston Harbor Islands, while within the No Action Altemative 
_ 65 dB DNL noise contour, will have no noise increase under 
_ the Preferred Alternative. Refer to Section 6.3 of the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of 


: Since then new departure procedure was ‘implemented i in 

_ accordance with the Runway 27 EIS, Massport and the FAA 
_ have been monitoring and analyzing aircraft flight track data 
_ for compliance and to determine the need for changes to 
_ achieve the objectives. Pilots are responsible for knowing and 
_ complying with noise abatement procedures unless otherwise : 
_ instructed. As more aircraft are equipped with GPS ; 


igation, compliance should improve. 


assport has no jurisdiction over the development, operation 


_ oruse of infrastructure at airports other than Logan Airport, 

. Hanscom Field, and Worcester Regional Airport (as of 

_ January 15, 2000). Massport plays no role, however, in the 

. decisions of private airlines regarding air service routes or 

_ service levels. As proprietor of Logan Airport, Massport’s 

_ primary responsibility is to supply, operate, and maintain 

' Logan Airport's infrastructure which includes the runways, 

_ taxiways, terminal buildings, parking facilities and access 

_ foads. As a recipient of federal airport grants, Massport must 
_ adhere to grant covenants that require it to operate 

_ Logan Airport in such a way so as to ensure access and 

- availability for public use on fair and reasonable terms and 

» without unjust discriminati 


Transcript 1.33: Private Citizen: Alan Wright 
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Transcript 1.34 
Private Citizen: Richard Goldhammer 


Comment Response 


__...the rights of the minority business community appear to _ The environmental impacts of th 
_ override the rights of the majority of the citizenry thatis residents of surrounding communities is discussed in 
_ Surrounding the airport...What is the impact from a human _ Chapter 6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

| perspective on residents of these communities? [that 

_ Surround the airport] 


Transcript 1.34: Private Citizen: Richard Goldhammer 
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Transcript 1.35 
Private Citizen: Albert J. Engelhart 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

71 85.1 Alternatives Runway 14/32 In regard to runway 14/32, | am opposed to it. If it's tuned Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 

i i _ on, it will produce a tremendous increase in noise ' Substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
_ pollution which will exacerbate the already 60-second | enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
_ interval of planes that occur overhead on certain days. _ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 


_ Most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 
referred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 
Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 


he High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
xposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65dB 
y two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 
hree fleet scenarios, respectively. 


efer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
| population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-8 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Transcript 1.35: Private Citizen: Albert J. Engelha: 


de 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 
PSE eR EASES EEE Se a RD A OATS NCE NRSC Ee LR ICI NR NE 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 : Comment Response 
'T1.35.2 Regional " Regional __...a tri-state organization, Rhode Island, New Hampshire, The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
: | Transportation — Airports _ and Massachusetts, initiated by Massport should consider — DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
: i ' Hanscom as a strong candidate, Worcester, Green, _ in the analysis of regional altematives. Hanscom Field, which 
_ Manchester airports. | Serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 


_ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft i 
| Operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
_ activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 
_ operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 

_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

» newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

| operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

| Services to short-haul regional markets - Trenton, Buffalo, 
_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
_ operations between Hanscom and 

» New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its : 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
| Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general i 
aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 

_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its : 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
_ commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
"a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

_ passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 

: other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 

| passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

| commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ Shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 
' (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 

| the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

| Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
of Hanscom Field. 


| Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 

_ discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
_ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
_ to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long i 
_ recognized and has been a proponent of options to 

_ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 

_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 

_ options to Logan Airport. In the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport 

_ identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that could be 

_ absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 

_ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 

_ these developments will slow Logan Airport’s passenger 

' traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 

_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 

_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be : 
| achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play | 
_ an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 
| to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 

» to correct the problem with Logan Airpor'’s layout, is 

_ Necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 

: Logan Airport. 


Transcript 1.35: Private Citizen: Albert J. Engelhart 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

T1 35.3 Noise Impacts | ...[Aircraft] fuselage problems making noise could have The FAA has preemptive rule-making authority for quieting 

i _ been corrected [by the manufacturers]...it's not taking aircraft at the source. Neither Massport nor any entity other 
_ place...Massport, in cooperation with the tri-state area, _ than the FAA can force manufacturers to comply with noise 


_ could start that process [of forcing aircraft manufacturers | limits. 
_ to correct fuselage noise problems}. : 


Transcript 1.35: Private Citizen: Albert J. Engelha 
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Transcript 1.36 
Beacon Hill Civic Association, 
Darryl Pomicter 


Code 
1.36.1 


Response 


_ Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 

_ 120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
| are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
| @S 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 

_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 

| been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
| future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 

_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 

_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 

| Over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
| that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 

_ levels increase. 


Topic 1 
Alternatives 


Topic 2 


Comment 
Runway 14/32 | 


__...we [the Beacon Hill Civic Association] are against the 
"new runway. This is a short-term partial inferior solution. 


Director Blute keeps talking about the 70,000 flights over While equivalent jet operations i increase by more than 


11.362 Altematives Runway 14/32 


the water and the few percentage of PRAS flights that are 


to 70,000 increased flights even through, 70,000 are 
initially aimed over water...even if we do do this [build 
Runway 14/32], 90 percent of the traffic will eventually be 


are no limits on operation plans. 


going to be rearranged...neighborhoods can easily get 50 
" appropriate basis for comparison of the Preferred Alternative 
_ is the No Action Alternative. Equivalent jet operations would 

_ increase by more than 75 percent over the Preferred 

forced to use both the north-south runways because there 
_ equivalent jet operations, the Airside analysis indicates that 
_ overall noise impacts decline over time with the elimination of 
_ Stage 2 aircraft and the replacement of hushkitted Stage3 
aircraft with non-hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. By allowing 

| aircraft operations to shift from over-land to over-water 

_ Toutings and by providing greater flexibility in the use of 

_ Runways 27 and 33L for takeoff, the Preferred Alternative 

_ further reduces the highest noise impacts to the close-in 

_ neighboring communities. Furthermore, the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR also demonstrates the more equitable balance of 

_ Noise impacts among communities surrounding Logan Airport 
_ that can be achieved with the Preferred Alternative as 

| Opposed to the imbalance that occurs today and would occur 
: in the future if no action is taken. 


_ 50 percent from a 1993 base to the future 37.5M High Fleet 


scenario if the Preferred Alternative is implemented, the 


Alternative if no action were taken. Despite the increase in 


| [Logan's ranking of] Seventeenth [in the U.S.} in 

_ passengers means there are fewer than average 

| passengers on an airplane, so if you can get more 

| passengers on the plane, you need fewer planes, and you 
» could cut the delays by working that side of the equation. 

_ You need to work both sides of the equation. 


Other Non- 
_ Construction 
_ Alternatives 


11 36.3 Alternatives 


_ Federal constitutional provisions, federal aviation statutes and 

_ regulations, and contractual provisions related to : 
_ Federal Airport Improvement Program grants prevent 

| Massport from any control over airline rates, routes, and 

_ schedules. Congress has specifically forbidden 

airport operators from exercising any discriminatory action 

_ against any class of airport users. Major factors in 

: airline competition are frequency of service and number of 

_ markets served, and Massport has no ability to force airlines 
_ to consolidate or eliminate flights to influence load factor or 

_ aircraft size. 


Transcript 1.36: Beacon Hill Civic Association, Darryl Pomicter 


hy 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 
Eee RE es NE eC ee Oe PE RSD eC ACN ag 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
1.36.4 | Delay _ Massport, in their EIS, details in great detail going from The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a discussion of the 
sixth in 1997, to sixth in delays in 1990. They don't talk © | FAA and DOT delay measures and historical data, along with 
| about the FAA statistics. They mention that 2% percent, _ comparisons of Logan Airport with other United States 
| 25 per thousand, they don't mention that that's down from __ airports. The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of 
_ 40 per thousand or almost 40 per thousand in 1992. _ the most delay prone airports in the United States 
| Logan Airport's estimated annual delay hours are over five 
' times the FAA’s threshold of 20,000 hours for a severely 
| delayed airport. FAA Opsnet delays at Logan Airport peaked 
_ in 1993, declined for two years and are rising again. Arrival 
_ delays which would be directly affected by Runway 14/32 
: : : _ have risen steadily since 1994. 
71.36.5 | Purpose and Delay _ The 65 million dollars they say is going to be saved by : | Table 4.5-3 of this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows the 
: Need : | building this runway, [can be calculated]...The amount of ___ incremental benefit of Runway 14/32 ranges from 20,000 hours 
: i _ delay hours issue, the percentages have gone up, and] _to 86,000 hours, which is a reduction of 19 percent to 27 
_ down...but if you dig into that report, there is a chart _ percent. These are significant benefits. FAA defines 
_ where you look at all actions except 14/32 and all actions / 20, 000 hours as a severely delayed airport. 
_ with 14/32, and the difference is 20,000 hours. Itsa15 
i i : | percent reduction... 
11.36.6 — Regional _ Regional __...[If Massport] going to use it [Hanscom Airport]...there's The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
| Transportation Airports _ still 40, 50, maybe a hundred thousand dollar operations | DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
i i | Capacity at Hanscom that they [Massport] have no plans _in the analysis of regional altematives. Hanscom Field, which 
| to use. _ Serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 


_ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 
| operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
_ activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 
_ Operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
| Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 
| newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 
_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 
| Services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, 
_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
"operations between Hanscom and 
» New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
' Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
' commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 
| Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 
_ passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 
» other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 
| passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 
_ commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 
"shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 
_ (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 
| the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 
" Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
_ of Hanscom Field. 


Transcript 1.36: Beacon Hill Civic Association, Darryl Pomicter 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
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Transcript 1.37 
CAC Melrose Rep., 
Joseph Gulino 


Response 


1.37.1 _ Alteratives _ Runway 14/32 I'm here to ask Massport tonight to withdraw their 

: _ Proposal until such time as they can come to my 

_ community [Melrose] and explain the impact that this new 
_ Tunway is going to have on my community. 


Melrose is only five miles away from Logan Airport, yet it 

_ isn't considered by Massport to be noise- 

_ impacted... They're [jets flying over Melrose] not in the 

_ modeling, so | would suggest that they do modeling that 

| doesn't quite reflect the reality of what's really going on up 
_ inthe skies. 


_ There was an extensive public participation and review 

_ process during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public 

_ comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 

_ the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public : 
_ scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 
» subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To 
_ assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with : 
_ awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport 
_ Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), : 
_ which consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 

| Tepresentatives from 24 communities surrounding 

_ Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
_ organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants _ 
_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 

_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 

_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 

_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 

_ just the CAC, and several meetings with the 

' CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 

_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 

_ Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 

_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 

: an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 

_ comment period on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held 

_ two public hearings. 


_ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 
_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 


FAA’s direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 


_ by the Govemor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 
_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 


total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 


_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 


letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 


- and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 
_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 
_ industry experts. 


_ Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 

_ Substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 
_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 


Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 


» Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 


four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 
with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 
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Code Topic 1 


1.38.1 Altematives 


1 38.2 Alternatives 
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Transcript 1.38 


Private Citizen: Roland Choquet 


Topic 2 Comment 


_ Runway 14/32 | object to the expansion of the runways, unless you want 


_ to put it at Hanscom Air Force Base and build an airport 


DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field : 
_ in the analysis of regional altematives. Hanscom Field, which 


erves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
lready accommodates a significant number of aircraft : 
perations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
ctivity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 
perations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
irside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 

ewly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 

perations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 

ervices to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, 


' Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
_ operations between Hanscom and 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 

_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 

_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
' aviation reliever, and that its-geographic proximity to Logan, 

_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 

_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
_ commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 

_ a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

_ passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 

_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 

_ Passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

- commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

_ (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 

_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 

' Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 

_ of Hanscom Field. 


_ there. 
_ Preferred _ [think it's a sensible idea to limit any further growth at 
' Alternative _ Logan. It was understood with a court injunction some 25 


_ years ago that it was enough then, it's enough now, and 
_ more is not always better. 


The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 


Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 


"airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
- 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 


_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 

_ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 

_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating 


» capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
. operations. 
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Response 


38.3 PublicHealth Effects | We have some serious health considerations to this 
: i airport proposal [from noise and air pollution]. 


» The available public health Studies for communities adjacent 
: to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 

_ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 

_ Status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
_ comparable public health reports were not available from the 
_ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 

_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 

_ airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 

_ concern. 


_ The 1999 Massachusetts budget included $150,000 to fund 

_ an environmental assessment of the health impacts of Logan 

_ Airport on any community located within a five-mile radius of 

_ the airport. The final protocol for the study is being : 
_ developed. The study is expected to be completed in summer 
- 2002. i 


Massport told us tonight it's not expansion but...If you add 
runway, it is expansion. I'd like to argue against 
Massport's claim that it's not. 


71.38.4 | " Alteratives - Preferred: 
: : » Altemative 


| The Preferred Altemative, and specifically unidirectional 


_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 

_ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 

_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

: 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of : 
_ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
__on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 

_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating 

_ Capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. 
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_ Now, over in East Boston, in Revere, in Winthrop, 4400 

' houses are sound-insulated. This new proposal suggests 
| that Chelsea, the poorest city in the state, get 1100 

| homes sound-insulated. Massport has a choice. They own 
two airports, Logan and Hanscom. There's a perception 
_ that the folks in Lincoln and Lexington and Concord, the 
__ affluent and powerful communities, are being spared. 

_ There are no houses, no households, in Lincoln or 

_ Lexington or Concord or Bedford that we know that are 
_ sound-insulated., So where is the faimess and where is 
» the justice? 


Topic 2 


Transcript 1.39: CAC Quincy Rep., Bill Galvin 


Transcript 1.39 
CAC Quincy Rep., 
Bill Galvin 


Response 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 
_ populations were defined in accordance with Federal 


Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the 


_ Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 

_ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 
' populations was expanded to include households at 

_ 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 
_ No high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 

_ and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative, 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ Of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a : 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour : 
_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 

_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change _ 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and : 
_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

_ affected by the Preferred Altemative 65 dB DNL contour are 

» almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 

_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 

_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 
"provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

_ sound insulation. 


_ Adiscussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 


presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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Transcript 1.40 
CAC Roxbury Rep.., 
Dovi Abbey 


Code Topic 1 


Response 


' Noise 
: or two, we all are unequivocally opposed to runway 
_ 14/32...Economic activity is not justification for ...severe 
| disruption of the city, of its inhabitants. 
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Transcript 1.41 
Private Citizen: Todd L. Payton 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
‘71.411 | Environmental — Impacts _ «..funway 14/32 cannot go through...Under no uncertain —_ Refer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
_ Justice _ circumstances can the communities of color, of Roxbury, _ discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. Noise was 
: _ which already has 50 to 300 times the disease and death —_found to be the only adverse impact from the 
_ fates, can take another added stressor of noise and air. Preferred Alternative with the potential for 
"pollution. _ Environmental Justice impacts. Additional demographic 


_ analysis of the noise-affected areas was conducted to : 
_ determine if minority and/or low-income populations would be 
_ disproportionately affected by the Preferred Alternative. This 

_ analysis found that there is no high and 

_ adverse disproportionate impact caused by the 

_ Preferred Alternative. 


Transcript 1.41: Private Citizen: Todd L. Payton 


Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
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PROCEEDINGS 


THE MODERATOR: Good evening. It's 
now 6:30. My name is Chris Poreda. I'ma 
senior attorney for the Federal Aviation 
Administration's office of the regional 
counsel in the New England region. I will be 
the hearing officer for tonight's hearing. 

This meeting is jointly sponsored 
by the Federal Aviation Administration and 
Massport. I would like to thank the Holiday 
Inn for allowing us to use these facilities, 
and I welcome those individuals whsd are here 


this evening to listen and make public 


comment. I also want to welcome the members 


of the media though I would ask that you 
remain as unobtrusive as possible while you 
perform your valuable function to cover this 
event. 

This meeting is being transcribed 
so each of us who speaks needs to remember to 
speak clearly, use the microphones, and 
please identify yourself and spell your last 
name, if you remember to do so. 


Before I introduce those 


individuals who will make presentations 
tonight, I must briefly outline the purpose 
of the meeting for the record. After those 
presencations, I'll open che meeting for 
public comment. 

The purpose of this meeting is to 
receive public comment on Proposed airport 
developments at Logan International Airport. 
Those proposed developments are detailed in a 
document published jointly by the Federal 
Aviation Administration and Massport entitled 
Logan Air Side Improvements Plan Project 
dated February 1999. This document serves as 
"sath a draft environmental impact statement 
to meet the procedural requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act, or NEPA, 
and other federal requirements, and a draft 
environmental impact report to meet the 
requirements of the Massachusetts 
environmental policy act, or MEPA, and other 
state requirements. 

The FAA is the leading federal 
agency for purposes of the airport layout 


plan approval and any funding approval which 


are federal actions subject to NEPA. 
Massport is the project Proponent for the 
Proposed developments which fall within its 
purview as the proprietor of Logan 
International Airport. 

The draft EIS/EIR was sent to 
several elected officials, community leaders, 
and federal, state, and local government 
offices. In addition, copies of the document 
were sent to public libraries in Boston, 
Brookline, Chelsea, Charlestown, Milton, 
Quincy, Revere, Somerville, anda Winthrop.. A 
notice seeking comment from that document was 
Sumwenea in the Federal Register on February 
the 26th, 1999, and appears on Page 9508 of 
Volume 64 of the Federal Register. 

This evening from the Federal 
Aviation Administration to my right and the 
left of me as you look at me is John Silva, 
environmental programs manager in the 
airports division of the Federal Aviation 
Administration's New England region. With us 
from the Massachusetts Environmental Policy 


Act office on my left, my right as you look 


at me, is Jay Wickersham and Arthur Pugsley. 
On my far right to the left of the room in 
the front from Massport we have Betty 
Desrosiers, director of planning and 
development, Deborah Meehan, project manager 
from SH&E, a consultant to Massport on these 
projects, and David Hollander, a planner for 
SH&E. The fourth individual who isn't there 
right now is Flavio Leo. He's the director 
of aviation planning for Massport. 

At this point I will introduce John 
Silva, and he will make a brief statement. 
John. 

MR. SILVA: Good evening. My name 
is John Silva and I'm manager of 
environmental programs, airports division, 
New England region, Federal Aviation 
Administration. I'm FAA's project manager 
for this environmental impact statement. The 
hearing this evening is being conducted to 
meet the requirements for public input under 
Council on Environmental Quality regulations 
and the Airport and Airway Improvement Act as 


amended and recodified. 


In addition to the opportunity to 
provide comments this evening, the written 
comment period on the draft environmental 
impact statement and draft environmental 
impact report will remain open through April 
the 23rd, 1999. Comments may be mailed to 
me, John Silva, S-I-L-V-A, and I'm going to 
give you my address now. It's Airports 
Division, FAA, New England Region, 12 New 
England Executive Park in Burlington, 
Massachusetts, and the zip is C1083. 

Alternatively, you may mail 
comments to the Secretary of Environmental 
Affairs and Arthur or Jay will have an 
address for you in a minute. That's about 
all I have to say. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, John. 
Now we'll hear from the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act office. 

MR. WICKERSHAM: Thank you, Chris. 
I'm Jay Wickersham from the MEPA office in 
the Executive Office of Environmental 
Affairs. With me is Arthur Pugsley who is 


the MEPA analyst who is assigned to this 


project. The Purpose of this report under 
the MEPA statute is to study the adequacy of 
the draft environmental impact report which 
has been filed by Massport, and to review 
whether Massport has taken all feasible steps 
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the 
environmental impacts of this project. 

We will be reviewing the adequacy 
of the draft EIR consistent with the MEPA 
regulations which are found at 30d: CMR 1 Fs 
and also consistent with the scope for the 
EIR which was issued by Secretary Cox in 
November of 1995, and you can find this scope 
at the front of Volume 2 of the draft EIR. 

In addition to the spoken comments 
tonight, we are also taking written comments. 
You can put them in the box here at the end 
of the table after you've spoken or you can 
mail them to the MEPA office. The address 
for mailing those comments is Executive 
Office of Environmental Affairs, 100 
Cambridge Street, 20th Floor, Boston, 
Massachusetts, 02202, Attention, Arthur 


Pugsley, P-U-G-S-L-E-Y, and we ask that you 
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put the EOEA file number on each piece of 
correspondence. That file number is 10458. 
Again, EOEA file number 10458. Thank you. 
Also, the comment deadline for MEPA is the 
same as for the FAA, and that is that we are 
receiving written comments until 5 p.m. on 
Friday, April 23rd. That is two weeks from 
tomorrow. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Jay. At 
this point, let me, as a verbal footnote, | 
note that although I am also an employee of 
the Federal Aviation Administration, my role 
here tonight is strictly as moderator, and I 
will play no role in the determination of 
thas dratt or the fina? report or review of 
the comments. My job here is to give 
everybody, supporters and opponents alike, a 
fair opportunity to comment and I will 
endeavor to do so. 

At this point, we'll have a brief 
presentation from Betty Desrosiers of 
Massport, but before she starts I would like 
to remind everyone again that if you wish to 


speak, please sign up on the Sign-up lists in 


ll 


1 the lobby. I will be recognizing people to 
2 speak from those lists so while Betty is 
3 speaking if you haven't signed up and wish to 


speak, please go out to the Lobby and Sign 
up. Betty. 

MS. DESROSIERS: Thank you and good 
evening. Over the last three months, Peter 
Blute, Tom Kenton, and I have attended over 
45 public forums to talk about the air side 
improvement program that is Presently before 
the state and federal environmental 
regulatory agencies. We have addressed 
nearly 3,500 people about this project and we 
have listened very carefully to what people 
have to say at each of those forums and we'll 
do so again this evening. 

I want to thank you for Giving me 
the opportunity to take 15 minutes of your 
time this evening to do an overview of the 
project. Let me Say that for those of you 
who have seen this presentation by Massport 
before, this one's a little bit different and 


certainly much shorter so thank you for 


bearing with me. Let's begin. 
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The presentation is really in three 
parts. It first talks about the airport: in 
terms of its economic and regional 
transportation role. I then will describe 
the project as it is presented to the 
environmental agencies and highlight the key 
environmental results of the analysis. 

First, Logan Airport is a key 
economic engine for Massachusetts and New 
England. The airport itself employs 15,000 
people and contributes 5 billion dollars to 
the regional economy. 

Next slide. A survey of Boston 
area businesses indicate that today 79 
percent of the Boston area businesses rely on 
a safe and convenient airport to do their 
business, and indeed that same Survey has 
shown that the high growth industry in the 
greater Boston area expect their reliance of 
convenient and safe air service to increase 
in the future. In particular, businesses 
such as communications, high technology, 
management services, all expect that they 


will continue to see their reliance grow at 
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Logan Airport. 

There are several kind of indices 
of delay. Does Logan Airport have a delay 
problem? We certainly do have a delay 
Problem. There are many measures of delay. 
The two that are up here, one by the u.s. DOT 
Consumer Service and one by the FAA Air 
Traffic Operations Management. Both of these 
indices, and these are indices, they do not 
calculate delays, they're Simply a benchmark 
to compare airports amongst each other in 
terms of their potential delay problems. 

Each of them show over the course 
of nearly a decade that Logan Airport is a 
delayed airport and we have ranked 
consistently among the worst delayed airports 
in Cis country. Our project, our modeling, 
which by the way was based on a modeling that 
was developed by world-renowned experts at 
M.I.T. in the flight transportation lab 
there. We used the model that has been used 
by airports around this country and indeed 
around the globe. 


That model has shown that Logan 
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Airport is experiencing today over 120,000 
hours of delay, and that the cost of those 
delays to the regional economy is over 300 
million dollars annually. We area 
Significantly delayed airport and it does 
have significant economic consequences for 
today and in the future. 

is this proposal ‘part: of a regional 
aviation strategy? Indeed, it is. It is 
part of a multi-airport, multi-modal 
transportation strategy that has been 
developed over a decade of planning, and 
indeed, has been affected by significant 
capital investment in the regional airports 
of over 600 million dollars. 

The planning work, again in the 
commonwealth of Massachusetts, in the early 
1990s when the commonwealth of Massachusetts 
conducted a second major airport Siting 
study, that study was done with a blue ribbon 
panel of over 52 members. That study 
basically concluded that there was no viable 
feasible location to build an airport in 


Massachusetts given both the environmental 
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and social and financial consequences of 
trying to build such a facility. 

That study Gas ies followed on by 
a strategic assessment report. The strategic 
assessment report, by the way, also had a 
blue ribbon panel. That study really set the 
framework for a multi-airport strategy to 
meet growing demand for travel in 
Massachusetts and New England. 

That study was followed on by a 
Study that was conducted and continued to be 
done by six states and the state aviation 
directors to look at how utilizing the 
existing airports in New England -- how we 
could meet the air travel demands irene 
future utilizing the existing airports in New 
England and indeed we have. 

Those studies all said that to meet 
the demand for air travel today and in the 
future that the region should invest in high- 
speed rail, and indeed that investment has 
occurred. High-speed rail is being tested 
right now and will become fully operational 


in the fall of this year. 
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Second, those studies concluded 
that we needed to build up the regional 
airports. We needed to invest in those 
regional airports to make them ready to 
handle increased traffic, and indeed that has 
happened. It has happened at Manchester 
Airport, it has happened at Providence, it 
has happened at Worcester, and New Bedford is 
trying to do the same. 

Those studies also concluded, 
however, that in addition to high-speed rail 
and in addition to improvements at the 
regional airports and growth at the regional 
airports, that we also needed to invest and 
improve Logan Airport, and that is exactly 
what this proposal seeks to do. In Lact, 1 
is the last piece of the strategy to be 
advanced. 

This slide shows a depiction of the 
regional airport system with Logan Airport as 
the premier airport, Manchester Airport to 
the north, Green Airport to the south of 
Boston, and Worcester to the west. These 


airports, these four airports, will be able 
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to accommodate demand for air travel in New 
England into the next several decades. This 
is the regional aviation strategy. This 
strategy is happening. 

Green and Manchester Airports are 
the fastest-growing airports in the United 
States, and to further advance the growth of 
this regional aviation system, the governor 
has asked Massport to take a greater role at 
Worcester Airport and we will be doing that. 

PARTICIPANT: Excuse me, Betty. 
Could you point out Hanscom there? I don't 

see Hanscom there. 

MS. DESROSIERS: Yes, sure. 
Hanscom Airport is right about here. Now, as 
you can see, Hanscom Airport is intersected 
by the markets of three other aL Epores , 
Regional alternatives were explicitly 
examined in the environmental document, and 
in the environmental document what we found 
is that regional airports, high-speed rail, 
and other activity could, in fact, have to 
reduce growth at Logan Airport by 7.3 million 


passengers, but that will not preclude the 
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need to do improvements on Logan's airfield. 

Logan's ground access plan. Last 
night we heard some comments about Logan's 
ground access plan. Can we do roadway 
networks to accommodate growth at Logan 
Airport? Logan Airport has a comprehensive 
and a fully-developed ground transportation 
Program. It is fully disclosed and evaluated 
in our GEIR document which we file annually 
with MEPA. 

The proposed air side improvements 
will not change the ground access demand, and 
Our ground access program has, in fact, been 
“anenig successful, particularly our Logan 
Express program which takes over 1 million 
passengers to the airport in high-occupancy 
vehicles. 

What are we proposing to do with 
Our project? What we are seeking to do. is 
Simply to reduce delays at Logan Mee ceres to 
improve our operational efficiency, to 
enhance our safety, and to do that while 
minimizing environmental impacts. 


What we are proposing in this 


document before the federal and state 
environmental agencies is to construct a 
unidirectional runway 14/32, to undertake 
various taxiway improvements on the field, 


the most notable of which is to build a new 


center field taxiway. The FAA is seeking to 


reduce the approach minimums for several of 
the runway ends, and we also looked at peak 
hour pricing. 

The environmental document itself 
has five alternatives in it. Each of the 
alternatives are designed to allow for an 
evaluation of kind of key elements of each 
Proposal. What we have chosen as our 
preferred alternative is alternative 1A. 

How will runway 14/32 help the 
Operations at Logan Airport? Logan Airport 
generally operates ona three-runway 
configuration in which the air traffic 


control tower can accommodate 120 arrivals 


19 


and departures in an hour. Runway 14/32 will 


not increase that operational capacity, but 
what it will do is allow Logan to maintain 


that operational Capacity when winds are 
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coming from the northwest. 

Delay reduction. How much does it 
help delay reduction? It helps delay 
reduction at Logan Airport Significantly in 
the near term and in the long term. As you 
can see here with the green bars, if you do 
nothing, if we are not able to build the 
Sinway, delays at Logan Airport will grow and 
they will grow expidentially. With the 
runway, the red bar, you can see that delays 
will decrease for nearly a decade, and even 
as they increase in the future, they do not 
increase Significantly over that level which 
we have today. 

And you can see that the comparison 
between doing nothing and building the 
runway, in fact, grow. The benefits of the 
runway in terms of delay reduction grow over 
time. This is not a band-aid approach. 

Results of the noise analysis. The 
noise analysis shows that we are able; by 
building this runway, to reduce noise for 
those residents that live in the highest- 


impacted area. We are able to reduce 
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nighttime operations by getting aircraft on 
the ground quicker. We are able to shift 
75,000 flights out over the harbor rather 
than over people's homes. 

And finally, we are able to obtain 
a more equitable distribution of overflights 
for communities Surrounding Logan Airport, 
and I want to talk a little bit about that. 
Today, 76 percent of our Operations occur 
Over communities that are located north and 
south of the airport. If we do nothing, 
that's going to grow to nearly 90 percent of 
the operations will overfly communities north 
and south of the airport. 

if you live in Milton, if you live 
in Quincy or Dorchester or South Boston or 
East Boston, Orient Heights or Winthrop or 
Revere or Swampscott, you will end up in the 
LULUre. sx today you have 76 percent of that 
burden. In the future, that will grow to 
nearly 90 percent. If we are able to build 
the runway, you can see that what we are able 
to obtain is a much more equitable 


distribution of noise and overflights for 
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communities north, south, east, and west. 
And, in particular, as I mentioned, we are 
able to increase the number of operations 
over water. 

What do we do to propose to 
mitigate the impact of the runway? First, we 
propose that we will build this runway and 
operate this runway as a unidirectional 
runway in perpetuity, and we will use every 
independent legal mechanism available to us 
to provide that guarantee. Those mechanisms 
include the state and federal regulatory 
agencies. We will look to include 
unidirectionality in our Section 61 
commitments. We will seek relief from the 
court injunction for unidirectional operation 
Only. We will use every mechanism available 
to us. 

To mitigate the noise impact, we 
Propose to soundproof nearly 1500 ROneS:. And 
with respect to the environmental commission, 
the upland sandpiper -- excuse me. This is 
my very last screen. You will have all 


evening long. 
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THE MODERATOR: Excuse me one 
second, Betty. Please refrain from making 
comments. They do not add to the 
Presentation, and detract from the amount of 
time that people who agree with you will have 
to make public comment. 

MS. DESROSIERS: The last thing. 
With regard to the upland sandpiper, what we 
Propose to do is to establish or create a 
habitat for the upland sandpiper down on the 
Cape which is in conjunction with the state 
Natural Resources Department which is 
desirous of that. That is the end of the 
Presentation. I want to thank you for 
letting me complete it. I want to assure you 
that we are listening. We will continue to 
listen this evening. We welcome the role of 
the state and federal agencies to take an 
independent and objective view of this 
analysis, and we welcome their conclusions. 
Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much, ladies and gentlemen, for giving Betty 


your attention. Before I open the meeting 
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for public comment, at this time I want to 
explain some of the ground rules for public 
comment. First, let me explain what we are 
doing with the sign-in lists. The farst 
people I will recognize to speak are state, 
local, and federal elected officials and 
other government officials. They will be 
afforded more time to speak than the rest of 
you by virtue of their positions, and I'm 
Sure you can extend them that courtesy as 
well. 

ioweuee we already have enough 
people signed up. Even at three minutes per 
person, that will take us to about 10:30 
tonight, 56 I would encourage you to please 
keep your comments distinct, and as soon as 
you're finished, sit down so the next person 
can get right up and speak. 

The second group of people that I 
will recognize are those individuals that 
attended last night's meeting, signed up to 
speak, but then did not speak for one reason 
Or the other. There were a number of people 


who left before they were called. 
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The third group of individuals I'1l 
recognize are people who have not previously’ 


added comment from last night. Lastly, the 


fourth group of individuals I'll recognize 


are those people who made comment last night. 
Remember that your comments from last night 
are on the record. You need not repeat what 
you said last night. If you want to make a 
different point, however, this is your 
Opportunity to do so. Consequently, I will 
be most stringent with the Liming of. that 
fourth group because if I detect theyre 
merely repeating what they said last night, I 
will cut them off. 

Due to the number of people that 
wish to speak, each speaker, aside from the 
government elected officials, will Bi limited 
to about three minutes. I reserve discretion 
in that regard. Approaching the end of the 
time of your opportunity to comment, I will 
ask you to please wrap it up, and if you 
continue on and don't wrap it up shortly, 
then I will please ask you to sit down and I 


would ask you then to be civil and please sit 
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down so that your colleagues and other people 
who agree with you might have an opportunity 
to speak. I hope I gone have to use the 
gavel. 

Remember, this meeting is being 
transcribed, so each speaker should come to a 
microphone. I think there are three located 
around. There's one in the center and 
there's one over here on my right, your left, 
and there's one up front on my Letty your 
right. Remember to identify yourself with 
your name and your community, and spell your 
last name so the recorder has an opportunity 
CO -Get..at- @igne. 

We will not entertain requests to 
donate portions of your time to somebody 
else. I will announce the name of the 
Speaker who will go next and the next speaker 
SO you can both mentally prepare and also 
Physically get ready to step right up to the 
microphone when the speaker ahead of you is 
finished. 

Let's remember what the purpose of 


this meeting is. The purpose of this meeting 
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is to give your comment to both the FAA 
officials and MEPA officials who will be 
determining the adequacy of the draft 
environmental impact Statement/report. This 
is not a forum for debate. If these 
individuals said something tonight that was 
ambiguous, then I will allow a question for 
rae. but I will not allow questions on 
the draft report itself and I will not allow 
debate on the draft report itself. 

And as I said at the close of 
Betty's presentation, please refrain from 
vocal opposition or vocal Support for what 
the speakers Say. They do not add to the 
record and I will detract time from people 
who agree with your position for as long as 
the demonstration lasts. Also, those of you 
who are holding Signs in the back, I ask that 
you do so so that it doesn't block anybody 
else's view. 

With that, I will call the first 
speaker. I note that Congressman Michael 
Capalano has Signed up to speak. I don't 


know if he's here or not, but in deference to 
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another speaker who has a physical 
disability, I will let that speaker go ahead 
of the congressman. So the first speaker 
will be Whit Saltmarsh from the Massachusetts 
Aeronautics Commission, followed by 
Congressman Michael Capalano. 

MR. SALTMARSH: Thank you very 
much, Mr. Moderator. For the record, my name 
is Sherman W. Saltmarsh; Jf«, S-A-L-T-M-A-R- 
S-H. Io am currently the chairman of the 
Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission. I've 
been chairman for the last eight Geate. I 
appreciate you allowing me to just say a few 
words. I know you've got a lot of people who 
want to speak here tonight. 

I think just to give you a bit of 
history how we got to this point and how we 
at MAC feel about this, I think we Owe it to 
the people who are really concerned about the 
Prospect of runway 14/32. As was previously 
pointed out by Betty Desrosiers, the various 
Studies that related to the second major 
airport study, the strategic iepesa went 


report, we also did a report for cargo in 
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southeastern Mass., Particularly by New 
Bedford and Worcester. We dida Passenger 
Study for all the New England states. 

As a result of all these Studies, 
going back to the second major airport, there 
are a lot of people saying, then why didn't 
you build it? We went around the state and 
had a lot of hearings, we talked to a lot of 
people. We surveyed 182 sites. We came down 
to two, Fort Devens and Winchendon. 
Winchendon was 55 miles outside the city of 
Boston, and really the only good sie was 
Fort Devens, approximately 35 miles from 
Boston. 

Ninety-five hundred acres of land, 
4500 acres of land on the north Side, 
approximately 5,000 acres on the south side 
of Route 2, a good location. So that was our 
recommendation. If you are going to build a 
second major airport, that was the location. 
I think you people ought to know that. That 
was the end of it. 

What happened after that? We 


looked into it again. The airlines didn't 
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want any part of it. They didn't want to 
spend a buck up there. What would the cost 
be to build a second major airport? 
Somewhere between 4 and 6 billion dollars. 
Is the commonwealth ready for it? As someone 
who sat in the legislature for 14 years, I 
don't think so. 

We've got this thing going on in 
Boston called the Big Dig, 2 mat ion ieee. 
So: I don't think really from a fiscal 
standpoint of view you would have seen it for 
many years. From an environmental standpoint 
of view, how long would it take to get the 
first shovel in the ground and get it built? 
Somewhere between 18 and 20 years. You'd 
probably say, we can't believe how Long it 
would take to do that, that length of time. 

Well, Mass. Aeronautics is 
currently working on an extension in New 
Bedford from 5,000 feet to 8,000 feet. 1 
went down with Governor Weld seven years ago 
to the city of New Bedford. The city council 
favored it, the mayor favored it, the 


senators, the representatives, the whole 


31 


delegation down there wants that runway 
extended. As you and IT sit here tonight 
seven years later, we're still in the ase 
of an environmental impact report. Not one 
Shovel of dirt has been done. So I want you 
just to see how long it will take to get to 
even build a second major airport. JI think 
you are owed that explanation. 

Now, you've got a problem at Logan. 
They talked about delays and whatnot. 
There's controversy. Some say there aren't 
SO many, some say there are more. From the 
Mass. Aeronautics Commission's standpoint of 
view, if the delays don't ever increase any 
more than they are today, I think Massport 
has got an obligation to the people that 
Surround this airport, all the communities 
that have been mentioned, to do anything they 12.1.1 
can to lessen the impact on the homes, their 
residences, their businesses, and their 
schools, et cetera, in that area. 

Now, as Betty pointed Out, they 
will take approximately 75,000 flights over 


water. To me, that's an improvement to the 


bh 
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people in this area. You deserve it. But if 
they don't do anything, you'll say to 
yourselves, what's going to happen? It's 
going to go on and on and on, and Massport 
owes it to you, we at MAC owe the Support to 
make sure you'll get this small runway. 

Now, what else have we done in this 
state? We've heard them talk about, well, 
what have they done to take the load off of 
Logan? At Mass. Aeronautics, as I mentioned, 
we're extending the runway in New Bedford. 


We work with all the directors in New 


England. Today as you and I are sitting 


here, almost 5 million people use Green 
Airport in Providence. Over 2 million use 
Manchester. We supported that, we worked 
with the FAA on this encouraging these 
projects to be built. 

Manchester Airport is lengthening 
their major runway today from 7,000 feet to 
9. They're also going to lengthen another 
runway at a later date. I'll guarantee you 
Mass. Aeronautics is going to do everything 


we can to make sure we lessen the load at 


21.1 
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Logan and the best way to do it, the soonest 
way to do it, is to get some of these 
flights, some of the people, not to use 
Logan. If you just stop and think how many 
people, if we didn't have the use of Green 
and Manchester, the Problem would be much 
greater today. 

Now, there's one thing that hasn't 
been mentioned about this. I haven't heard 
it very much. Our main concern at Mass. 
Aeronautics is safety. The most important 
thing that we do is to make sure that the 
landing and taking off of Planes is done on a 
safe basis. 

Now, the people at the FAA, at this 
control tower at Logan, they've probably got 
one of the finest safety records in the 
country, but you know when you have delays, 
when you have taxiways that are jammed, when 
you have flights that are up in the air going 
around and around, the chances of something 
happening are a lot greater. And I don't 
think anybody in this room wants to see any 


type of an accident. 
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I don't think it's going to happen 
but there's always that possibility because 
when you have delays, planes circling around 
overhead, on the ground inadequate taxiways, 


then there's a much greater chance for an 


accident. As I say, our main responsibility 
is safety. There hasn't been much said about 
the center field taxiway. That's one of the 


most important parts of Chis projpect ; not 
just 14/32 but the moving of those planes 
around on the ground, it's critical. 

Also, I'd just like to say here in 
closing that we've looked at all the 
different things and I've talked to Steve 
Muench, and I just want to point out to you 
that eight years ago, Mass. Aeronautics only 
spent about a million bucks a year to improve 
these airports about Massachusetts and work 
with the region. As of today, we have spent 
121 million dollars to improve these 
airports. 

The one airport I think will give 
you the biggest relief is Worcester. We 


built that terminal up there about five years 
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ago. It's a shame. They used to have over 
300,000 people use that airport. Now they're 
down below I think 70,000. I think that in 
due time, there's going to be enough pressure 
that Worcester's going to come on line. It's 
a beautiful facility but the Problem is you 
can't get to the darn place. It's a shame. 

I've talked to Karen Sullivan who 
is now the executive secretary of 
transportation, used to be the head of Mass. 
Highway. They're doing a study which is 
going to come up with a route to make the 
egress and the access into Worcester much 
ose than today. I think when that's done, 
it's going to have a great impact on taking 
people out of Logan. 

People in Worcester ana that 
central part of the state, they'd love to 
have a good airport, but one they can get to. 
If any one of you in this room have been up 
in that area and you've seen how hard it is 
to get to, you wouldn't fly out of there, 
either. You'd go to Providence or 


Manchester. So I'm telling you that we're 
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going to work with Massport to do all we can 
to get that beautiful facility up and 
running. 

It's got a great terminal, it's got 
good runways, a bright new FAA tower, and 
it's a shame it isn't being used. We're 
going to do all we can, whether it be 
fiscally or through the management, through 
the assistance of Massport and with the city 
of Worcester to really get that on line, and 
I think it will happen. It won't happen 
overnight but whatever goes on in Worcester 
is going to be taking more out of Logan. 

So just in closing, I want to. thank 
you very much. I had a hip replacement and I 
can't stand very long, but as someone who has 
served in the legislature for 14 years, I say 
to you, I understand why you are concerned. 
It's in your backyard. But believe me, for a 
long period of time, nothing was done at 
Logan, nothing was done at any of the 
airports in Massachusetts. 

They went to hell in a hand basket, 


and I really believe that this current board 
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of directors is out to try to really improve 
the facility and get some of these planes off 
your back, and I think that you can see 
you're going to get 75,000 flights moved over 
different directions over the water, and I 
would suggest that you Support it. Thank you 
very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Saltmarsh. Is Congressman Capalano here? 
We'll move on to the next speaker and let him 
speak as soon as he gets here. Next we'll 
hear from the mayor of Revere, Bob Haas. 

MR. HAAS: Io am Mayor Bob Haas from 
the city of Revere. I'd like to thank you 
for inviting us this evening, and more 
importantly to have the people here and at 
least let them voice their concerns and 
Opinion. 

The proposal to lower the weather 
minimums for landing on runway 22F, Revere 
Simply objects this proposal to lower 
decisional heights for landing on runway 22F 
in poor visibility weather. We see no 


advantage to the airport, and possible danger 
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to the community as a result of this 
proposal. 

With lowering the decision height, 
the control tower will allow more planes to 
approach over Beachmont Hill during weather 
with poor visibility because planes would be 
allowed to fly closer to the airport before 
the pilot has to see the hill under worst 
conditions. 

In poor visibility weather, the 
Pilot does not have to see Beachmont Hill in 
his approach. Given the already narrow 
envelope between the existing approach down 
ane the top of Beachmont Hill, an early 
decision height would increase the potential 
of a hazard for the Beachmont residents. 

In speaking on proposal 14/32, 
Revere is extremely concerned with the 
implications an additional runway would have 
on additional air traffic. We are not 
totally convinced that the construction of 
runway 14/32 will result in less air traffic 
over the city of Revere. The city needs to 


be assured that the existing number of 
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flights currently utilizing runway 32L will 
increase as a result of the construction of 
runway 14/32. 

It is Revere's opinion that the new 
runway will increase airport Capacity which 
will obviously result in increased air 
traffic congestion and additional air traffic 
Over our community. Until the community is 
guaranteed that air traffic over Revere will 
decrease from the current condition as a 
result of this new runway, the community will 
stand opposed to the construction of runway 
14/32. 

My comments were sent on March 
26th, 1997 when the issue came out from 
Massport that they were thinking about 
increasing and bringing back to the table 
14/32. I will be submitting additional 
comments before the final deadline which will 
be April 22nd, and I hope all the people who 
back me will also voice their concerns one 
way or the other. 

If we are talking about increasing 


airport traffic, passengers, over the next 
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ten years by almost 20 million passengers, 
people coming from the north have to go 
through my city in order to get to the 
aivperer,, “Teh. ism looking at the traffic 
congestion that is there presently, you're 
addressing ten years down the road when, as 
Massport indicated, we'll have almost 20 
million more passengers coming into our area. 

When I talk about our area, I'm 
speaking about Revere tonight, but again, 
what happens in Revere happens in Winthrop, 
Boston, Quincy, East Boston, Chelsea, et 
cetera. This is an area that I believe if we 
don't address the traffic problems which were 
addressed in 1997 in our communications, we 
in Revere will be in eonuiene Gridlock: 

I just came from the city of Revere 
coming from Mahoney Bell Circle and I'm 
coming south. There's all kinds of traffic 
there. What was it, 6:30? As you can 
imagine with all this additional traffic 
going into the airport, I think we have to 
really research that, I think we have to put 


a hold on our plans at this point in time. I 
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think that if you're looking at the airport, 
maybe the airport's expanded much too much at 
this point in time. So I really honestly 
think you people should really listen to what 
the people here Say tonight. 

I look at one other issue that I 
find quite disturbing. We have a land side 
committee, an air side committee, and it 
seems like you divided -- some people think 
by dividing their forces, it's easier to 
conquer. I honestly believe that people 
here, the elected officials in the affected 
areas, this is one issue and it showed last 
eSeR in Boston when I arrived at 5:30 at the 
state house, we looked out, we saw Signs not 
only from Revere, not only from Chelsea, 
Winthrop, Boston, and we saw them out in the 
outskirts also. 

So what I'm Saying, in summary, is 
that I believe the traffic congestion, 
without question, is a major, major problen. 
I have to look at the decrease in the 
visibility coming over the Beachmont area 


which also affects the Point of Pines area 
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because, in case you have to abort, you have 
the airport, and I think it's much more 
dangerous because there's more planes that 
are stacked up that come in. 

So with that for the Cley-ort 
Revere, we thank you for listening to our 
comments, and we will be here if anyone has 
any questions later on. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Next 
we'll hear from Preston Galano from Chelsea. 
Following Mr. Galano we'll hear from, Paul 
Nowicki, Chelsea City Council. 

MR. GALANO: Thank you very much. 
The majority and the focus of ~ presentation 
today will address the inconsistencies and 
inadequacies of the Proposal before us as 
they relate to the city of Chelsea. I will, 
before the April 23rd deadline, submit a more 
comprehensive written comment. 

First I'd like to address the issue 
of the noise impact assessment. In order to 
go forward, it's necessary to look backward. 
I first started examining the noise contour 


shortly after I bought my home in the 
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historic waterfront district in 1996. After 
becoming elected to represent District 8, one 
of the communities that will be most heavily 
impacted if this Proposal is authorized, I 
had the opportunity to attend a public 
hearing with the FAA and the Massport noise 
abatement and aviation planning officials. 

It was at this meeting in 1998 and 
through several communications between 
myself, Senator Kerry's office, and the FAA 
that I learned why Chelsea is considered just 
outside the 65 D and L noise contour, It's 
because Massport submitted a map to the FAA 
based ona prediction made by a computer 
model that has consistently underestimated 
the noise level in our community. 

The proof is in the GEIR and I will 
submit copies of my communications with the 72.3.1 
FAA along with this statement. The fact is 
that actual, that is, measured noise results 
in Chelsea have been year after year above 
65, and the predicted number used by Massport 
to assess the noise impact on my community is 


below 65. How convenient. 
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Without an accurate noise 
assessment, the true impact of health, 
environmental, and eg estate value effects 
Cannot be clearly defined, making any 
mitigation offer unreasonable. Based on the 
fact that Massport is using the same process 
to measure noise impacts that they have in 
black and white and in public admitted is not 
accurate, and based on the fact that the FAA 
recognizes the predicted noise levels are 
less than actual noise levels, the draft EIR 
should be rejected. 

PUEENGS: it should be noted that 
the noise monitor location, that's Figure 
5.2-1 on Page 5-13, indicates that there is a 
permanent noise monitor on Admiral's Hill in 
Chelsea, while all subsequent analysis of 
measured noise data is placed at Shirtleff 
and Essex Street in Chelsea. That's a Site 
that has not had a permanent monitor since 
1991, and then for only one year. 

Another area of the EIR that's 
inadequate with respect to accuracy and 


thoroughness is the four-page evaluation in 


12.3.1 
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Section 8.7 of the environmental justice 
issue. Chelsea will receive the brunt of the 
short-term negative impacts of this proposal 
should you see fit to give your approval. 
In a presentation to the Chelsea 
City Council on March 3rd, 1999, Massport 72.3.3 
representatives said runway 33 departures 
will increase from 4.8 percent to 12 percent 
of total departures. That's a 150 percent 
increase. And runway 15 arrivals will 
increase from 1.5 percent to 7.7 percent. 
That's a 413 percent increase. | 
The associated increase in noise is 
large enough that even using the understated 
predicted noise measures, 1100 homes will be 
eligible for soundproofing. While we feel 12.34 
sound insulation cannot fully mitigate the - 
impacts of increased ambient noise levels, 
many of the older homes will not be eligible 
for funding due to FAA order 5100.38A which 
requires the property owner to bring homes up 
to code before they pay. 
We realize that Chelsea is the only 


community impacted devastatingly enough to 
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qualify. The EIR concludes, and this is in 
quotes, Given the reduction in the highest 
noise-exposed population and this mitigation, 
soundproofing, the low-income and minority 
populations will not experience 
disproportionally high adverse impacts in 
comparison to the affected population as a 
whole. 

This analysis is neither thorough 
nor accurate as the EPA census maps on 
population density, minority concentration, 
and people below poverty level in ree 
show. The EIR's conclusion conflicts with 
President Clinton's environmental justice 
executive order 1289A which was designed to 
prevent the types of environmental and health 
‘injustices that have occurred in Chelsea for 
Over a hundred years. 

To demonstrate this, I've also 
attached a copy of an EPA-funded report on 
the extent of industrial pollution in Chelsea 
and its relation to the socioeconomic status 
of Chelsea residents. This is no 


coincidence. Essentially, the four-page 


12.3.5 


47 


environmental justice analysis contained 
within the EIR does not adequately analyze 
the environmental effects including human 
health, economic, and social effects of the 12.3.5 
Proposed expansion, and I would suggest the (cont.) 
analysis is yet another clever obfuscation of 
the truth, and the analysis in the EIR does 
not meet the standards of the Department of 
Transportation order. 
I really consider the two previous 
points my strengths, but I'd like to, briefly 
add that the EIR is either inaccurate or 
incomplete with respect to the following. 
One, alternatives under discussion such as 72.36 
comprehensive peak hour pricing analysis 
using a range of operations per hour levels 
instead of the Single higher operational 
threshold that underestimates the delay 
reduction. Hanscom should not be ruled out 
as a piece of the regionalization solution, 12.3.7 
and a second major airport should have at 
least been considered. 
Two, air quality measurement. 


Noise and air quality equipment should be 


48 


along flight paths. Chelsea's air monitors 238 
at the Soldier's Home, out of harm's way. 
Three, the impact on the upland sandpiper, a 23.9 
plan to relocate or mitigate for this = 
endangered species is inadequate and also 
indefinite. Also, the traffic Study. A 
study of the long-term traffic impacts on the 03.19 
Surrounding communities should be as "ee" 
comprehensive as possible. 

Also, a benefit cost analysis, how 
can you realistically and honestly mitigate 
the noise, health, and real estate cont to 
our residents? Also, the commitment to 23.41 
maintain the new runway's unidirectional 
Status, there isn't one. Data used for this 
analysis is over five years old and does not 
reflect current conditions. 

For all of these reasons and I'm 
Sure many more, I encourage you to find the 
proposal before us today functionally 
inadequate, and I would respectfully request 
that a new draft document should be required 
before any expansion can be considered. I 


would also suggest that any future requests 
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for expansion include an independent impact 
assessment that would meaningfully, 
thoroughly, and accurately detail the impacts 
on surrounding communities like Chelsea. 
Thank you. | 

THE MODERATOR: Councilor Nowicki, 
I'm sure you will agree with me that we will 
hold you off and let Congressman Capalano now 
speak. 

MR. CAPALANO: Having just flown in 
and arriving on 15/33 45 minutes late, I'm 
still against 14/32. I'm against 14/32 
because my 45 minutes is not as important as 
the peace and quiet and the enjoyment of 
their homes of the 600,000 people that live 
under the flight paths. I will speak about 
many of the things you'll hear tonight. [I 
believe that you will take into consideration 
the environmental justice of overloading one 
area of the state or one area of any region 
that benefits the entire region, yet the 
burdens are not fairly and equally shared. 

That's why I oppose this runway, 


because I don't think enough thought, enough 
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consideration, and enough heart has gone into 
the decision to do this that hurts too many 
people too directly, yet benefits the entire 
region. That's what environmental justice is 
supposed to be all about. Everybody gets to 
benefit, and everyone shares the burdens as 
equally as possible. That doesn't happen if 
this runway is built. That doesn't happen. 
Tonight you'll hear an awful lot of 
details, more details than I can give you, 
more statistics than I give you, because 
you've got a lot of people in this room that 
know this issue better than I do. But I 
don't think it takes 5,000 Saree I don't 
think it takes a Ph.D., I don't think it 
takes a brain surgeon to understand that 
building this runway before adequate and fair 
consideration and every single effort is 
taken to reduce the impact, the negative 
environmental impact, on the most densely- 
populated area in New England, one of the 
poorest areas in New England ae matter how 
you measure it, one of the most racially- 


diverse areas no matter how you measure it in 
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this country. 

I came tonight to ask you to make 
Sure that you stop this runway at this time 
because it's not fair and it's not right. 

Thank you for taking me out of order. 

THE MODERATOR: Now we'll hear. from 
City Councilor Paul Nowicki from Chelsea. 

He'll be followed by Jerome Falbo from 
Winthrop. 

MR. NOWICKI: Good evening. My 125 
name is Paul Nowicki. I've been a city 
councilor in the city of Chelsea since 1991. 

I'm standing here on behalf of the people of 

Chelsea because for far too long, we've been 

taken advantage of and we are very angry, we 

are very upset, we are very worried. Lt 

Started with the bridge in the ‘40s and the 

‘50s and it went to, as Mr. Devellis will 72.5.1 
note, to MWRA that was stuffed down our 

throat and 42 other communities, and now this 

runway. 

All of these things benefit the 
entire state and region, but instead we're 


the ones that take the full burden and it's 
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not fair, it's not proper, it's not right. 
We look at, and I'm speaking solely on behalf 
of the people in Chelsea, there have been no 
communities that's had to battle back from 
more problems than the city of Chelsea since 
the early 1900s, whether it be corruption, 
fiscal chaos, two conflagrations that 
destroyed blocks, 10, 20, 30 blocks of our 
community. No city has had to come back. 

But you know what we've done since 
1991? We've put professional government in 


place, we've balanced five consecutive 


budgets, we have a surplus of over 4 1/2 


million dollars, we have state of the art new 
schools, our population is increasing. What 
we have is improvement to the city of 
Chelsea. 

What issues we do face is quality 
of life issues, that is, of noise, of 
traffic, and of pollution, as that's 
everything this airport, this runway stands 
for. That's what we're worried about. We 
stand up here today talking about improving 


everything. Well, what has improved in the 
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city of Chelsea is the fact that our a 
values have gone up over 20 percent over the 
last few years, 20 percent. And if you look 
at a 1985 FAA study, it Says for every 
decibel level increase, there is a 2 1/2 
percent decrease in Property values. 
| That is something that the city of 
Chelsea cannot afford, or we will go back to 
receivership and we're going to go back to 
being a part of either Revere, Everett, 
Boston, some other City, and as a Cany 
councilor, that frightens me because the 
people of Chelsea are indeed the true 
foundation, the poor, the middle class, the 
working class of our community, of our 
society. That's what we are in Chelsea. 
We're not the multi-million dollar 
business owners. They live out in Newton and 
Wellesley and out west. They take millions 
of dollars off us and then go home. We're 
the people that make minimum wage. We're the 
people that have to sit in our backyards with 
Our children to have a barbecue and a family 


outing and have planes going over our heads. 
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We're the people who walk our dogs on the 
front lawn and down Central Ave. and Eastern 
Ave. in front of our 40 million dollar school 
and have trucks heading to the airport, have 
the vans with passengers heading to the 
airport on my streets. 

We're the city that has put in 20 
million dollars of capital improvement, 
taxpayers’ money, to improve our sewer 
System, but more importantly our streets and 
sidewalks which continuously gets destroyed 
by the overburden of traffic which a lot of 
Jit comes off that bridge through Revere, as 
Mayor Haas has said, right down Eastern Ave. 
hitting Webster Ave. off of Route 16, Central 
Ave. coming through our square, William 
Street when they cut through Charlestown. 

All of the cities are impacted by this. 

The people of Chelsea cannot afford 
to take this hit again. We've replaced over 
100-and-something homes which took away 
millions of dollars of taxes when they put 
that bridge through our city. And then when 


MWRA got stuffed down our throat, we were 
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Paying more on water and sewer bills than our 
taxes. 

And now we have fought so hard, 
come back from so many situations to have a 
city that is viable, that is alive, that is 
putting millions of dollars back into its 
streets and sidewalks. It's quality of life. 
Crime rates going down, trees going up, 
people coming to our schools. That's what's 
important. That's America. That's what 
Chelsea is all about, and the 28,000 people 
of Chelsea are with me and we are against 
14/32. Thank you very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Now we'll hear from 
Jerome Falbo from Winthrop, and following him 
will be Jerry Ogus, selectman from Winthrop. 

MR. FALBO: Gentlemen, I am Jerry 12.6 
Falbo, chairman of the Winthrop Airport 
Hazards Committee. I want to thank you for 
having us here tonight and listening to our 
Statements. I'm not going to be repetitive. 
There are many people that want to speak. We 
have a lot of younger people who have good 


ideas and have plenty to say. I want to make 
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one comment and then I want to read a letter 
which was a pleasant surprise we received 
yesterday, and I think the rest of the 
audience should enjoy the contents of this 
letter. 

I kind of resented the 
condescending point of view expressed a few 
moments ago and some facts by the head of the 
Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission. Let's 
face 3ty Gentirenen, you remember what the 
true facts were back in 1990 when the study 
was done for the second airport by I can't 
remember his name. He's now a professor at 
Trinity College. But when he came out, he 
said the second airport should be at Fort 
Ayer. That was buried by Governor Weld. It 
never got off the table. You know that. 

THE MODERATOR: Mr. Falbo, if you 
would make your comment. 

MR. FALBO: That was a fact. I 
didn't mean that as a personal attack. I'd 
also like to say what the gentleman neglected 
to mention is within the next year, Governor 


Weld appointed a commission to study the 


2.6.1 
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1 regionalization of airports. They came back 

2 within six months to a year with a 12.6.1 
; hs (cont.) 

3 beautifully bounded edition recommending 


that's how we should go in the future. That 
was years ago, and Massport nor the 
commonwealth has taken any action on it. 

Let me get to the real point. We 
were pleasantly surprised yesterday by 
receiving a letter from Representative Edward 
J. Markie from the 7th District of 
Massachusetts, and the letter was directed to 
John P, Devellis, regional administrator, the 
United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, with a copy to Jane F. Garvey, 
administrator. I think the contents of this 
letter has such depth perception over it: ‘that 
it almost Summarizes everything that 
everybody will say here this evening. 

Dear Mr. Devellis: I am writing to 
express my opposition to the Proposed 
expansion of -- 

THE MODERATOR: I don't mean to 
interrupt you, but if you're going to read 


the letter, we can put it in the record 
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rather than having you read it. Please 
highlight it in a couple of minutes and then 
you can put the letter in the record. 

MR. FALBO: Let me say here, The 
construction of the new runway would expand 
Logan's capacity for operations and 
increasing current potential for future 
growth, but there are several reasons why the 
Environmental Protection Agency should advise 
the FAA against the implementation of runway 
14/32. 

These include the resulting 
increase in noise pollution and other adverse 
environmental impacts runway 14/32's 
ineffectiveness in alleviating delays and the 
lack of comprehensive progressive regional 
plans to utilize New England's regional 
airports. 

I'm going to skip a couple of 
paragraphs in deference to your position, 
Sir. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. 

MR. FALBO: And I'll get to, 


Massport projects that in a 37-5 million high 


2.6.2 
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fleet passenger scenario, there will be 
approximately 250,000 annual hours of delay 
with the implementation of alternative 1A. 

On the other hand, if alternative 2 was 
implemented which omits the construction of 
14/32 but includes peak period pricing, 
delays would amount to approximately 205,000. 
That's a reduction of 45,000. 

Then he talked about low fleet 
conditions and high fleet scenarios. In the 
high fleet scenarios in which more planes are 
used and over-scheduling becomes a factor in 
place during peak times, runway 14/32 becomes 
more of a hindrance than an assistance. 

Tam firmly convinced that we must 72.6.3 
examine closely the status of our regional 
aviation transportation system before we 
implement any new structure changes at Logan 
International Airport. It is projected that 
Route 128 and I-495 corridors will experience 
the commonwealth's greatest population 
increase as we approach the new millenniun. 

It is the responsibility of both 


the federal and the state governments to 
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devise a strategy that insures some of the 
burden at Logan is relieved by those regional 
commercial airports that would welcome 
increase in regular scheduled passenger 
service. agree with Boston Mayor Tom 
Menino that a blue ribbon panel should be 
established to drive such a regional aviation 
transportation strategy. 

We must consider the adverse 
environmental impacts on these communities 
Surrounding this airport. The primary goal 
for its construction is to alleviate delays 
caused when Logan is burdened by heavy 
northwest winds. However, without a plan for 
the optimal use of our regional airports to 
alleviate these pressures from Logan, I 
cannot support the implementation of a new 
runway or any additional expansion at Logan 
Airport. My final word is this, and that is 
the EIS/EIR. It is irreconcilably inadequate 
and the secretaries should so find. . 

THE MODERATOR: I do appreciate you 
cutting your remarks short. Next we hear 


from Jerry Ogus, a selectman from Winthrop, 


2.6.3 
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1 followed by John Nucci. 
2 MR. OGUS: Good evening. I'm 12.7 
3 chairman of the Board of Selectmen from 


Winthrop and I know yesterday you heard from 
one of my counterparts. 

THE MODERATOR: Just to make sure 
I've got your name right, could you say it 
again for the record? 

MR. OGUS: Ogus, O-G-U-S, first 
name is Jerry. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. 

MR. OGUS: I'd like to sée the 
focus shifted a bit here. We hear about 
things such as delays. What I think we 
really should be talking about here is we 
should be talking about people. I think we 
should be talking about people's health. I 
think we should be talking about the 
environment. I think that's what we should 
really be talking about, not delays. 

Now, it defies, I think, our 
intelligence not to think that if you 
increase flights by a minimum of 70,000 


flights a year and you talk about larger and 
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bigger planes, more people, that we're going 
to lessen the impact on the environment. 

We know, just as East Boston knows, 
because the airport sits on Winthrop land and 
on East Boston land, we know what goes on out 
there every single day. We see the 
pollution. We know about the problems to the 
wetlands. We know about the problems to the 
clam flats. We know how it affects Bell 
Island marsh. 

We see on our cars, in our,homes, 
and what we breathe every single day, we see 
what impact the airport has on us, and 
there's no way that you can tell us that an 
increase in flights of larger planes is going 
to help the environment. JI think that's 
where the focus should be. 

How can we consider doing something 
like this without really having scientific 
evidence? How can we take a chance with 
people, with people's health, welfare, their 
very lives, their children's lives? How can 
we go forward on something like this without 


doing the necessary health studies? 
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I was at a rally last week over at 
the state house and Senator Lynch from South 
Boston reported the results of a study there. 
He talked about the commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, and that South Boston had 
something like a 61 percent increase over the 
state average for breathing and respiratory- 
type ailments. Doesn't that say something? 

I think it says an awful lot. 

And before this is even considered 
any farther, I think what we really need to 
do is we need to go back and we have to do 
some really detailed analysis, and care about 
people and the health of people before we 
start talking about building more runways and 
having more people coming into the area. 

In closing, I'd just like to say we 
have a detailed report from the town of 
Winthrop. We may nave our unique situation 
where we're located, but I do know this from 
being around all of the surrounding 
communities and being as involved as we are 
in this process, that what we say is the same 


thing that they say in South Boston, the same 
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thing that they say in Chelsea and Revere and 
Dorchester and Mattapan and Roxbury, it's 
everywhere. People don't want this airport 
and tney'don't want it because they have good 
old-fashioned common sense. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Now we'll hear from 
John Nucci. 

MR. NUCCI: Thank you very much, 
and thank you for taking the time to come out 
to this community and hear comments right 
here in the impacted area. We do all 
appreciate that very, very much. 

It's actually a pleasure to be 
before a group that has in its name 
environmental protection because if your 
mandate is to review environmental 
protection, I can't imagine it's going to 
take more than 30 seconds to determine that 
planes and runways don't protect the 
environment. 

The people in this room have dealt 
for many, many years with Massport, with 
airports, with runways, with planes. My 


father stood before Massport and groups like 
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you fighting against airport expansion and 
here I am 25, 30 years later. 

With all due respect to the people 
who are at Massport now, and they're good 
people, they're doing their job, if we allow 
them to build this runway, we remove all the 
incentive to look at the other alternatives. 72.8.1 
T guarantee you the game will stop, the 
process will stop. The other alternatives, 
the second airport, Hanscom, Worcester, and 
anything else will be off the table for a 
long, long time. We can't afford that. 

Now, I've heard, and I've remained 
relatively silent as I've heard the 
criticisms of places and people like Rast 
Sfceae. Chelsea, Revere, Winthrop, and I've 
heard people, Proponents of this runway, say 
that they are NIMBYS, that they're not in my 
backyard people, that they don't want it in 
their backyard. 

Well, let me tell you something 
about my backyard. I'ma lifelong resident 
of East Boston and my backyard is this 


neighborhood, and in my backyard is this 
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hotel, other hotels, a racetrack, a couple of 
tunnels, an awful lot of traffic, three 
tunnels, an awful lot of traffic. We are not 
people who say not in my backyard. We are 
used to living with unpleasant things in our 
backyard. 

But as I've heard said before, at 
some point, and the mayor said this quite 
well, at some point we have to say enough, 
and what you're hearing now is a group of 
people who are not trying to keep their 
community free of all urban pressure, of all 
urban negative effects. We understand. We 
live in an urban area. When 1 bought my 
house in East Boston after having grown up in 
my mother and father's house, I knew it was 
near an airport. I was aware of that. I 
knew there'd be airplane noise, but i'm not 
going to stand here and let you bring more 
airplane noise in. 

I saw the news accounts of your 
hearing last night, ana again, I do 
appreciate you having a second hearing in the 


neighborhood, and I'm reserving some comments 
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for them that I've also kept to myself. Last 
night you heard an awful lot of Support for 
this runway from the Boston business 
community, the so-called Pillars and leaders 
of our community. 

You ought to understand that we all 
have motives for Opposing this or Supporting 
this. I've told you my motive is to improve 
the quality-of life, t5 keep the quality of 
life for my family in East Boston. Those are 
my motives. The Boston business community 
folks should be ashamed of themselves. The 

Boston Chamber of Commerce, the Tourist 
Bureau, it appears as though their only 
important factor is getting customers into 
their business to spend money in their 
business. 

They should not only be 
representing their business interests, as a 
chamber of commerce, as business leaders, 
they should be concerned with the quality of 
life in the city in which they work and do 
business, and they are not. To me, it is 


unconscionable that people don't live in) thas 
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impact area, come in here and root for a 
runway, drive back to their suburban homes, 
pour themselves a martini, and wait for it to 
happen. 

I would ask you in closing to 
please fulfil your mandate, the very mandate 
that's in the title of your agency, 
environmental protection. Runways and planes 
don't protect the environment. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: We have one more 
government official that wishes to speak, 
Juan Vega, president of the Chelsea City 
Council. 

MR. VEGA: Thank you. I didn't 
come prepared to speak but I did want to take 
the opportunity and join my colleagues on the 
Chelsea City Council in also voicing 
Opposition to this runway. I'ma lifelong 
resident of the city of Chelsea, and you 
mentioned, I'm currently serving as the 
president of the city council, and I just 
wanted to reiterate to you that the entire 
Chelsea City Council has voted and have taken 


steps to further the cause in terms of 
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Opposition to this proposal. 

It does not represent anything good 
for our community. The information that was 
Cited very eloquently by my colleague, 
Preston Galano, as well as Paul Nowicki, in 
terms of the impact and in terms of the 
things that we ask you to look into igs 
essentially what I just wanted to reiterate. 

I wanted to add the characteristics 
of this city council especially in light of 
the previous speakers mentioned that, the 
business community is Supporting this and so 
is their insinuation of the business 
community is that the rest of us aren't for 
business or the rest of us don"t care. 

In Chelsea's history, I don't think 
there has ever been a more pro-business city 
council or pro-business government which has 
been most responsible for Chelsea's 
turnaround. We have given unprecedented 
incentives to businesses to keep them in the 
community. We have taken unprecedented steps 
in terms of improving our schools, public 


buildings, improving our streets. 
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We have adopted a capital 
improvement plan which basically goes against 
some of our work with our constituents. The 
capital improvement plan says we're planning 
for five and ten years ahead of time so you 
don't get to fix your street in your 
neighborhood until it's time, until we've 
decided it's time in the plan. Those are the 
kind of steps that we have taken as a 
community. 

And we very, very strongly support 
anything that enhances the community and 
enhances the business of the community 
because, in turn, that does improve the 
quality of life. This does not improve the 
quality of our lives nor of anybody in this 
room. 

In terms of the impact, the massive 
negative impact that this will have on the 
quality of our lives, it is something that we 
ask and appeal to your sense of justice in 
terms of understanding, as was mentioned also 
by the previous speaker, all of the other 


things in your backyard, all of the other 
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things that we have to live with on a day-to- 
day basis, salt piles and trucks and oil 
tanks and asphalt plants, et cetera, et 
cetera, et cetera. 

So I ask you all to take this 
Proposal in that context. It's not just 
about a runway. For all of us, it's about 
all of those things combined and we ask you 
to look at that in that broad context in 
terms of what it's going to do to all the 
people in the surrounding communities. 

Also, as was mentioned by my 
colleague, to measure the environmental 
injustice that this Proposal represents, and 
the disproportionate impact that it will have 
in the surrounding communities given the 
economic, the socioeconomic of this 
community. 

Let me also mention that for every 
Single person that's here in Opposition, make 
no mistake, there are 50 and a hundred and 
150 neighbors that are also in Opposition, 
and that is precisely what the president is 


looking to combat. This notion that 
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everybody, if they were really opposed, they 
would all be here, well, let me tell you 
something, there are people in my community 
and in surrounding communities that are 
afraid to come to a meeting like this, and 
there are people that can't come to a meeting 
like this because of other commitments. 

Everybody that's here has taken 
time out of their personal life, a 
sacrificing they're making to come and speak 
to you this evening, but there are hundreds 
and hundreds of people whc just aren't going 
to come for a number of reasons, and that is 
er what the environmental justice 
strategy is that communities like ours have a 
lot of circumstances where we're not going to 
all come, not all 600,000 people are going to 
come in front of you, but don't wait for 
Piast *  Thae se enough. These are the people 
that are telling you that they are Hawes for 
their neighbors, they're here for their 
friends, their families, their children. 

And it's really important again in 


terms of just understanding that the 
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communities we're dealing with are not going 
to be coming up here in great numbers, and 
these are the folks that are representing 
them. Thank you very much, and again, I 
appeal to your sense of justice to put a stop 
to this proposal and let them look for the 
alternatives and then take this up whenever, 
but no on runway 14/32. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: We've exhausted the 
list of government officials who wish to 
speak. At this time I'm going to take a 
brief recess before we open the floor to 
individual comments. It's now 7:59. We'll 
reconvene at 8:05. 

(Brief recess taken.) 

THE MODERATOR: There are plenty of 
seats in the front row if you'd like to sit 
down. Once again, I remind people with signs 
if they would please hold them in a way that 
did not obstruct the view of anybody behind 
you. One more government official has signed 
up to speak. It's Rochelle Bennett. We'll 
hear from her, but before we hear from her, 


let me tell you what's going to happen 


hb 
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afterwards. 

We will alternate between Supporter 
and opponent, and in fairness, since all but 
one of the government officials spoke opposed 
to it, we'll start with a Supporter. Also, 
there are far fewer supporters than there are 
Opponents, as you might imagine. Each person 
will be strictly limited to the three 
minutes. We have enough people now that even 
at three minutes we will go way into the 
night, so I will hold people to a three- 
minute maximum. 

At two-and-a-half minutes I will 
tell you to wrap it up. At three minutes, I 
will tell you to please take your seat and 
the next person should start right away. Any 
applause will take away the time from the 
next person. So first we'll hear from 
Rochelle Bennett. 

MS. BENNETT: Thank you. My name 
is Rochelle Bennett and I'ma city of Chelsea 
councilor. I was not going to speak this 
evening but I have to speak. Chelsea, as you 


know from the list of previous speakers from 
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the council, 426.4 community that has gone 
through a lot as have all of the communities 
here, and the reason I got up to speak is the 
health impact isn't being addressed as much 
as it should be. 

Chelsea not only has the Tobin 
Bridge, it not only has Logan Airport, we 
have salt piles, we have truck Cratric thar 
number in the thousands per day through the 
city of Chelsea to get back and forth to the 
aarport,. The sale piles that Massport has in 
Charlestown also affect Charleston, Chelsea, 
and East Boston. The salt piles that Chelsea 
has affects Charlestown, East Boston, and 
Chelsea. 

I happen to live under runway 
15/33, and it has impacted my health. I am 
one of the victims of what can happen when 
you live ina community that is so heavily 
impacted environmentally as Chelsea is. When 
I became the District A councilor, I couldn't 
believe the area that I got with all of their 
environmental problems we had there. I have 


lived there for 13 years and I am one of the 
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victims of living there. 

THE MODERATOR: Now we'll hear from 
Jim Kloche, Greater Boston Chamber of 
Commerce. Following Mr. Kloche, Kathy 
Callahan. 

MR. KLOCHE: Thank you very much 12.11 
and thank you for holding this hearing. I'm 
Jim Kloche. I'm the director of economic 
development for the Greater Boston Chamber of 
Commerce. The Greater Boston Chamber did a 
study a year ago in which -- 1 live in the 
city of Boston -- in which we identified the 
five industries that contribute the jobs to 
Our economy, health care, high tech., higher 
ed.., financial services, and tourism. All of 
these industries depend on Logan Airport. 

All of these industries bring customers and 
workers in and out of Boston every day. 

We believe that we need a two-step yeh 
approach to address the air travel issue. 
Step one is to do more with regional 
airports. Step two is an expanded 14/32. 

The chamber believes that if we can take 


these two steps, we will set the stage for 
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job creation to 2030 in the greater Boston 
area. 

If, on the other hand, we do not, 
we risk threatening the competitive position 
of those five industries, high tech., higher 
ed., health care, tourism, and financial 
services. Those industries represent half 
the jobs in our area, and they support 
another 30 percent of jobs. Again, we ask 
for your consideration of this proposal. We 
appreciate your holding the hearing tonight, 
and we wish to be recorded in support of both 
regional airports and 14/32. 

THE MODERATOR: Next will be Kathy 
Callahan. Following Ms. Callahan, we'll have 
Glen Morse from Continental Airlines. 

MS. CALLAHAN: Hi. My name is 172.12 
Kathy, with a K, K-A-T-H-Y, Cai lahan,;  C=A<i— 
L-A~H-A-N, Bunker Hill Street, Charlestown. 

THE MODERATOR: Hang on a second. 
We'll lower the microphone for you. 

MS. CALLAHAN: I say that where I 
live because there's another Kathy Callahan 


in Charlestown and I've gotten her into all 
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kinds of trouble. Congressman Capalano said 
that you don't have to be licensed to 
understand this issue, but Preston encouraged 
me to speak about a couple of things because 
I am licensed, and in a little bit I'd like 
to speak about overwhelm, overload, overkill, 
and homework problems in a couple of minutes. 

This is an editorial that appeared 
in the Herald, a piece of it, and it's hard 
to read my handwriting so I'm going to read 
als oor I have lived on two battlefields. 

Before moving to Bunker Hill Street in 
Charlestown, I lived in Lexington. Bottom 
line, based on living in Lexington and going 
to meetings, it's a class issue. 

Charlestown is sacred turf. So is 
Lexington. I happen to want to stay in 
Charlestown and I really would like to buy a 
home there this year, but if Massport builds 


the runway for the conventioneers, I'm moving 


Out. Quality of life issues are important to 
me. I'm a writer about attention deficit 
disorder. Even if you don't believe in 


attention deficit disorder, you all know 
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people here who are easily affected by noise. 
Everybody does. 

By way of example, I'm Originally 
from the New York area. New York City is a 
Study in contrast. That's.also a world-class 
city. Research shows that the New York City 
economy and tourist trade isn't suffering 
because planes fly into and out of Newark, 
JFK, and Laguardia. All of the runways that 
service New York City are located 15 to 20 
miles outside the city. 

Individuals and companies, as far 
as I can tell, aren't pulling up stakes and 
moving out because they have to drive into 
New York City. New York City had the 
foresight not to build an airport smack dab 
in the middle of the city where residents 
Sleep, read, and recreate and have barbecues. 

Massport and the governor have a 
lot to learn from New York City and the 
people in this community who have to help 
their kids with homework every night. How 
hard is it to get a kid to settle down and 


read? Add all these planes over their heads, 
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it's going to be a nightmare. 

Across the board, those who support 
the runway mostly don't live in the area. [I 
would love to stay in Charlestown, I love my 
neighbors, and I put together a petition that 1?2.12.1 
I will circulate eventually with the help of 
CARE because I'm a member of that group. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it ups 

MS. CALLAHAN: Le“S i Support oF 
Representative O'Flaherty and Delio's 
legislative bill 1576 which Opposes the 
runway. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Next we'll hear 
from Mr. Glen Morse from Continental 
Airlines, and following him will be John 


Tardif from Winthrop. 


MR. MORSE: Thank you. Good 2.13 
evening. My name is Glen Morse. That's M-o- 
R-S-E. I'm senior director, industry 
affairs, for Continental Airlines. Prior to 


joining Continental Airlines 14 months ago, I 
was serving as managing director, regional 
Operations, for the Air Transport 


Association. ATA is a trade association for 


23 
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all the major U.S. passenger and cargo 
airlines. 

In my role with ATA, I worked 
closely with FAA and Massport to implement 
environmentally acceptable air traffic and 
airport improvements to reduce the 
historically high level of delays at Logan. 
As a result of this involvement, Massport 
asked me to co-chair the air side review 
committee which was formed to insure active 
and extensive community involvement in the 
planning and environmental processes 


associated with the Logan air side 


improvements planning project. 


The air side review committee was 
comprised of community and business 


representatives, and served as a technical 
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liaison between Massport and the many diverse 


constituencies around Logan. In order to 
further assist the community in the review 
process, Massport allocated funds to the 
Logan Community Advisory Committee for an 


independent consultant to analyze and 


critique the technical results of this study. 
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It is important to note that the 
CAC's consultant did not dispute, and in fact 
accepted, Massport's technical findings on 

the operational benefits of the environmental 
analysis which serves as the basis for this 
environmental documentation. The Purpose of 
this introduction is to describe briefly the 
extensive coordination process which Massport 
used to foster understanding of the various 
components of the proposed Logan air side 
improvement project. 

Continental Airlines supports the 
implementation of all of the airfield 
improvements and the instrument approach 
minimums reductions contained in Massport's 
preferred improvement alternative 1A. To 
repeat, alternative 1A consists of the mid- 
field taxiway, the minimums reduction for 
runways 15 right, 22 left, 27 and 33 left, 
extension of taxiway D, as in Delta, 
realignment of taxiway N, the southwest 
taxiway optimization, and the unidirectional 
runway 14/32. 


For the record, we concur with 
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Massport's decision to exclude implementation 
of peak hour pricing from the preferred 
alternative at this time because its limited 
delay reduction benefits as identified in the 
draft EIR/EIS, its adverse economic impacts, 
and a firm belief that it does not address 
the primary causes of delay at Logan; that 
is, wind and weather. 

We support all of the taxiway 72.131 
improvements, most notably, the mid-field aa 
taxiway, because they will enhance the safety 
and efficiency of aircraft movements on the 
airport. “These efficiency gains translate to 
environmental benefits as stated in the draft 
EIR/EIS -- 

THE MODERATOR: Please WIA ee py 

MR. MORSE: -- because they reduce 
taxi times and consequently reduce engine and 
noise emissions. Finally, Continental 
Supports the construction of unidirectional 12.13.2 
14/32. Everyone acknowledges that 14/32 is 
not a silver bullet for all delays. However, 
in good weather when the winds are from the 


northwest like tonight and delays are caused 
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because there's only a Single arrival runway, 
this program will serve to eliminate those 
delays. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much, sir. 

MR. MORSE: This is a problem that 
we have now and will continue to be a problem 
in the future. 

THE MODERATOR: Now we'll hear from 
John Tardif, followed by Gail Visentin. 

MR. TARDIF: Mr. Moderator, I'll 
try to speak quickly in my brief time period. 
My name is John Tardif, T-A-R-D-I-F. 
Massport, in their Opening statement, made 
reference to an injunction. You may be aware 
that 1974 through 1976 that court order went 
into effect. It indicates Massport shall not 
be allowed to further construct runways at 
Logan Airport. 

Theat, Sic) was Signed on with 
agreement by Massport and the secretary of 
environmental affairs from this commonwealth. 
Those parties agreed at that time that there 


was irreparable harm, irretrievable, 
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irreconcilable, permanent, irreparable harm. 
No runway was built. The economy blossomed. 

It's about the environment. It is 
about people, it's about churches, it's about 
neighbors, it's about quality of Pipes (Bae 
it's also about a reasonable, fair, accurate 
evaluation of the Massport report. The whole 
thing surrounds the parable of 120. You're 
all aware of what 120 is for aviation people. 
To these people, it means a plane every 30 
seconds. 

When that injunction ees into 
place, there was only 200,000 planes, I knew 
that in 1974 and 1976, that flew in and out 
of that airport. Now today there's 539,713 
planes this year. With a marginal 4 percent 
increase, there will be 600,000 planes next 
year. That is a three-fold increase. Has 
the environment corrected itself? Has there 
been a self adhesive on this band-aid? 

The problem with the EIR is 
Massport is myopic. They see 14/32 as the 
exclusive center of their report in that EIR. 


Oh, well, those runways are already there. 
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We're not taking into account the effect of 
that whole body. That's why the science is 
skewed. It is junk science. I ask you to 
disregard it. 

Very briefly on that rise in 
airport traffic. We can reasonably expect 
that with the runway construction they will 
be able to increase, even with their 75,000 
number offset by the use of the new 
configuration, to reach 120. 

THE MODERATOR: Please Wrap: 12 ups 

MR. TARDIF: One twenty wert be 
863,000 planes over this town, over this 


community, over the million people that 


stretch from north and south. We can't take 
120. It doesn't fit in an inner-city 
airport. As to the other arguments of delay, 


that's been refuted by a 3 percent accuracy 
taking out cancellations which should not be 
in there. And lastly I say, if tourism is an 
endangered species, then we will not be 
Sacrificial lambs to indentured servants of 
tourists. 


THE MODERATOR: Ten seconds will be 
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subtracted from the next Opponent's speech. 
Gail Visentin is next. T 
MS. VISENTIN: My name is Gail 2.19 
Visentin and I'm British Airways director of 
passenger and cargo operations at Logan. I 
was born in Chelsea and I lived the first 15 
years of my life in Revere. British Airways 
has been serving Logan since 1952, and is 72.15 
sensitive to concerns about noise at Logan. 
The airport improvement Program proposed by 
Massport is in the interest of all citizens 
around Boston because it promotes airfield 
safety and operational efficiencies. 
In the interest of time, I will 
Submit a written testimony, and I thank you 
for the Opportunity to be heard this evening. 
THE MODERATOR: Next we'll hear 
from Robert Driscoll, Sr. Following Mr. 
Driscoll, we'll hear from Terry Trainor from 
U.S. Airways. 
MR. DRISCOLL: Good evening. My 72.16 
name is Bob Drigeéoll, “Sr. Liat S6  D-Rs= ta See. 
O-L-L. Please be sure and put down senior 


because you heard from my son last night who 
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speaks for himself and he's a member of the 
Board of Selectmen. I'm the vice chairman of 
the Winthrop Noise Air Pollution and Airport 
Hazards Committee. 

There's been some statistics and 
some statements made that I would just like 
to add some clarification to. Last night, 
one of your speakers mentioned that Logan 
needed a fourth runway. Logan Airport has 
five runways. What Massport is asking for is 
a sixth runway, and I think this is very 
important when you realize that the other 
major airports in our country, most of them 
do not have five runways. 

The three airports that service New 
York City all have four or less runways. The 
three airports that service our nation's 
capital have three runways at the best. I 
don't know why they think they have to have a 
Sixth runway at Logan Airport when the newest 
airport in the United States at Denver only 
has five runways. They also have 50 miles of 
nothing around them so that they don't bother 


anybody. 
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Now, it's important to keep this in 
mind because Delta Airlines just announced I 
believe yesterday that they're going to add 
another 18 flights out of Boston. Delta 
Airlines' major terminal is Atlanta. Atlanta 
is also the hub of the southern travel. They 
have four runways down there. I think that 
they need to be asked why hey think that 
their answer to their problem is another 
runway when everybody in the United States 
has wind. Even in Denver and Iowa, they have 
wind but they don't have to be building new 
runways to accommodate it. 

Mr. Blute came to Winthrop a few 
months ago to try to talk us into believing 
that 14/32 was good for all of us. We, of 
course, rejected his ideas, but he made some 
very interesting statements. It was a 
meeting that went on for four hours and if." Ss 
all on tape courtesy of WCAT which is our 
cable network in Winthrop, and if you'd like 
a copy I'll be glad to give it to you. 

Near the beginning of it, Mr. Blute 


made the statement that we know that Green 
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and Manchester will reach full capacity in I 
think he said a couple of years. He gave a 
time frame. About an hour-and-a-half later, 
forgetting that he had said that, I guess, he 
made a comment in regard to somebody else, in 
which -- I believe it was Mr. Blute Se ONE Of 
them did make a comment that even if they 
don't get 14/32, that Logan will increase at 
4 percent per year. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 

MR. DRISCOLL: In other words, 
gentlemen, other airports reach full Capacity 
but Logan never reaches full capacity. I'll 
wrap up by saying that this is the double 
talk that we have had to tolerate not only 
from this current management at Massport but 
for the last 25 years, and this is why we're 
so incensed at their idea that they can do 
this. In the planning board office in the 
town of Winthrop on the second floor of town 
hall -- 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Driscoll. 


MR. DRISCOLL: -- they say on the 
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plaque that poor planning on your part does 
not necessarily cause an emergency on our 
part. Unfortunately, it has caused an 
emergency because their poor planning is 
creating havoc for this entire area. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Driscoll. Next we'll hear from Terry Trainor 
from U.S. Airways, and he will be followed by 
Richard Rodes. 

MR. TRAINOR: Hello. My name is 12.17 
Terry Trainor. I am the general manager for 
U.S. Airways here locally at Logan, an 
airline which employs more than 1150 people 
locally at Logan, and who -- 

THE MODERATOR: I think you need to 
speak closer to the microphone, Mr. Trainor. 

MR. TRAINOR: I represent an 
airline which employs more than 1150 people 
locally here at Logan, many of who live in 
and contribute to the local economy and the 
communities that are represented here 
tonight. U.S. Airways, which carried more 
Boston passengers than any sthee aieiine: 


strongly supports the development of a new 


92 


5,000-foot runway and other air side 
improvements designed to reduce delays at 
Logan International ALL POrE 

As you know, for inany years 
restricted airfield Capacity at Logan has 
resulted in extensive delays for our Boston 
passengers. Because.of the unbalanced nature 
of Logan's current airfield layout, the 
amount of usable runway capacity changes 
dramatically depending on the direction of 
the wind can change. 

As a result, not only does Boston 
rank sixth in delays in the U.S., but the 
occurrence and severity of those delays are 
particularly unpredictable. In order for 
U.S. Airways and other airlines to provide 
reliable and affordable air service, it is 
important that we are able to operate 
efficiently. Current airfield limitations at 
Logan do not permit efficient Operations. 
The resulting delays are costly to the 
airlines, and also costly and inconvenient 
for our customers. 


As with other major cities, 
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Boston's future economic health, while 
dependent in part on having reliable air 
transportation links to national and 
international markets, many other cities 
including Atlanta, Miami, Philadelphia, San 
Francisco, and Seattle are addressing this 
challenge by improving runway capacity. To 
remain competitive, Logan must move forward 
as well. 

I'd like to submit comments from 
Our executive office which also represents my 
view. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Trainor. Now we'll hear from Richard Rodes. 
He will be followed by Ed Freney from 
American. 

MR. RODES: Thank you. My name is 12.18 
Riek Rodes, R-O-D-E-Ss, I am chairman of the 
Public Relations and Citizens Activity 
Subcommittee of the Winthrop Airport 
Hazardous Committee, a Winthrop airport 
issues resolutions activist, and I'm 
president of CARE, Communities Against Runway 


Expansion. 
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But most importantly, I'm here 
because I'm a citizen whose family lives very 
close to the airport just down the street 
from one of the runways. Every day of my 
life and my family's life, we are impacted by 
Logan Airport. Basically, the quality of our 
life I have seen change dramatically 
especially in the last few years. ‘The 
pollution, the impact of overflights, and the 
noise is just getting worse. 

T won't repeat a lot of the things 
that everybody else has said and said 
probably far better than I, but I just 
brought an illustration for the big picture 
is this is Massport's 75th anniversary 
newspaper supplement, and in it they have a 
very nice map that shows Logan Airport 
overlaid by Chicago-O'Hare, Dallas-Fort 
Worth, and Denver. 

And Boston-Logan, which serves 
about 25 million people, over 25 million 
people, sits on 2500 acres. Comparing that 
to Denver Airport, which serves 31 million 


people, just 6 million more than Logan 
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granted, but not basically on the same scale, 
that sits on 33,000 acres, over ten times 
more than Logan. 

Think about the impact on the 
environment of all the traffic that goes into 
Logan, all the airplane traffic, compared to 
‘the same roughly capacity that goes into 
Denver and Fort Worth. That concentration, 
and that's what people here are Saying, that 
this is a small urban airport. Denver would 
cover a range from Revere, Winthrop,, Boston, 
Chelsea, East Boston, Charlestown, Everett, 
Roxbury. That is how large Denver is. 

We are having roughly the same 
amount here in Boston. Enough is enough. 
TRS: is: at capacity. I'll wrap up simply by 
saying on behalf of the Airport Hazards 
Committee in Winthrop, the Winthrop Air 
Activities, the people of CARE, my two young | 
children live right beside the airport and my 
family, I ask you, I beg you, I implore you, 
and if I may be so bold as a. Citigen, I 
direct you to do your job and protect us, 


protect the environment, please protect us. 
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Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Now we'll hear from 
Ed Freney from American. He'll be followed 
by Richard Dimes. 0 Q 

MR. FRENEY: I'm Ed Freney, the 1 
general manager from American Airlines here 
at Logan Airport. I'm here tonight to 2.19.1 
underscore American's Support for the 
Massport air side improvement project. We 
believe that a new unidirectional runway for 
regional aircraft will benefit all of Logan. 

The new runway will help reduce 
delays at Logan and allow the airport to 
Operate more efficiently when the winds are 
northwesterly. This enables the airport to 
operate a three-runway configuration that is 
required to handle the demand. A plane that 
is late in leaving Logan likely will be late 
in arriving at its destination, and whether 
we talk about a complex, intensive hub and 
spoke operation or a tightly-scheduled point 
between networks, it doesn't take much to 


throw an entire day's schedule out of whack. 


As delays increase, the costs of 
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providing reliable schedules tend to rise 
even faster which can result in higher fares, 
and as anyone who has experienced a crowded, 
chaotic terminal during a severe weather 
event knows, any time an airline's capacity 
is restricted, the quality of service we can 
offer our customers declines dramatically. 

Improving the efficiency of an 
airline's operation at Logan will also enable 
the carrier to create much less 
environmentally-offensive product. With less 
waiting time on the ground, we'll definitely 
reduce fuel burning emissions. American has 
a long, rich history in Boston. We began 
service back in 1927 with a non-stop flight 
to New York. The aircraft was a Single- 
engine Falker and it carried six passengers, 
a pilot, a co-pilot. It took two-and-a-half 
hours to reach New York. 

THE MODERATOR: Excuse me, Mr. 
Freney. Please everyone, let's keep the 
catcalls and comments to yourselves. This 
rere add anything, and let's be civil and 


let each speaker speak. Even though they may 
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not agree with your opinion, they are 
entitled to some civility. Continue, Mr. 
Freney. 

Mk. FRENEY: Today, American 
operates more than 70 flights daily, carries 
thousands of people to destinations 
throughout the United States, Puerto Rico, 
London, England, and Paris, France. On June 
lst, we'll celebrate two major events at 
Logan. We'll launch non-stop service to 
Seattle using a new, next-generation Boeing 
737-800, and we'll mark the 40th anniversary 
of the very first jet flight at Logan. 

Today, American is a top carrier at 
Logan with four-and-a-half million passengers 
coming through our gates each year and nearly 
over 2500 American employees that call Boston 
their home. We need business in Boston. Not 
only is it our slogan but it's our commitment 
to providing quality service to our 
passengers and customers. Building the new 
runway will help us live up to our 
commitment. It's good for Logan. It will be 


good for the airlines that serve Logan. 
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THE MODERATOR: Next we'll hear 
from Mr. Dimes, and then we'll hear from Sean 
Donahue from United. 

MR. DIMES: My name is Richard 
Dimes, D-I-M-E-S. I live in the town of 
Winthrop on Johnson Avenue which borders the 
airport. In the year 1970, I was then 
chairman of the Winthrop Board of Selectmen 
and testified at hearings just like this in 
Opposition to a Massport plan to add two 
parallel runways to Logan Airport. 

At that time, after numerous 
hearings, protests, and demonstrations as we 
have gathered you see here tonight, then- 
Governor Sargent rejected the plan, and his 
Statement at that time was that Logan had 
reached its capacity and that the 
environmental impacts on the Surrounding 
communities was such that it could not 
continue on or enlarge this airport to give 
it more detrimental effects to us. 

Now, I have lived at this location 
for 29 years, and in all that time I have 


looked over at the airport and seen the 
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Capacity, I have seen more aircraft coming in 
by the hundreds or thousands, and I have seen 
Massport do not one iota to solve our 
problems. 

You have heard mentioned that they 


were going to take Rhode Island airport, they 


Say Manchester, New Hampshire. They are not 
Massachusetts airports. They are states 
other than ours. They're just smart. 


They're enlarging and robbing our customers, 
I suppose, but case in point is this. We 
Cannot tolerate -- I'm not going to be around 
too much longer, I've been around a long 
time, but I don't want the future generations 
~~ we are a proud community, we have a lot of 
assets that add to our will to live there. 

We don't want to have it affected 
constantly by an airport who feels they can 
go unlimited because they don't want to face 
the fact that other areas of Massachusetts 
might have to shoulder the burden that we 
have been shouldering for the last 40 years. 
I'm a hundred percent against 14/32. Thank 


you. 


2.20.1 
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MR. DONAHUE: Good evening. My 
name is Sean Donahue. I'm the city manager 
with United Airlines in Boston. United has 
served Logan Airport for 54 years and we 
employ over 1500 employees here at the 
airport. United Supports the new runway for 
three critical reasons. 

The first reason is safety. Safety 
is United's number one core objective, and 
while Logan is a very safe airport, it is 
clear that this new runway will make it even 
Safer. In our industry, safety is something 
we can never be satisfied with nor complacent 
with, and this runway will improve Safety at 
Boston and at Logan Airport. 

The second reason is service. 
There's no secret that Logan is a very delay- 
Prone airport. That creates great disservice 
for our customers, and this new runway, in 
reducing delays, will allow the airlines to 
serve our customers better and meet their 
needs. 

The third reason is air quality. 


Again, the delays cause the airlines in many 


12.21 


12.21.1 


12.21.2 


12.213 
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cases to be out on the runways for 45 to 60 


minutes before we're allowed to take oft. T 213 
That obviously creates air quality problems cont.) 
and pollution problems. The new runway will 


alleviate those issues and be able to improve 
the pollution in the area and to improve air 
quality. 2 

In summary, we Support the runway 
for three Critical reasons. It wid make 
Logan safer, it will allow us to serve our 
customers better, and it will improve the air 
quality and reduce the pollution. "Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Donahue. Next we'll hear from Mr. Ronald 
Taylor from Charlestown, and he'll be 
followed by Scott Godfried from the Airline 
Transport Association. 

MR. TAYLOR: My name is Ronald 2.22 
Taylor. I'm a member of the Community 
Advisory Committee and a member of the 
technical airport research group. Asa 
technical person, I've listened to this 
safety issue as it refers to lowering of 


approach minimum. It is not a safety issue. 
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It is an issue of more aircraft being allowed 
to .arrive in more severe weather. The safety 
issue is the worst the weather, the tougher 
it is to land. 

The next issue, 14/32. The parties 
from the Federal Aviation Administration and 
Massport have yet to provide a Craftfic 
pattern for that given runway, and to explain 
what the approach will be, what type of an 
approach there will be, how the aircraft will 
be directed to that given runway as it is 
referred to the combination of 33 left 27. 

It appears that 27 and 32 will be a conflict 
and there will be a safety issue. 

I would ask Mr. Pugsley to oppose 
and reject the EIR/EIS for this reason. 

There is an underlying portion of this inside 
the 1976 restriction on build-out at Logan. 
The extension of runway 9, the extension of 4 
left, if you allow Massport to have their 
way, that restriction is lifted and we'll now 
have runway 9/27 10,000 feet long, runway 22 
right or left, 10,000 feet long, and the 


number 120 operations per hour is fictitious. 
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It is a fictitious number that Massport would 
like attain by having 14/32. It is a 
catastrophe environmentally waiting to happen 
by allowing them to increase to 220 
Operations per hour. Thank you very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Next we'll hear 
from Scott Godfried from ATA, who will be 
followed by Steve Stoddard from Winthrop. 

MR. GODFRIED: Thank you. My name 
is Scott Godfried. I'm the director of the 
eastern region for the Air Transport, 
Association of America, and we represent 23 
major air carrier operators in the United 
States. Today I am speaking for these 
airlines, their respective employees, and the 
passengers and shippers who use Logan 
International Airport. 

ATA and the airlines serving Boston 
Logan Airport support the Logan sags Side 
improvements planning project in its 
entirety. As a partner with Massport, local 
officials, and community representatives 
throughout the comprehensive process leading 


to the submission of the draft environmental 
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impact statement and environmental impact 
report, we believe that the benefits to be 
garnered by all parties weigh heavily in 
Support of the project. 

The present operational posture 
within which the airport operates results in 
Significant delays durirg certain wind 
conditions. The efficiency of the airport's 
operation is severely compromised during 
these times due to the lack of a runway 
configuration compatible to the operational 
requirements otherwise addressed by the 
available runways in all other wind 
Situations. 

The obvious solution to this 
problem is the implementation of Massport's 
plan which includes the construction of 12.23.1 
runway 14/32. The ATA cannot stress enough 
the importance of the reduction of the 
current level of delays which plague Boston 
Logan Airport, and the corresponding level of 
service which we are able to provide to our 
Passengers and shippers utilizing the 


airport. 
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It is our position that the 
implementation of the entire project will 023.2 
lower the overall noise impact on the . 
Surrounding communities. This is due to the 
unidirectional orientation of the new runway 
and the efficiency gained which will cause a 
‘reduction of delayed late-night operations 
which currently impact citizens at the most 
intrusive time of the day. 

In fact; tonight tf think you're 
going to see this brought to bear on that 
example precisely. Right now we are running 
anywhere up to two-and-a-half hour delays at 
Boston due to the current Situation, and the 
airlines will be operating later schedules. 

Additionally, the air traffic 
System and pilot operational safety benefits 
will be realized. A lessening of fuel 
emissions from delayed aircraft on the ground 
will also result in associated economic 
benefits for the greater Boston area will be 
gained. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 


MR. GODFRIED: In the interest of 
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eine, the ATA will submit e more detailed 
presentation of these and all the pertinent 
items via a written submission to the 
appropriate state, the MEPA, and the federal 
FAA agencies. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Now 
we'll hear from Steve Stoddard. He'll be 
followed by Richard Salinni, East Boston. 

MR. STODDARD: My name is Steve 72.24 
Stoddard and I'm from the town of Winthrop. 
I'd like to start off by thanking Rochelle 
Bennett for her courage in explaining what 
she did this evening. It was critical to the 
whole idea of the environmental protection 
that the neighborhoods and the communities 
Surrounding Logan Airport need from you. 

I'd like to open by saying the EIS, 
as currently constituted, should be eee 12.24.1 
Out and reworked with an independent group 
and be sent back to the public for further 
comment. As a former frequent business 
traveler, not once have I thought about the 
delay time that I was going to encounter at 


any airport in the United States. It did not 
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influence my ideas of going to a city to make 
money even when it was San Francisco who is 
the number one delayed airport in the 
country. 

I'd like to bring up a little note 
that some people here Should know about about 
Massport's concerns for our health and the 
wellness of our families. Somebody from the 
town of Chelsea had called Massport regarding 
a move that they had made for Lies 65 1d 
They had moved so that the Child could have 
an easier time Sieepine as the child is 
severely autistic. When they brought this up 
to Massport, Massport said they would look 
INO Lt 

This week, they received a letter 
from Massport. The letter enclosed in it had 
a Wall Street Journal article telling of 
medication the child Should have at night so 
they could sleep better. We do have copies 
of it. 

Over the next five years, Massport 2.249 
has stated that the flights over my town 


would be reduced. When asked what the 
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impacts of 10, 15, and 20 years are, they 
have been unable or unwilling to answer, 
That is totally unacceptable. They promise 
that the new runway will be unidirectional. 
The FAA makes that decision, not Massport. 
The main reason they want 14/32 is 
to reduce delays. There igs conflicting data 
that shows Massport may be overstating the 
delays at Logan. IT have asked for a break- 
out of the reasons for delays but have seen 
nothing to spell them out. What percentage 
of the total delays would not be affected by 
any new runway; i.e., mechanical delays at 
the airport, pilots out sick, or flights 
delayed and then canceled for Snow reasons? 
Massport has not even followed what 
the needs are in filing a complete EIS. 
Below are a couple of items that are severely 
missing from the document as far as I am 
concerned. They are all from Chapter 6 of 
the EIS contents. Section 1502-1, the 
environmental impact statement shall inform 
decision-makers and the public of the 


reasonable alternatives which would avoid or 
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minimize adverse impacts or enhance the 
quality of the human environment. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 

MR. STODDARD: We have seen nothing 12.24.4 
of that nature. The environmental impact 
statement should present the environmental 
impacts of the Proposal and the alternatives 
in a comparative form, thus sharply defining 
the issues and Providing a clear basis for 
choice. We have seen none of that. 

I am advocating enclosing a 
comprehensive up-to-date study showing all 
alternatives that are available. We should 
be looking at Otis Air Force Base, Worcester, 
Green Field, Hanscom, and further 
regionalization as well as a new arrport- to 
develop a plan that compares what is the best 
long-term strategy, not a quick, short-term 
fix. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Stoddard. Richard Salinni, please. 

MR. SALINNI: My name is Richard Th.25 
Salinni. I live in the Jeffrey's Point 


neighborhood of East Boston. I've lived 
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there for 47 years. First off, what alarms 
me the most -- I mean, I could tell you about 
noise all day long. I mean, I sleep like 


three hours a night, but what alarms me the 

most, in my neighborhood of Fast Boston, they 12.25.1 
tell me -- I heard Peter Blute, it come right 

out of his mouth, that there's going to be 

little, if no, effects on the Jeffrey's Point 
neighborhood. 

Well, I beg to differ with him. 
According to his chart in Volume 4 of the 
environmental draft, Appendix M, Table DM1-8, 
this is on VOCs, right now in L999. you! 2a 
around a level of 200. With a higher build 
in 2010, it goes to 448, There is no place 
close, not even Eagle Hill, which is going bo 
get 21,000 more flights. They only go to 372 
which is still damn high. 

I want them to explain to me how 
they think that goes to 448. Is it something 
to do with maybe the breeze because these 
planes have to take off into them that will 
blow the VOCs back into the community and 


Over the brand new Park that we fought 20 
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years to get? They gave us six acres of park 
land when they took 71 from Wood Island Park, 
and now they want to pollute it. 

The figures which I gave you which 
is the highest in the entire chart does not 
take into consideration background levels 
which is three tunnel vent buildings, an L 
Street power plant, and there's also a power 
Station, the boiler plant on the airport. ft 
doesn't even take into consideration those 
levels. That's number one. 

Number two, cost. They talk about 
cost in delays. Let me tell you about costs. 
Every time I leave my house it cost me. Did 
you see this traffic jam out here CONLGHE? ~ 05 
try to get to Revere and it used to take me 
15 minutes to get to Revere. It can take me 
40 minutes to get to Revere On a Friday 
night. It's insane. You're talking about 
costs? It costs me between gas and the 
insurance, my insurance rates are one of the 
highest in the state because every time a 
rental car in the airport gets into an 


accident, guess whose insurance it counts on? 
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Mine. 

You know the VOCs that come down 
and spray a nice layer of dust on everything? 
Well, that nice layer of dust causes me to 
have to leave my beautiful four-foot Slider 
that I got a beautiful breeze all summer long 
that I cannot enjoy. It costs me in air 
conditioning along something like $250 
including another hundred on insurance and a 
hundred extra for gas. What's it cost me? 
Four hundred and fifty to $500. How, do you 
like that for cost? Times how many people? 
They talk about costs? 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up, 
Sir. 

MR. SALINNI: Three, what are they 
doing to increase use of other airports? 
They recently hired -- in the March edition 
of the Airport Journal it says they hired a 
Wes Harper from Boeing Corp. And what are 
his duties? The Airport Journal says he 
would focus on attracting new international 
airline service to Boston, to Logan. 


In wrapping up, I'd just like to 
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Say I seen an interesting anti-smoking 
commercial this morning at 5 o'clock on TV 
where it showed elders dying of smoke and 
children picking it up, and the bottom line 
was, don't take it personal, it's just big 
business without a conscience. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: I'm sorry. I 
didn't announce the next speaker. [I 
apologize if I mispronounce this name. Joe 
Palenza. Following him will be Karen 
Madalina from East Boston. 

MR. PALENZA: Good evening. I'ma 
lifelong resident of East Boston, the Eagle 
Hill area to be Specific. I'm also the 
chairperson of the East Boston Land Use 
Council which is one of the oldest councils 
and committees in East Boston. On March 
25th, we had an invitation for Massport to 
come to our meeting. Not only do we 
represent the East Boston Land Use Council, 
we represent the whole East Boston community. 
At that time, Massport refused to come to our 


meeting, without any notification, without 


giving us the reason why, and I think we need 
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The East Boston Land Use Council 12.96 

voted to oppose the building of runway 14/32, aie 
the center field taxiway, and the lowering of 
the minimum of the height of the approach. 
Also, the East Boston committee is basically 
coming closer together on this because at the 
meeting at Spinelli's that Massport came to, 
everybody was listening to Mr. Blute going on 
and on about his rhetoric, whatever he was 
talking about, I really didn't understand 
him. 

But anyway, I have to thank Mr. 
Blute and Mr. Cellucci for one thing only, 
and this is the only time you'll see me 
thanking them. That's for bringing the East 
Boston community together more than ever 
before since I've been around. And also, I 
want to leave a message for Mr. Cellucci. We 
do sign your paycheck. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Next 
we'll hear from Karen Madalina, and she will 
be followed by John O'Connor. 
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Madalina. I'm chairperson of the Jeffrey's 
Point Neighborhood Association. I'm on the 
Green Way Council, East Boston Land Use 
Advisory Council. I'm a lifelong resident of 
East Boston. I'm opposed to 14/32 and the 
center field taxiway. The Jeffrey's Point 
Neighborhood Association had a meeting in 
February. The Massport Authority came and 
gave their presentation. Tonight is my 
fourth time listening to their presentation, 
and the more they do it, the better they get. 

If they had been at the Fast Boston 
Land Use Council, then that would have been 
my fifth time. They are using divide and 
conquer strategy to try to divide this 
community, and as Joe said, it hasn't worked. 
We think that there are other options to 
runway 14/32 and the center field taxiway. 
This is also the Jeffrey's Point Neighborhood 
Association who voted to Oppose it. There 
were 150 people there. 

The communities should not be 
penalized for Massport Authority's poor 


Planning, and them not taking a long-range 
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approach. Their band-aid approach is 
unacceptable. We're concerned about the 
quality of life issues, the environmental 
impact. 

I'm going fast because I just want 
to reiterate everything that all the other 
people that are here this evening that have 12 979 
spoke about the environmental impact. We're anes 
concerned about the Quality of life. We want 
environmental justice in our community. They 
talk about soundproofing, but there's noise, 
air quality that we're concerned about, the 
health hazards particularly to the elderly, 
seh children. 

I made telephone calls to get 
people to come to this meeting. I spoke to 
mothers who are concerned, their children 
have got ear infections, asthma, the elderly 
with the breathing problems. Dollars cannot 
~- I'm hearing from all the business people 
about the cost of dollars. Well, the cost of 
dollars cannot -- I'm getting nervous now -- 
but the cost of dollars cannot take the place 


of the quality of life and the health of the 


people that live in our Surrounding 
communities. 

One thing that peopie have said, 
Logan Airport is like a five-pound bag. You 
cannot take ten pounds and stuff it into a 
five-pound bag. We demand environmental 
justice. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 

MS. MADALINA: And I'd like to say 
that the draft EIS and the EIR is inadequate. 
They use outdated studies and the figures 
that were used, the FAA modeling did not 
adhere to the qualifications. Lack of 
alternative studies. What about Hanscom 
Airport? JI read in the- Boston Globe that 
Blute talked about Worcester Airport. He 
never mentioned Hanscom Airport. There are 
other alternatives. 

They also take credit for 
Manchester, using Manchester, Providence. 
The reason why people go there is because the 
airlines offer cheaper fares. You can go 
from Manchester Airport to Texas for $200, 


whereas if you use Logan Airport, it's $500. 
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Again, we want environmental justice. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, ma'am. 
Now we'll hear from Fn onChaASS. 

MR. O'CONNOR: I'm John O'Connor. 
I'm part of the CARE coalition. I'm here to 
lend my voice to the neighbors to Say no, no 
way, never, no more to 14/32. Let me just 
say that I do environmental technology for a 
Living. If anyone ever wants to get bored 
out of their minds, I have three books I've 
written on the topic, so I know something 
about these environmental impact studies. 

And I'll tell you, this study isn't 
Ween the paper it's printed on. This study 
is, at best, intellectually dishonest, and at 
worst, it's a book of half truths and lies. 
The CARE coalition is going to submit a very 
detailed people's environmental impact study 
to give the neighbors a clue as to what's 
really going on because this doesn't -do it. 

But I'll tell you, if you look at 
the numbers, it reminds me of a book I read 
in college in a statistics course. It was 


called How to Lie with Statistics, and I'll 
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just walk you through some of it and you'll 
get the detailed written comments later 
because you can't do it justice in three 
minutes. 

But anyhow, one is, you know, 
there's talk about the delays. Well, if you 
really read the numbers in here, the delay 
Situation has gotten better 25 the last few 
years, not worse. Number two, if you read 
FAA statistics, they say there's only a 3 
percent delay factor. Massport is Saying 
it's 20 percent. Where does the truth lie? 

If you look at the details, this 
only solves the congestion problem for five 
years. They're not being intellectually 
honest about one fact here. They're building 
the capacity of this airport, and all the 
studies that they have printed up until this 
point have talked about moving this airport 
_ to handle roughly 20 million to 40 million 
passengers in the next 15 years and that's 
the truth. They're expanding this airport to 
almost double the traffic in the coming years 


and you don't see that clearly in this 
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There's little or nothing about 
these new planes. These new planes are going 
to be able to accommodate upwards of 500 to 
600 passengers and will reduce some of the 
noise, they say, but the pollution from these 
new planes is going to be a lot worse. Talk 
to Boeing about this and they'll give you the 
nine yards. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 

MR. O'CONNOR: Finally, there is 
little or nothing as to how this airport 
impacts our public health. They care more 
about -- hey, I'm a bird Lover, ‘eight? <<. bee 
they care more about the birds in this report 
than they do about the people. What are they 
going to do with the birds out here? They're 
going to move the birds to Cape Cod. Hey, 
are they offering to buy us homes in Cape 
Cod? No. This report is worthless. Reject 
it. 

THE MODERATOR: Next we have 
Richard Lynds. 


MR. LYNDS: Thank you. My name is 
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Richard Lynds, L-Y-N-D-S. My family and I 
are lifelong residents of the Rast Boston 
community, and I'm here this evening as an 
attorney who's familiar with the 
environmental review process to talk about 
the inadequacies of the draft environmental 
impact statement and impact report. I'm also 
here to express my Opposition to Massport's 
plan to construct runway 14/32 and the center 
field taxiway. 

Like most of us who live in this 
community, unlike the many people we've heard 
who represent the airline industries, we 
already know that Logan is situated on land 
ill-suited to house never mind the nation's 
16th busiest airport, the nation's 16th 
busiest bus terminal. Although Massport 
plans to construct a new Sunad which 
promises to place less flights over the 
surrounding communities, their approach 2.29.1 
serves only as a temporary band-aid solution 
to a much bigger problem that they're 
ignoring. 


Massport predicts that passenger 
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growth at Logan will increase from 25 million 
or so passengers to 35 or 40 million in the 
next ten years. Furthermore, Operations at 
Logan which currently peak at i20 per hour 
are expected to increase.as well, and 
Massport can't deny that. While Massport 
cites the need for a new runway at Logan to 
help solve efficiency problems, a better 
solution might have been something that 
solved their capacity problems. 

And there's no question that a new 
runway will help increase capacity at Logan. 
According to the draft environmental impact 
statement, current flight demand at Logan can 
be accommodated on three runway 
configurations with minimal delay. By 
constructing a new runway, Massport and the 
FAA will be able to operate many more flights 
into Logan while keeping delays down to the 
so-called acceptable level. In my opinion, 
this is a Capacity increase, not an 
efficiency increase, and it's something the 
community does not need. 


One thing I couldn't help notice is 
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part of the scope for the draft environmental 
impact statement issued in 1995, Secretary 
Trudy Cox required Massport to examine 
alternatives of using existing airports 
instead of constructing a new runway. In 
fact, she referred to comments which 
Suggested expanding the use of Hanscom Field 
which is close to Boston and owned by 
Massport, but the PEIS and the DFIR ignore 
Hanscom's potential for relieving anything 
other than general aviation traffic. 

Since the ENF was released in ‘95, 
the popularity of regional airports such as 
T.F. Green and Manchester have increased 
dramatically. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 

MR. LYNDS: JI will. But Massport 
continues to ignore expanding the use of 
Hanscom despite the relatively low number of 
Operations at that facility. For more than 
25 years, this community has endured the 
Prospect of an additional runway. Massport 
cites the project will provide improvements 


to alleviate the arrival and departure 
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problem, but in the very same breath, they 
talk about how in order to meet the projected 
demand of passengers at Logan, a new runway 
is necessary. 

Massport can't have it both ways. 


It's either efficiency for today or expansion 


for tomorrow. The communities Opposing a new 


runway at Logan Airport. have spoken in a 
unified and loud voice. We don't want 
another runway, and we believe that our 
communities have shouldered the burden long 
enough. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Lynds. 

MR. LYNDS: I'm wrapping up now. 
As the state and federal agencies responsible 
for protecting our environmental rights and 
Our environmental justice, I ask that you 
assess the burden that our community is being 
asked to face once again, and consider the 
inadequacies of these documents. I thank you 
for your time. 

THE MODERATOR: Now we'll hear from 


Mary Berninger. I apologize if I 
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mispronounced your name. 

MS. BERNINGER: You did what 
everyone does. It's Mary Berninger, and it's 
B-E-R-N-I-N-G-E-R. 

THE MODERATOR: Go ahead, Ms. 
Berninger. 

MS. BERNINGER: I live on St. 
Andrew Road in the Orient Heights section of 
East Boston. 

THE MODERATOR: Before you start, 
let me announce that the next speaker will be 
Mary Ellen Welsh from Fast Boston. 

MS. BERNINGER: I'd like to outline 
for you my reasons for being in strong 
Opposition to the Massport Authority's 
Proposed new runway, otherwise known as 
runway 14/32, the proposed center field 
taxiway, and the Proposed reduced minimums as 
they pertain to environmental justice, and 
I'd like to couch them in terms that have to 
do with your implied and very, very specific 
mission statement with regard to protecting 
the environment. 


The existing court ordered 
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injunction against the runway serves to 
protect the environmental interest of East 
Boston residents and should not be 
Overturned. The reasons behind the 
injunction remain sound. Our community 
should not be asked to absorb additional 
negative environmental burdens without ell 
other alternatives having been studied and 
serious implementation of all alternatives 
attempted. 

Please do not be Swayed by the 
argument that this runway is needed to help 
alleviate delays at Logan International 
Airport for the tourist industry or for 
business travelers coming to Boston. By 
Massport's own figures, fully 57 percent of 
all passengers arriving at Logan or departing 
Logan are residents of communities located 
west of Route I-95 and Route I-495. 

Clearly, the logic of Siting 
another airport nearer to those residents 
cannot be denied. Such a new airport would 
Serve to enhance the justice of not allowing 


more negative burdens here in Boston, and 
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would bring those passengers closer to their 
homes. 

I would also ask that you consider 
the impact the airport currently has on the 
health of residents of East Boston. Our 
children's overall well-being is being 
compromised daily by the negative effects of 
the pollution created by the airplanes and 
the attendant traffic going to and from 
Logan. That includes cars, taxis, 
limousines, buses, and cargo trucks. 

The infrastructure of our community 
cannot withstand additional burdens which 
would be evident if runway 14/32 is built. 
Massport's presentations have alluded to the 
5,000-foot runway as being primarily for 
commuter planes and being necessary because 
of the wind patterns here in Boston, while a 
runway that is a mere 280 feet short of a 
mile which can accommodate 100 passenger jets 
creates an unfair environmental burden on 
East Boston. 

With careful planning, another 


airport could be designed with a runway 
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configuration that would take into account 
all possible wind patterns and the problem 
would not be duplicated. I live right near 
the Bays Water Street area, and I am 
adamantly Opposed to the reduced minimums 
because at the point of deciding to abort the 
landing, we would be most greatly affected by 
it, so I want that on record. 

For the health and Safery of ali 
persons in East Boston who are trying to live 
a somewhat reasonable quality of life and 
whom should not be considered expendable to 
Satisfy the needs of the traveling public, I 
ask that your agency deny Massport's request 
to sanction runway 14/32, the center field 
taxiway, and the reduced minimums. Thank 
you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Next 
will be Mary Ellen Welsh, and following Ms. 
Welsh we'll have Tony Gambale: 

MS. WELSH: I'm Mary Ann Welsh and 
I live in the Jeffrey's Point neighborhood of 
East Boston. I'd like to comment, number 


one, about the inadequacies in the EIR; and 
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two, about the concept of environmental 
justice, but before I begin, I would like to 
address just something that Mr. Saltmarsh 
Said at the very beginning of the hearing. 

That was, he was touting the 
advantages of having Sve bunuay because it 
would send more flights over the water, but 
in. fact, the runway, the flights that go over 
the water would impact us in East Boston, 
they would impact the people who are in the 
seaport district, and all the housing that's 
along the waterfront now and the new housing 
that's being proposed InGludineg that being 
Proposed by Massport Authority. 

The other issue is that while those 
flights would go over the water, they would, 
in a certain runway configuration, send twice 
as many or three times as many off of 27 over 
Boston Harbor, but then over very densely- 
populated neighborhoods in Boston and beyond. 

And at the other end, it would send 
three times as many flights over very 
populated neighborhoods beginning in East 


Boston's Eagle Hill, and then on to Chelsea, 
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Everett, Malden, Somerville, and so on. So 
the advantages of the runway sending flights 
over the water are not advantages at all for 
people who live under those other flight 
tracks. 

We were looking for some experts to 
look at this document that's under 
consideration by MEPA. We found a document 
that was written by the Society of Senior 
Engineers, and they cited in that document 
several places where this document is 
inadequate, and I won't cite them aids but in 

the CEQ sections including LOO) beg. OE 14, 
14A, B, C, D, and F, and others which I will 
give to you in my written comments, where the 
document doesn't meet environmental 
regulation standards. 

in addition, our community 
consultants, in their review of the document, 
use many examples where deficiencies exist in 
the EIR/EIS. These professional technical 
experts substantiate and confirm the 
arguments and positions the community people 


have made over the years, and especially have 
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made about the current airport expansion 
proposal. 

This representation of data to 
substantiate a certain point of view is found 
throughout the EIR. ‘This is confirmed and 
illustrated by the community consultants to 
the CAC. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 

MS. WELSH: As an example, in 
Jeffrey's Point with takeoffs on the new 
runway 14, the day-night contours in the EIR 
show that the noise level would not reach 60, 
but yet in another table called times above 
noises levels, the information contradicts 
those figures. The times above noise level 
in the appendix show there would be an 
increase to the 65 DB threshold under option. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Ms. 
Welsh. Tony Gambale, please. He will be 
followed by Stephen Brown. 

MR. GAMBALE: Good evening. My 
name is Tony Gambale I live at 169 Condor 
Street. I was born on this island 61 years 


ago. I'm a machinist by trade, a pretty good 
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machinist. At 61, I still like to learn 
things. I want to address something to the 
fine people of Massport. 
Why do you want to patch up 
Massport? The airport's old, it's fallaing 
apart. Something that goes around in my 
head, you've got South Weymouth Naval Air 
Station which was just abandoned by the 
government. It's capable of handling B52 
bombers. Why is it that nobody once tonight 
ever mentioned that airport? It's about a 
15-minute drive from here and maybe a 10- 
minute drive from downtown Boston. 
As I say, I like to learn. Can 
anyone from Massport tell me why no one's 
ever suggested using the South Weymouth Naval 
Air Station, other than the fact that the 12.32.1 
people in South Weymouth say they don't want 
it used as an airport because it will bring 
the value of their property down? Is that 
why you don't want to use it? 
Why don't you do me a favor? 1 
lived here 61 years. Buy me out and I could 


move somewhere, I don't know where I'll move 
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because I was born and raised here, and maybe 
for the next two or three or four or five 
years that I got left to life, I won't have 
to listen to your noise. Easter Sunday 
morning I turned 61 years old. 5:30 in the 
morning, the sorties come over. I thought I 
was in Vietnam. 5 o'clock the planes 
started. 

The evening before that, I went to 
a vigil mass and 7 had communion, and there's 
S.0'¢lock in the morning I'm Cursing. This 
went on, may God strike me dead, this went on 

all morning. Look into South Weymouth. 
Either that, or buy me out and give me a kick 
in the ass and get me out of here. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Gambale. Stephen Brown, please. Mr. Brown 
will be followed by Susan Grogan. 

MR. BROWN: How are you doing? My 
name is Stephen Brown. I'm a resident of 
East Boston. I was born and raised here, I 
still live here. T'm also a business owner 
in the city of Revere, and I want to speak -- 


I didn't really Prepare anything. I figured, 
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let me wing this. But I've listened to a lot 
of people here and they spoke a lot of 
concern. 

One thing that I've noticed is, I 
mean, I've got a 15-minute walk, not even, at 
a slow speed from my house to Wonderland 
Station. One day, with the chaos of Crartic:, 
it took me, no lie, 35 minutes to get from my 
house to Wood Island Station, three ely: 
blocks. 

Expanding the runways, you, know, 
you can talk all that jargon you want, you 
can give me all your reports that you can pay 


for, bit the thing that I see here is we talk 


about bringing in more —- well, we want to 
alleviate delays. I won't deny there's 
delays. I can watch them from my house. 


We talk about trying to increase 
safety down the airport. How many times 
during the course of a day does it take when 
a plane comes in for a landing and it gets 
aborted because maybe someone approaches the 
runway slow? Maybe that just has to do with 


management as opposed to traffic. Travel, 
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yeah, a lot of people come in and out of 
Boston. They want to come enjoy our 
historical society here, but unfortunately 
it's being diminished by the airport. 

Back in the early ‘90s, my house 
went through the soundproofing fiasco, I'll 
call it, because it was nothing but a fiasco, 
and when they were doing my house, I'm Saying 
to myself, something's up, you know. And 
then I see the park being built down the 
waterfront, nice park, but I also say, 
something's up. 

You know, it's just kind of sugar 
coating everything to pacify the people of 
East Boston, Chelsea, Winthrop, Revere and 
all the other Surrounding communities. In 
the city of Revere, Route 60 is a major 
traveled road. It was probably built, God, 
probably in the ‘20s to accommodate 20 cars 
back then. I. thank 2t- was: a runway then. 

But the thing is, too, there's a 
lot of times when people in Revere, and I've 
spoken on behalf of the people of Revere, 


argued about fire apparatus trying to get up 
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Route 60 to North Revere. Traffic is a major 
issue. Expanding the runways, expanding the 
size of the buildings is Hee the issue 
Massport should be looking at. 

Massport should be looking at 
management control and trying to figure out 
how are we going to alleviate the problems 
that exist now before creating more problems? 
The taxi in the middle, you know, something 
kind of bugs me there, too, because 1 
remember watching through Cablevision at one 
point in time when we started cleaning the 
Boston Harbor, and at one point they were 
barging all the dirt Out, and then at one 
point they couldn't barge it out because 
Someone was complaining about something. 

THE MODERATOR: Try to wrap it up, 
Sir. 

MR. BROWN: Sure, no problem. If I 
remember correctly, they were dumping some of 
the bottom of the Boston Harbor in between 
the runways, and if I remember correctly 
reading in the paper something about PCB or 


something which is a cancer-causing agent. 
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I'm no science guy but it's just amazing how 
much bull could be Published and not state 
the real facts. 

I think people would Probably work 
with Massport if Massport was straight and 
honest with them, but it's come to the point 
that people have said enough is enough. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Brown. Susan Grogan, please, and following 
her we'll hear from Anthony Nash. Susan 
Grogan? Anthony Nash? Ig Louis Covino in 
the audience? I'm sorry, Mr. Nester, I 
couldn't read your handwriting. You're up. 

| MR. NESTER: My name is Anthony 
Nester from East Boston. I'm from the 
heights here. fThat's where I live. This 
morning I wake up and go out on my front 
Porch and what do [I smell? Jet A fuel 
blowing at me from a triple 7 from British 
Airways. I went in the house, went down the 
cellar so I could breathe better. 

I'm not trying to get mad. The 
noise level's got to cool down, get rid of 


the 27s, get rid of the 737s, and get rid of 
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the DC8s at 11:30 at night, at quarter of 2 
in the morning blasting down the runway. 
That's it. I've had enough noise level. you 


people can do it. And another thing. Don't 


put another runway, please. I'm asking you 
nicely to chill out, man. That's the way it 
is. 


THE MODERATOR: Louis Covino? Art 
Plovan Lom Apr Winthrop. Following Mr. 
Flavin will be Fred R. Moore from Saugus. 
MR. FLAVIN: My name is Ae Oy Basins 12.35 
I'm a resident of Winthrop. . I live aman 
area that supposedly isn't anywhere near a 
flight path, but I'm pretty tired because I 
got woken up this morning at 5:30, and 
tonight I won't be able to get to bed until 
after 11:30 even though the average noise for 
today is probably way below 65 DB. 72.351 
But the point that I want to make 
is we'd like -- i think the Proponents would 
like us to believe that there is some master 
plan that 14/32 fits into. I don't believe 
there is a plan, no clear plan anyway. A 


plan doesn't consist of a nice slide 
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presentation, of a power plant presentation 
with a few bullets on it. 

I believe that Green and Manchester 
grew because of market forces. Nobody 
stepped up ahead of it. A plan means you get 
ahead of the need, predict the requirements, 
you put programs and investments in place, 
and you're there before the need becomes 
urgent. That didn't happen at those two 
airports. It happened because Logan is so 
beyond capacity that people got frustrated 
with it. 

The signs of obsolescence are 
coming in, as any business could see. Ags 
soon as there's another alternative, people 
are going elsewhere. Now, if there is a 
plan, I'd like to know what it is. Tell me 
what you think is going to happen to divert 
the planes in five or ten years. 

How many people are going to be 
taking high-speed rail? How many people are 
going to be using city-side air terminals? 
How many people are going to be using the 


regional airports? We're even getting 
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Signals that the regional airports are going 
to max out. 

What I can't understand Loy LOS: Bo 
obvious that anybody that's done any 
Strategic planning looks at this and says, 
there ‘isn't oné, 14 there was, people 
wouldn't be talking about having a blue 
ribbon commission. 

One of the disappointing things is, 
I wish there were some business people here, 
how can a business executive responsible for 
his company and responsible for the jobs in 
his company, has to look five and ten years 
ae to the future and still Support something 
like this: that ics 66 obviously lacking in 
planning? It's unbelievable. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 

MR. FLAVIN: What we need to do is 
start solving the problem. Get off this 
debate about 14/32, admit the airport is 
obsolete, divert our efforts to solving the 
transportation problem. 

THE MODERATOR: Fred Moore from 


Saugus. 
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MR. MOORE: Thank you very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Hang on just as 
second. Following Mr. fiosee wiil be Anthony 
Fetrucelli from East Boston. 

MR. MOORE: This is going to be my 
only presentation on this issue. I deal with 
a lot of alternative transportation advocacy 
in my neck of the woods and I have an uncle 
who lives in Winthrop on Shirley Avenue and I 
visit him frequently so I know firsthand the 
nature of this problem. 

First of all, let's get rid of all 
the fire and brimstone and neighborhood 
demagoguery on this issue and talk about what 
is the larger picture that these people, the 
Proponents of this runway are looking at 
essentially, the nutshell things. Improved 
mobility, promoting commerce and prosperity, 
Okay, very noble goals, right? 

But I have a way with three words 
that we could improve mobility, mitigate 
environmental impacts, and truly address 
Capacity, congestion, and mobility problems 


for the 21st century, yet this has been 
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glossed over and fluffed aside as kind of an 
aside. Three words, people, high-speed rail. 

Now, the thing is, when we say 
we're talking about looking at the 
alternatives, frankly this crowd on both 
Sides of the aisle I am really disappointed 
with. Essentially you've been talking about, 
well, let's put the airport somewhere else. 
Let's take our problems and put them on 
somebody else. Everybody has said about how 
obnoxious a form of transportation that 
aircraft gas turbine has done to 
Civilization. 

But, you know, the people who live 
in these other places that you have BiGGee ea 
the airport go to are just like you. They 
don't want it, either. Would you prefer to 
live a mile from an airport or a train 
station? Which would have less environmental 
impact? When we're looking at what will 
really mitigate and what's the true mobility 
picture, are we really looking at all the 
Si agsae ese, Or are we just looking at 


continuing government subsidy of the airline 
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industry because all the research and 
development for the aircraft gas turbine is 
dispense money? 

So, you know, you've got the NIMBY 
factor out there, and locating airports out 
in the boondocks when there isn't enough 
critical mass of people to complain about 
Siting is just an engine for suburban sprawl. 
And do you know that economic development, 
the new frontier, is not out on 495 in 
sprawlsville, it is here. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 

MR. MOORE: I'm a new urbanist and 
this is what we should be looking at. We 
Should be planning now for more inter-modal 
transportation, and I'm appealing to you 
people to get a hold of your state and 
national legislators to increase funding for 
high-speed rail. There is no rail trust fund 
like there is an aviation trust fund. 
Heckling does not increase your credibility. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Moore. 


MR. MOORE: Thank you very much. 
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THE MODERATOR: Anthony Petrucelli, 
please. 

MR. PETRUCELLI: Thank you. My 
namé is Anthony Petrucelli and I'm a lifelong 
resident of East Boston and I currently 
reside at 87 Orient Ave. [I just want to 
first of all thank all of the residents who 
are here tonight in Opposition for this 
Proposal. You are a credit to your community 
staying out late at night. It's almost 9:30, 
and you deserve a round of applause for 
yourselves. So let's give a round’ of 
applause for everyone who's here: Lonight 

The residents have done a wonderful 
job in explaining to you why they're opposed 
based on the air traffic and the 
environmental impacts. JI want to talk 
briefly about another impact that is directly 
related to this Proposal that no one has 
touched on. 

In order for Massport to build 
runway 14/32, Massport needs to demolish and 
relocate two existing air cargo facilities 


that are located on the current location on 
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the airport where they want to build runway 
14/32. There is a Proposal among many right 
now that will bring an additional 1850 
vehicular trips per day to an already over- 
congested neighborhood of East Boston and its 
Surrounding communities Chelsea and Revere. 
Suffolk Downs recently had an 
article in the real estate section of the 
Sunday Globe, of all places, not in the metro 
region, not in the city weekly, it was buried 


in the real estate section, and it was just a 


small story, to develop 25 acres of land as T 37 4 
airplane facilities. It doesn't make any 
sense. 


I don't understand why Massport 
can't understand that in order to build this 
runway, you need to expand into our 


neighborhoods. That's a point that needs to 


be made. There's no more room to go. Go 
elsewhere. Go to Hanscom, go to Worcester, I 
don't care. There's just nowhere else for 


you to go and it's self-explanatory, and the 
need to expand those air cargo facilities is 


just a detriment to our community. Go over 
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On Eastern Ave. in Chelsea. There's all 
kinds of airplane facilities, park-and-fly, 
car rentals. 

Tnose are the issues that are 
concerning me as an East Boston resident, not 
necessarily just the airplanes, the noise. 
We all live with that every day. Something 
has to stop. This needs to come to an end. 
We need to just stop where we are right now. 
No more. aixport expansion, period. Not just 
the runway, no more airport expansion, 
period. 

Airplane facilities, car rentals, 
that's the air we breathe in our community. 
That's what you have to see. [I don't know 
how it can be made any more clear. In order 
for them to expand, they need to come into 
Our neighborhood. That's such an important 
point that's missed in the air side 
improvement program Proposal that Massport 
pitches. So thank you, everyone in 
attendance tonight. Thank you very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Mr. Ascolillo. 


MR. ASCOLILLO: Good evening. My 
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name is Hugo Ascolillo, and I'ma lifelong 
resident of East Boston for 71 years. The 
airport is across the street from my house. 
The original airport was across the street 
from my house and I still live there. I 
heard a lot of things tonight against runway 
14/32 and the taxiway and all this, and I 
agree with it all. There's not much more I 
can say to it. 

I just want to say this, is that I 
am an expert resident. I know what it is to 
be a resident at an airport. I don't need 
Statistics to tell me what's good and what's 
bad about it. Now, I've done a lot of 
traveling around the world especially Europe 
in the last 20 years, and every airport, 
major airport that I went to in Europe from 
London, Milan, Berlin, Paris, Rome, Athens, 
every one of these airports have two major 
airports, and none of them are 10 or 20 
minutes from downtown of any one of the major 
cities that I mentioned. None of them are 10 
or 20 minutes, and I never gave any thought 


about how long it would take me to get to 
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Rome, Athens, Paris when , got there. 

My argument is this. Logan Airport 
is 75 years old, four years older than me. I 
feel my age. 1 want to do a lot of things 
but my body won't let me do them. Logan 
Airport, formerly the Boston Municipal 
Airport, has served Boston, the commonwealth 
of Massachusetts, the United States of 
America, and the world in them 75 years. 

Let's give Logan a break. She 
served us in World War II, she served us in 
Vietnam, she served us Over the Cuban 
missile crisis with B52 bombers, I don't know 
how many airports can Say this, with atomic 
bombs and hydrogen bombs on its runways, and 
we never complained about it. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 

MR. ASCOLILLO: Logan Airport is a 
grand old dame of airports in New England. 
Let's treat her with respect. Let her go. 
Enough is enough. 

THE MODERATOR: Next is Thomas 
McCarthy from Rast Boston, please. Mr. 


McCarthy will be followed by Roberta Horn 
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from East Boston. 

MR. McCARTHY: My name is Thomas 
McCarthy, and I'd first like to thank you for 
coming and staying this late to hear the 
concerns of the people of this community, but 
my concern is that you're listening and I 
certainly hope you are. 

I understand it's difficult for you 
and for Massport to be here, but the reason 
it's difficult is because the way this issue 
is being handled and this issue LESELE aS: BO 
wrong and so grotesquely unjust. As an 
environmental protection agency, one of the 
jobs -- 

IT also came here tonight with this 
button on as well as this one because I'm 
also a candidate for a state rep., but I took 
it off because I don't stand in front you as 
a candidate for state rep. I stand in front 
of you as a lifelong resident of East Boston, 
third generation. I've been around long 
enough that I remember Wood Island Park. I 
remember Neptune Road which was a beautiful 


environmental area, tree-lined, absolutely 
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The environmental impact that Logan 
has had incrementally on this community over 
the years has been enormous. f'm raising 
five kids in this community. I hope a couple 
of them will stay and I'll have a fourth 
generation of my family living in this 
community, but I want them to live somewhere 
that is environmentally sound enough to have 
a family, to raise a family, to be where you 
can just live without the constant -> 

You know, the NIMBY argument that 

was made, without the constant -- it's not 
about this being in my backyard because Miss 
Desrosiers, when she gave her short 
Presentation, she said something and it has 
to do with environmental justice, because ag 
an environmental protection agency you should 
be thinking about environmental justice. 

She said that the second aLEport 
study, it was deemed that it was impossible 
to build a second airport because of the 
social and environmental consequences which 


the areas might suffer. Well, if you built 
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the second airport, it might handle one-half 
of the traffic that Logan handles, so how is 
it that an airport in the suburbs, the white 
collar suburbs, handling one-half of the 
environmental impact that we're already 
bearing in this community is environmentally 
just and you should just put the entire 
burden on the blue collar communities that 
Surround Boston. 

Environmental justice is something 
that should be considered, and a second 
airport bearing one-half of the burden we've 
been bearing for years is something which 
Should be considered and which the agency 
should be pushing for. 

Also, one last thing is they keep 
talking about the runway bringing the flights 
out over the water, and anyone with any 
common sense will tell you that when you're 
standing behind a jet, the roar is much 
louder. I know a little bit about aviation. 
If you're taking off over the water, it's 
because the wind is blowing off the water 


into: our neighborhoods, so when those jets 
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are taking off, the roar of the sound is 
being carried by the wind even more into our 10) 39 3 
neighborhoods and the fumes are being carried ee 
off the water into our neighborhoods, so 
Saying they're going over the water is not 
doing us any justice because we're still 
getting the same amount of pollution and 
noise. Thank you. 
THE MODERATOR: Roberta Horn, 
please. Following Ms. Horn will be Anthony 
DiBennedetto. 
MS. HORN: My name is Roberta Horn. 12.40 
I live on St. Andrew Road in East Boston, and 
I've lived on the same street for over 62 
Years. My concern is with this Study they're 
doing. In Volume 1 on Page 2-9, they show a 
map of all the commercial airlines. Hanscom 12.401 
is not there. There goes their Credibility. 
Misrepresentation by omission. 
Volume 3 on Page 4, there's a 
decision about changing the flight. The 
graph shows Saratoga Street as the last 72.40. 
street before the water. Misrepresentation 


by omission. There are two streets after 
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Saratoga Street towards the water, St. Andrew 
Road and Bays Water Street. 
They also refer to that little 
inlet there as Boston Harbor which it 
technically is, but I've never heard of it, T 4,9 
and as a matter of fact, Massport, on their a 
cont.) 
map of the Bays Water Street buffer zone, 
their own graph, map, or whatever you want to 
Call it, they refer to that narrow body of 
water as Boston Inner Harbor tidal basin. 
Now, when you tell someone, oh, 
there's Boston Harbor between Saratoga Street 
and Boston Harbor, there are two more 
streets, there's a narrow body of water. It 
is technically Boston Harbor, but that's a 
misrepresentation also because it is a tidal 
basin. I used to swim to the airport from 
Bays Water Street when I was ten years old 
and I'm not a strong swimmer. 
‘Also, when they abort the aircraft 
over the water with all the thrusts, the 
force of the engine going back into the 
homes. And they talk about having less 


pollution with the center field taxiway. 
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Well, I'll tell you, there's a November 
taxiway that's near Constitution Beach. 
They're supposed to have -- I hear this isn't 
true now -- but they've always had no more 
than five large jet aircraft on November 
taxiway. 

Any Sunday night in the summer, you 
can go there between 4 and 7 o'clock and you 
will see at least 15. They're going to put 
the center field taxiway. If the planes take 
off over the water, their rear is going to be 
towards the Bays Water Street area. They 
will not have just one plane. They will sit 
there because the more planes, the more room 
they can Squeeze into ==> T° m sorcy, I’m 4 
little confused here, but they just put too 
many planes where they don't belong. 

It won't be, oh, two or three 
planes on the center field taxiway. They 
will be backed up there just as they are now 
and just as they are on the November taxiway 
eery summer that I witness, and Miss 
Desrosiers knows this from when she was with 


the noise abatement office. 
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THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 

MS. HORN: Okay. What I want to 
Say, too, is we need to breathe. We need, I 
need, we need, I need to breathe, I need to 
live, I need to sleep. We have planes that 
come over landing on 4 left, I believe. They 
skim the treetops, and I have videos of this, 
and people run out of their homes in fear 
because they're afraid a plane's going to 
land there. And you can all check my 
comments to Massport, but we are a working- 
Class area. Are we lesser people?- Are we 
worth less to you? Does the term 
environmental justice mean anvytnang?* Te he 
your decision. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Ms. 
Horn. Anthony DiBennedetto, please. 
Following him will be David Rudolph from 
Chelsea. 

MR. DiBENNEDETTO: It's 12.41 
DiBennedetto, like Tony Bennett. 

THE MODERATOR: I°m sorry. 

MR. DiBENNEDETTO: Just a couple of 


months ago, I went to St. Martin and im Sit. 
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Martin at the airport, it's an old-fashioned 
style of an airport where you still use the 
stairs to come down. They don't have that 
caterpillar that comes out to meet the plane. 
The plane was just sitting there idling as I 
came down Bnees stairs, and the stink from 
that jet engine just idling, I coulda tell it 
doesn't use a catalytic converter or run on 
unleaded gas like the way we are required to 
uSE On Our automobiles. 

I don't know what sort of. 
inspection the Environmental Protection 
Agency has for airplanes. and the amount of 
pollution that they could spit out, but 
that's just a quick observation as far as I'm 
concerned. 

I wanted to say something about -- 
too bad he's not here any more, the man from 
the Mass. Aeronautics Commission. As far as 
a second airport goes, he said that the 
airport that would have been situated out in 
Fort Devens was too far away and the airlines 
wouldn't go that far. Out in Colorado, the 


new Denver International Airport is 40 miles 
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from Denver. It is a state of the art 
airport with state of the art technology. 
Stapleton was a lot closer to the City of 
Denver. It was practically in Denver. They 
didn't say, let's build a new runway. They 
went out and built a new airport, and that's 
the difference. 

We are so far behind here as far as 
band-aid approach, but iat me get into the 
environmental because we don't have that much 
time. You know, what I get upset about is 
when they try es compare the city of Boston 
with the city of Seattle because they're 
basically sort of the same Size. They are as 
different as night and day. 

The city of Boston was established 
in the early 1600s and the city streets were 
designed as cow paths. They are not 
highways. The North End, East Boston, South 
Boston, Winthrop, all around the 
neighborhoods, plese streets are not going to 
get any bigger today, tomorrow, or a hundred 
years from now. They cannot accommodate the 


overflow from Logan International Airport. 
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As far as the Big Dig supposedly 
trying to relieve some of this congestion, 
the Big Dig was designed to relieve the 
congestion that is there now, not for any 
increase. There's only one lane going to be 
going one way and the other way, so where's 
the plan? Where's the infrastructure? 

I-mean, everybody's talking about 
thousands of more flights and the delays that 
we get. What about the delays that we have 
just trying to get home? What about the 
delays of the tunnel backed up all the way to 
the North End? What about the delays in the 
tunnel backed up all the way on Chelsea 
Street? 

And finally, I want the 
Environmental Protection Agency not so much, 
Yes, you've got this paperwork. I want you 
to take a walking tour of the impacted 
communities to see for yourselves, and let's 
get by this. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 

MR. DiBENNEDETTO: And finally, not 


only am I against 14/32, I'm calling for the 
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Environmental Protection Agency to cap the 
existing flights that are there now, no more. 

THE MODERATOR: Now we'll hear from 
David Rudolph, and then we have about an hour 
and 15 minutes left so I'm going to take a 
short break for the reporter's sake so he can 
get his voice back. Mr. Rudolph. 2.4) 

MR. RUDOLPH: David Rudolph, 3 
Eldridge Place in Chelsea, Massachusetts, a 
member of the Chelsea Green Space and 
Recreation Committee. The Synergistic 
impacts, this is what concerns some Chelsea 
residents who believe that Chelsea is in an 
extremely polluted condition. 

Synergistic impacts are errant 
emissions from petroleum shipping and 
transfer station procedures, diesel truck 
exhaust from bulk Salt, oil, and air freight 
terminals that Supply the region, and 
prevailing winds bringing stack emissions 
from power plants that fall overhead. 

In this era, the designated port 
area zone regulation upon Chelsea Creek 


allows residents of its banks to bear the 
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burden of fueling the region's economy. What 
would prevail that would dump more petroleum 
distillates overhead? 1 understand that 
landing more jet engines over Chelsea will 
add to the particulate pollutant soup to be 12.421 
inhaled. Chelsea's asthma rates in children 
rank among the highest in the state along 
with other airport-impacted areas. Thank 
you. 
THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Rudolph. We will break now for five minutes. 
Following the break, Debbie Santiano-McHatton 
will be first up. 
| (Brief recess taken.) 
THE MODERATOR: We'll get started 
again. Is Debbie Santiano-McHatton in the 
room? You are. Hang on just a second until 
the reporter gets ready. You may proceed. 
MS. SANTIANO-McHATTON: Debbie 72.43 
Santiano-McHatton, Beachmont CAC. I'm here 
tonight on behalf of my community who sits 
under the bad weather runways 4 and 22 which 72.431 
brings out the point of the lowering of the 


minimum which is, from what I understand, an 


23 
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FAA concern. 

Massport has presented this to us 
as a 94-hour gain. Well, I invite any one of 
you who allow this to go through to come to 
the Beachmont area ona foggy day and watch 
one of your international flights fly over 
where we can't see them but only hear them. 

Your 94 hours relates approximately 
to 3,000 flights in inclement weather. We 
beg of you for our residents not to allow 
this to happen. We find it inadequate that 
you did not include this in Volume 1, Chat. 2 
was put into their appendix where many people 
were only sent out Volume 1 go they have not 
seen this. 

We have asked over and over that 
you look at the Beachmont Hill again. We are 
Sure that all of you understand that this 
hill has a school on the Cop of Tix Whig <2s6 
not reflected in your report. The pictures 
still show it without the 50-foot school on 
it. When you are flying above our heads 500 
feet, 50 feet makes a big different. 


In your report, you address noise 


2.43.1 
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mitigation stage 3. We find this inadequate. 
We find that our main concern is excessive 
traffic and excessive noise. To be exact, 
104 decibels. During a day when I received 
your noise abatement follow-up, we can see 
that we're at 75, mostly in the 80s, lots in 
the 90s, and a few in the hundreds. That's 
excessive and intolerable. 

For you to mitigate with us with 
the stage 3 aircraft is absolutely ludicrous. 
Stage 3, I believe, you are currently flying 
at 85 percent. Your aircraft are now stage 
3: Those still wake me up at night when 
you're flying only stage 3 at 10 p.m. 10 
P-m. to 12 o'clock at night when you're 
flying heaviest yee Our community, we can't 
sleep. 

When we finally do get to sleep, 
you've got a 4 a.m. flight that wakes us up 
again. So I'm asking you, please, perhaps to 
find another way that your airplanes will be 
no louder than 65 decibels. That would be a 
true mitigation. 


The other thing is we find your 


12.43.2 


(cont.) 
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report, and I will wrap it up right here, 
Sir, we find your report inadequate that 
you've only addressed this in short term. 

The long term, your growth, far outweighs 
anything that we might gain in the short term 
in our community. I thank you for listening. 

THE MODERATOR: Now Mr. Bob 
Strelitz, and following him, Gregory Curci. 

MR. STRELITZ: Bob Strelite. I'm 2.44 
counsel for the East Boston Land Use Council. 
I was going to make some technically-based 
remarks but I'm going to leave that to our 
written comments and just say that my view 
from reading the draft environmental impact 
report, the unspoken argument in favor of 
your project, Betty, is economic. Five 
billion dollars in economic impact? Yeah. 
And a hell of a lot of economic and other 
impact on East Boston. 

The ironic thing is that the 
economic future of Massachusetts is in these 
cities, in East Boston with its beautiful 
waterfront, with its beautiful views, with 


its potential, with its wonderful people. 
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This is an inadequate document. It's a 
mockery of environmental justice. 

The economic future of this area 
and this state is right in Winthrop, East 
Boston, Chelsea, the old Cities that are 
undergoing such a dynamic revival. Don't you 
squash this future with this horrible, 
horrible proposal that makes no sense from an 
aviation point of view, from an economic 
point of view, and from a human point of 
view. Thank you very much. 

THE MODERATOR: Mr. Gregory Curci, 

Please. 

MR. CURCI: Hi. My name is Gregory 
Cure. 

THE MODERATOR: Hang on a second. 
Following him will be Dick Gill. 

MR. CURCI: I moved to Winthrop 
eight years ago, and I am not under the 
flight path and I am not in the noise 
abatement zone. T also live in a brick house 
that the walls are 12 inches thick and it's 
pretty solid. The other day, however, the 


other evening at 2 o'clock in the morning, I 
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was awakened by a very loud airplane taking 
off as was my six-year-old son came into my 
room crying. 

What I've noticed in the Last: += 
when I first moved to Winthrop, I knew I was 
going to be living near an airport and that 
really didn't trouble me much. I knew there 
was going to be sound, and I did Pick a part 
of the town that was away from much of the 
most severe impact of the airplanes. 
However, now one of the things that I'm 
beginning to notice is the fumes that are 
coming to my house from the airport, and they 
never came to my home a few years ago and 
they do now. 

I smell burning rubber from the 
tires which, by the way, the environmental 
impact statement doesn't discuss the 
thousands of pounds of tire rubber. I guess 
a tire lasts for a hundred landings, six 
tires or more per plane, 120 landings per 
hour, we've got six tires on fire constantly 
at the airport. 


Massport has said that they're 
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going to soundproof 1500 homes. Last year, 
Winthrop's rate of problems from asthma and 
breathing problems went up by 130 percent. 
We're a seaside community, a peninsula 
Surrounded by the ocean, and yet our asthma 
rate went up. We have no other sources of 
pollution. There's no industry. 

If you walk around Winthrop during 
the day, there's hardly a car in Sight 
because people leave town. What's happening 
in Winthrop is we're being impacted by the 72.45. 
air pollution from the airport, and we've 
also been excluded from any real scientific 
Studies of that impact. 

And the reason why is because Logan 
Airport is surrounded by water. The 
pollution from Logan travels unimpeded. An 
airport that's inland is Surrounded by trees 
which will absorb some of the sound impact 
and will also absorb much of the air 
pollution. However, in Winthrop, at Logan 
Airport the pollution travels in a laminar 


flow directly across the water, it goes to 


Boston, to East Boston, to Winthrop, 
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whichever the direction the wind takes it at 
that time ina highly-concentrated form. 

This is one of the major problems 
with the airport. They are talking about 
increasing the number of flights, and they're 
Saying that they're going to reduce the 
amount of ground pollution. TI don't think 
that is really correct because every airplane 
that takes off burns fuel. The more planes, 
the more problems. 

Massport has not spent a Single 
nickel on promoting the regional airport 
aspect. I don't see a single billboard. The 
$200,000 that they wanted to spend to silence 
the people who are suffering from their air 
pollution and noise pollution problems would 
be better spent on publicizing Green Airport, 
on suuielena other airports, and on 
developing Hanscom Airfield rather than 
trying to silence us victims because of their 
Overindulgence. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Dick Gill, please, 
and following him we'll hear from Linda 


Jolliffe. Following Linda Jolliffe will be 


2.45.2 
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Ellie Johnson from East Boston. Thank you 
very much. So following Ms. Jolliffe will be 
Mary Ann McIntyre from East Boston. 

MS. JOLLIFFE: My name is Linda 72.46 
Jolliffe, J-O-L-L-I-F-F, as in Frank, E, and 
I reside in Eagle Hill in Rast Boston. I 
also for the record want to make it known 
that I'm also a board member of the Eagle 
Hill Civic Association, and we voted against 
the airport expansion. 

The siege Massport is waging upon 
East Boston and Surrounding communities is no 
less historic than the British hee to burn 
Boston. Their determination to build runway 
14/32 regardless of the devastating 
environmental and social impact is like the 
shot heard round the world. 

The pollution and the noise 72.46 
resulting from thousands of increased jet 
aircraft operations promises to increase 
intolerable living conditions. Massport 
expects us to close our windows and retreat 
into some imaginary soundproof cubicle. In 


effect, to be held prisoners within our own 


homes. 

Quality of life is the issue. 
Without it, a healthy community cannot exist. 
East Boston is experiencing a reverse. 
Restoration and renewal are going on, 
activities throughout the community. Future 
development of our precious waterfront is 
carefully being studied. The Main Street 
initiative is spawning new Vitality, Green 
Space, an important ingredient for every 
flourishing urban envivonnene. is taking 
root. , 

The Eagle Hill area has recently 
achieved long-overdue recognition as an 
important historical site, and is now listed 
on the National Register of Historic Places. 
Residents are excited with the development 
and are deciding to stay and rebuild their 
neighborhoods. 

Massport and supporting business 
leaders tout an economic boom throughout the 
area. Not true. Airport expansion in other 
areas of the country where quality of life 


was ignored does not economically benefit 
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affected communities. Instead, people move 
Out, real estate values plummet, businesses 
suffer, and crime rates increase. In short, 
many abutting and affected areas suffer 
depression and decay. The only economic boom 
belongs to Massport whose revenue-producing 
design further encroaches upon our treasured 
island. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 

MS. JOLLIFFE: Okay. What I'll do 
is then, Massport claims that building 14/32 T 
would reduce Logan congestion. That 2.46.2 
_ Statement merely reflects one of the many 
dishonest assessments Massport is promoting. 
Thousands of increased jets Operating over 
Our area is not environmentally safe. In 
other words, Massport and Governor Cellucci 
are willing to devastate the health, sanity, 
and well-being of our Surrounding communities 
for a project which will benefit virtually no 
one. 

Governor Cellucci made a statement 
prior to his recent operation that he is 


undergoing a procedure to improve his quality 
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Of lhe. Aer eeoa quality of life issue. 
Isn't it strange that he takes measures to 
improve his quality of life yet chooses to 
ignore the quality of life of thousands of 
citizens affected by noise and pollution? 
THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Ms. 
Jolliffe. Mary Ann McIntyre, please. Barry 


Powers? Following Mr. Powers, Jess Stuart. 


MR. POWERS: Hello. My name is 2.47 
Barry Powers and I'ma lifelong East Boston 
resident. I wanted to touch base on three 


issues that I think have been reitérated 
consistently tonight. First of all is one of 
the things that they touched base on was the 
safety issue. I'd like to mention that if 
you come into the surrounding cities and see 
the congested bottleneck traffic, you'd be 
considering the safety of the children and 
the people that }ive in the Vicinity. 

The second thing is of the delays. 
I think that right now we are doing good with 
the delays that we have because if we didn't 
have the delays, there would be total 


gridlock in the city. I've lived in all the 
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areas of East Boston that there are from 
Orient Heights, right now currently living in 
Day Square, and I've also lived at the 
Jeffrey's Point. 

In the past five to ten years, it's 
been practically impossible to calculate 
where and when you want to be somewhere given 
the fact that it's within five minutes in 
your community due to the airport and mostly 
with the traffic. 

eu ohms ole lar environmentally, I wanted 
to touch base on something that Rochelle 
Bennett had mentioned earlier. JI was just 
recently diagnosed with Hodgkin's disease 
which is cancer of the lymph nodes, and 
normally I would think that wouldn't be such 
a traumatic thing, but in the past four to 
Six months that T‘ve been going continuously 
to the Mass. General and seeing all the 
cancer patients, 1 have come to the 
realization that I am one of the few of my 
age that have this type of thing, and like I 
Says, I have lived in East Boston all my 


life. 
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I grew up initially at the Heights 
up on Flagstone Street, and from what | 
Massport does do, the only thing that they 
have done since they've taken awey Wood 
Island Park which is offer us the insulating 
of the windows and stuff like that. First of 
all, that doesn't help in the summer unless 
they're going to give us central air as well. 
That's four of the busiest months of the 
Summer with the highest traffic and everybody 
has their windows open. 


Now, I touched base on the 


Hodgkin's disease only because 


environmentally I believe that a whole lot 
more studies need to be done to find out how 
traffic that we have at the airport now is 
affecting the people and the residents in the 
Surrounding communities. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Bowers. Jess Stuart? Pamela Smith from 
Dorchester? Following Ms. Smith, Kathleen 
McAuley from Winthrop. 

MS. SMITH: My name is Pamela Smith 


and I was appointed by Dorchester Allied 


12.47.1 
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Neighborhood Association to serve on the CAC 
representing Dorchester. I'm also one of the 
Original members of CARE, and I'm Proud to 
Say that I am a candidate for Boston City 
Councilor city-wide. 

The expansion of Logan Airport must 
be stopped. The paadeewes of East Boston and 12 
all the surrounding communities today suffer 48. 
an unacceptable level of noise and air 
pollution. No amount of noise mitigation 
will solve the problem when windows are open 
Or people want to go outside. No amount of 
noise mitigation will address the high levels 
of asthma or other respiratory diseases in 
this area. 

For Boston to be a world-class 
city, we must support the residents because 
if we don't Support her neighborhoods and her 
residents, we wil] have a convention center 
and a business and industrial park and no 
neighborhoods in Boston. 

It is my opinion that Massport must 12.48 2 
not waste money building runway 14/32. 


Instead, they should maximize the use of 
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airports in Rhode Island, New Hampshire, 
Bedford, Worcester, and New Bedford while 
building a new major New England 
international regional airport at Fort 
Devens. 

Ultimately, the environmental 
disaster called Logan Airport must cease to 
exist, returning to Boston and Winthrop the 
land that is theirs. East Boston deserves 
this, Dorchester deserves this, and all the 
Surrounding communities deserve this. 
Therefore, I support the report submitted by 

the consultant to the CAC and request that 
you deny the EIR/EIS. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Kathleen McAuley 
from Winthrop. Following Ms. McAuley we'll 
hear from John Rogers from Winthrop. 

MS. McAULEY: I thank you for this 72.49 
Opportunity for an ordinary citizen to 
explain what our daily life is like in 
Winthrop. I am not an expert, I do not 
understand ali of the statistics, but we live 
this, and please excuse me if I'ma little 


nervous. This is the first time in my life I 
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have ever spoken in front of such a group. 

Each time the planes fly over my 
house, my ears begin to mee On some days, 
I experience a constant bombardment of noise. 
I am an adaptable creature so 1 move from 
room to room in search of respite. None is 
to be found. 

According to the FAA analysis of 
noise levels, my house is not in the high 
noise level zone. Therefore, I am not 
eligible to have one of my rooms 
soundproofed. Sometimes I would like to go 
outside for a walk or do some gardening, but 
I must time these activities to coincide with 
the days when the planes are not flying 
directly overhead. 

IT am an adaptable person so I wait. 
However, on some of these safe days, my ears 
are attacked by the planes which have to fly 
Over my area regardless of the scheduled safe 
days. When I called Massport to complain of 
this intrusion to my safe days, I am told 
that the weather requires the use of that 


route. I am adaptable, so I go inside. 
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Since there is a curfew in effect 
at igen: I look forward to getting a noise- 
free night's sleep, but after midnight I am 
awakened by a deafening noise and a 
frightening vibration of the house. It's a 
plane overhead. Apparently, the pilot is 
unaware of the curfew. I am adaptable, so I 
put plugs in my ears and pretend that the 
vibration is rocking me to sleep. 

Now Massport wants to put in a new 
center taxiway, a new runway, lower the 
ceiling for landing, and continue the 
increased usage of Logan Airport. I cannot 12.49.1 
adapt any more. If I do, I will be a near- 
death, sleep-deprived, depressed individual 
with respiratory problems as a result of the 
emissions from the planes flying overhead. 

We are working people who are 
realists. We know that in order to Survive, 
one must respect the delicate balance between 
the economic development and quality of life. 
In order to protect ourselves from the 
environmental dangers of living near the 


airport, we have adapted our lives. However, 
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we can no longer adapt. The limit is 
reached. 

Worcester understands this delicate 
balance and is looking for the economic 
benefits which will result if their airport 
is used more. They are ready to adapt to 
that point, and that point must be respected 
for them as well -- 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 

MS. McAULEY: +o SO Ehat they ail t 
not suffer excessively from the detrimental 
effects of noise and air pollution. Please, 
please protect us from any further noise and 
air pollution. We, the people, need your 
help. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: John Rogers from 
Winthrop. Following Mr. Rogers will be Fran 
Riley from East Boston. 

MR. ROGERS: My name is John 
Rogers. I live in the Point Shirley 
neighborhood of Winthrop. I grew up in the 
relatively quiet town of Brookline, 
Massachusetts. After serving in the armed 


forces during the Vietnam era, I returned and 
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lived in the relatively quiet neighborhood of 
Haverhill, Mass. I work in the business 
community in downtown Boston. 

I was not surprised at all to hear 
the paid representatives of the airlines get. 
up here and promote their business. I work 
for a large commercial real estate firm that 
T will leave unnamed for fear of reprisal. 
But we have lots of major tenants, some that 
are of major airlines, and I want to tell 
you, when they're ina high-rise building and 
their conference rooms get stuffy, they 
accuse the landlord of that building of not 
Providing good air quality. 

We talk about indoor air quality, 
indoor building air sickness. It's in the 


Wall Street Journal all the time. What about: 


community pollution? I was amazed and 
appalled the first time I drove into Winthrop 
in 1981 looking to make my home there to be 
convenient to my work. I thought that an 
airplane had misjudged, it was flying so low, 
and was actually going to crash and I was 


going to see it on the 6 o'clock news. I 
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just couldn't believe it. 

So to put a little perspective on 
it, people stand up here and they get paid 
lots of money to represent the airlines. If 
I can get my hands on that Pilot flying that 
Plane at 3 a.m. the other morning, it 
wouldn't be a good scene. Where are our 
rights? Where they're a tenant in a 
building, they have a lease, They quote to 
the landlord, we have the right to the quiet 
enjoyment of our premises. Go next door to 
this tenant who's doing construction and tell 


him they can't do that during normal business 


hours because it’s interrupting with our 


business. 

What about the fact. that they're 
interrupting with our lives, our health? We 
Cant Sleep at night: Se pif against this 
runway. It makes no sense at alls. And -T 
will remind you that not too long ago, there 
was an article and it was on the TV, quite a 
bit of exposure on the TV, about several 
aircraft that were sent to an airport in the 


middle of a big blizzard, and people were 
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trapped in these airplanes for hours and 
hours without sanitary bathrooms, without 
diapers, without water. 

THE MODERATOR: Try to wrap it up, 
please. 

MR. ROGERS: They were not allowed 
to get off the airline. I'm going to wrap it 
up by telling you the same people in the 
airline industry that decided to fly those 
planes into that airport Knowing they had a 
storm are the same people that poor judgment 
is what this proposal is all about: I'm 
against it. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Fran Riley, please. 
Following Ms. Riley, we have Martin Kaufman. 

MS. RILEY: I live in Eagle Hill at 
193 French Street. 

THE MODERATOR: Hang on a second. 
We'll lower the microphone for you. 

MS. RILEY: Okay. I live in the 
Eagle Hill section of East Boston. I'm going 
to be really brief with you. However, I 
would direct these comments to MEPA to listen 


carefully. Numerous times I requested from 
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the FAA the point of origin of a plane coming 
into Logan late which has to be then serviced 
and refueled which will depart late. I've 
never received that information, okay?. 

MEPA needs to hear why I want the 
information. If we went for eight months in 
each of the terminals watching the monitors, 
you will notice those flights are delayed 
from O'Hare, Los Angeles, Miami, New York. 

If the flights are late arriving at Logan, it 
is not 14/32 that has to be built. The FAA 
has failed at a national level to look at the 
points of origin of those delays. That is a 
poor, lame, ignorant excuse and contention to 
build 14/32. It’s an insult. 

T would further remind you that 
there are no children here speaking, but in 
the spirit of Anna Defronzo and Eleanor 
Welsh, I would remind you, clean air and 
clean water. The Wood Island bay marsh 
continues to be flooded with debris from the 
airlines. Go down with a boat and take a 
look at it. Test the water from when they 


de-ice the planes and find out why those 


72.50. 
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chemicals are in the Wood Island bay marsh. 

When I look out my window, I don't 
see Apple Island, I don't see Governor's 
Island, I don't see any of those islands. f[ 
see more runways. We don't see any of the 
things that we once had. They robbed the 
land and they destroyed the wetlands to put 
the runways in. 

I would remind you that children 
play recess. How dare you talk about 
soundproofing. How dare you tell me that the 
cheap windows you put in my home are good for 
me. We open our windows, we have barbecues 
in the summer just like any other person. 
This is a class issue. This is an 
environmental injustice. It's social 
injustice. 

I really take exception to the 
cheap comments that are being made. That 
document that was filed isn't even on 
recyclable paper, by the way. I might point 
that out. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 


MS. RILEY: I will wrap it up, and 


12.0.2 
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you. You must study environmentally and I 
think that your Sava ronmenvat study should 
include a health study that you can document 
how you can scientifically control wind and 
its velocity. It cannot be done. The wind 
will blow from China to Boston, so how does 72.50.3 
Massport propose to build a new runway and 
tell me it won't further pollute East Boston 
and the surrounding communities? 

I'm asking you that question to 
investigate it because I've talked to 
scientists at M.1I.T., I've talked to 
scientists at Brandeis. They dispute the 
Massport findings. Those are scientists. 
They're not people without aviation 
backgrounds like Mr. Blute and some of the 
rest of the political appointed cronies that 
work at Massport. These are people who have 
degrees in science and I think you need to 
look at that. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you very 
much. Martin Kaufman, and then we'll have 


Blossom Hoag. 
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MR. KAUFMAN: My name is Martin 
Kaufman. I live at 381 Meridian Street in 
East Boston. The neighborhood that I live 
in, if this runway as Proposed is built, I'll 
end up with 21,000 more flights coming over 
my home every year. During all of these 
hearings and all of this talk and talk about 
money and economics and health and everything 
else, we're supposed to sit here and not take 
it. personally. 

When Christopher up here says, wrap 
it up quick, does he tell Massport to wrap it 
up quick? Does he tell the ATA to wrap it up 
quick? I want you to understand something, 
Mr. Christopher whatever your last name may 
be, I take it very personal when people who 
are paid to protect me and protect my home 
and protect my environment sit there with 
this callous attitude that you've got and 
displayed all night tonight with wrap it up 
quick, please. I take it very personal. 

And I don't care what the economic 
value is of Massport to Worcester, to Dover, 


Or Denver. I'm telling you what it's going 


ee a ea ene 
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to do to me, and I'm telling you I'm taking 
it very personal. And when this report is 
complete, I'm going to take the statements 
that you put into it and how you assign this 
vanves very personal, and I'm going to hold 
each and every one of you very personally 
accountable for the actions and reports that 
you give out. 

It's my home that's at stake, and I 
care what happens to it, and I care very, 
very much when the people who are being paid 
to protect me have such a callous attitude to 
me and my neighbors. I'm taking it very 
personal. Remember that. 

THE MODERATOR: Blossom Hoag, 
please. Then we have Albert van Buskirk, is 
dite? 

MS. HOAG: Hello. I'm Blossom 
Hoag. I live in Jeffrey's Point of East 
Boston. Both on my side of my family, my 
husband's side, we've been here since the 
1600s. Everything that I do is for the 
environmental cause and to keep this world as 


good a place as I can have for my children 


12.52 
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and for the generations to come. 

I've been involved with the Friends 
of the Boston Harbor Islands, I'm the 
chairperson of the Northeast Region of 
Conservation for the Sierra Club, and I'm on 
numerous neighborhood organizations. None of 
these organizations are Supporting this 
project. The Sierra Club alone is over 
20,000 people and has voted to ask that this 
project be declared inadequate for all of its 
lack of work that has gone into the document. 
They will have written comments as well. 

It's the hundreds of thousands of 2.52.1 
people in the city of Boston and surrounding 
areas that this project would affect, it's 
the environmental injustice that's being done 
to these people, to this city, this 
historical city that is such a wonderful city 
to walk around in and appreciate, and all the 
history that we have here, it's the islands 
where the inner-city people can go out and 
try to find some peace and some nature to 
appreciate. 


Putting 75,000 planes over those 
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islands which are just in the process of 
coming into the National Park System is not a 
good work. We would like to work on working 
out a plan for the entire noctheast, how to 
develop it regionally with all the airports, 
with all the alternatives in transportation, 12.52.2 
and it's not just airports, it's the rail, 
it's high-speed anything else that can be 
done, and the roadways and everything has to 
be looked at together. It's not only the 
airport. 

It's not that we're saying not in 
my backyard, put it somewhere else. 
Everybody has to come to the table. Somebody 
has to take it. We're all taking it. We're 
not saying no expansion at Logan. The planes 12.52.3 
get bigger, you've got more people coming 
through. All this project is doing in 
putting more runways and more planes, making 
it more efficient for the big planes to land 
On those and put the smaller planes they can 
land much more quickly, bring much more 
people through, that's air pollution and 


traffic pollution in our neighborhoods. 
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This is not solving the real issue 
and the real problem that exists throughout 
New England, and we have to look at it 
region-wise and not just in one area where 
you have the most impacted people and the 
most low-income impacted people. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 

MS. HOAG: I respectfully ask that 
you declare this document inadequate. The 
Studies have used old data. There's 
environmental injustice. They leave, out 
Hanscom and second airport studies. There is 
a total lack of alternative studies, and they 
use the various studies to suit their own 
needs, and so please declare it inadequate, 
we request. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Albert Van Buskirk. 
I know I didn't get that right. He'll be 
followed by Michael Herbert. 

MR. VAN BUSKIRK: Hello. My name 
is Albert Van Buskirk. I'ma lifelong 
resident of Winthrop, and I'd like to say 
that the two issues that Massport is bringing 


up for the reason of expansion is for 
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environmental reasons and economic reasons, 
which I feel are bogus issues. I feel like 
the reason for the environmental is 
unfeasible because if you listen to these 
residents of these impacted communities, you 
would understand that this is going to create 
more pollution, increase more noise, and 
create more traffic. That is unacceptable 
for our communities. 

The other issue, the economics, the 
only economics behind this is to create more 
business for big business. This will not 
help the smaller communities, the smaller 
Seaesned. I just see this as big business 
and big government, what you call a quasi- 
government agency, as running amok over these 
residents, and I'm Opposed to it, and I feel 
this is disgusting. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Michael 
Herbert, please. He'll be followed by Mike 
Furlong. 

MR. HERBERT: Good evening, 
gentlemen. My name is Michael Herbert and 


I'm from Winthrop, Massachusetts. I'm here 


72.93.1 
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to express my feelings for my friends and 
family that aren't able to be here. You 
gentlemen here are about to make a big 
decision that could adversely affect a lot of 
people's lives. I'm sure you're smart guys 
and you know the true meaning of what the 
word expansion is and what the judgment by 
permanent court order injunction means. 

We live in the hub of the universe. 
In some ways, I kind of like the airport. - rt 
employs a lot of friends and family. Let’s 
Lace Sty at's nee going away. Isn't it fair 
to say that Logan has served Boston and the 
Surrounding communities way beyond Route 495 
for the past 50 years? Well, it's about time 
we fine-tune the hub of the universe for the 
future, and you can't fine-tune it with just 
one tool because Bob Villa would just laugh 
at you. 

Logan is not the only tool. We've 
got New Bedford, Worcester, Hanscom. New 
Bedford's economy could really use a piece of 
Massport's 3 trillion dollar piece of pie. 


Worcester. is a hundred percent ready to go. 


2.04.1 
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Let's spread some of the world's busiest 
shuttle service to Worcester. Hanscom is 
right off technological ae gnwa That's 
where half of Logan Airport's traffic comes 
from and the people around there want it. 
They will invite the business, the economy, 
the fuel. 

Being the hub of the universe 
explains why Boston shares with New York the 
title of the busiest route in the world. New 
York has three airports, Washington has two 
airports, and we only have one. If we can 
fine-tune Massachusetts and Spread the wealth 
and free up Boston's traffic, the Boston work 
force would work faster, stronger, and be 
more productive. We could really get the 
economic blood pumping through the Central 
Artery. 

On my last flight, the woman beside 
me had a chauffeur picking her up and taking 
her to Rhode Island, adding another vehicle 
to our tunnel and our roads, and I know that 
chauffeur had to pay Massport to enter Logan 


Airport. It's supposed to be the 


commonwealth of Massachusetts, not the 
massive wealth of Logan's little airport. 

THE MODERATOR: Please wrap it up. 

MR. HERBERT: On my second-last 
flight, I sat beside an airline employee that 
was coming to Boston to discuss the problem 
of the de-icing chemicals that run off into 
the storm drains into the harbor where our 
lobsters, clams, and cod fish live. You want 
to talk about environment? My house shakes 
like an earthquake. Have you ever been in an 
earthquake? 

I mean, it really shakes hard. My 
Anderson windows rattle. I have cracks in my 
foundation. Babies wake up crying. And 
you've got mechanics lengthy testing engines 
at full throttle for minutes and minutes and 
minutes. I'd like to see a hypertension 
study done on me. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Herbert. 

MR. HERBERT: Give me one more 
second, please. Jet fuel disperses every 30 


seconds 115 times a day, 365 days a year. 
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Put it all together and you've got Exxon 
Valdez, Prince Edward Sound. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Herbert. 

MR. HERBERT: oe more second, 
please. 

THE MODERATOR: We really have to 
move along. 

MR. HERBERT: I know my 
constitutional rights, and not only do I say 
no new runway, but 11 p.m. when I have to 
shut down my stereo, I say Massport, shut 
down the runways. 

THE MODERATOR: Mike Furlong does 
not appear to be here. Susan Powers? She 
will be followed by Scott McGovern. 

MS. POWERS: My name is Susan 72.5 
Powers. I'm from Winthrop. I live next to 
runway 4L and the buffer zone, so-called, and 
I'm not really complaining so much about the 
noise although the past few weeks there has 
been an aircraft at 3 a.n. I think I've 
grown accustomed to that. It's the diesel 


jet fuel smell. 
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Now, at our last meeting with Peter 
Blute a few months ago, we asked about the 
noise, and they said that by the year 2000, 
all aircraft should be equipped with the 
level 3, stage 3 aircraft. But with that 
comes another problem. As Mr. Rodes has said 
to us, with the stage 3 aircraft, all the 
equipment that needs, it burns more fuel. 1 
feel this will be detrimental to our 
community as well. 

The reason we live here by, Winthrop 


by the ocean is for the nice sea air smell, 


the salt air. We're being deprived of that. 


We're being deprived of clean air. As a 
citizen, asa mother, as a taxpayer, anda 
voter, I implore you, please reconsider this. 

THE MODERATOR: Scott McGovern. 

MR. MCGOVERN: Good evening. I 
would like to introduce myself with a 
scenario, what could happen at 1l o'clock, 12 
O'clock, or 3 a.m. in the morning at my 
house. Hi, how are you? Oh, good. Yeah, 
yeah, that one was a little loud. Yeah, that 


was really loud that time. I live at 36 
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Broadway Parkway, yeah, Winthrop, yeah. How 
are the kids? Oh, good, good. All right, 
well, have a good night. 

Now, Dino works for Massport in the 
noise abatement office, and is One of the 
most professional people I've ever dealt with 
at Massport, and I appreciate your group 
coming here tonight and acting so 
professionally. No one wants to sit in the 
den, especially the airlines people. They 
all got up and left. 

But you know what, we 1a in 
Winthrop. We love Winthrop, and we're going 
to stay here. We're not going to get up and 
leave because we believe in the cause that we 
live ina great community. I'd just like to 
bullet a couple of environmental issues 
because science is a common sense thing. 

Over the years, the runways have 
expanded in greater length. They say they 
don't, but they have. Trucks of dirt going 
out in my backyard day in and day out 
building piles of 2 gi an Na ae OO growing 


Something. I don't know what they call it 
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Dirk es growing something. Rither that, or 
it's a figment of my imagination, but that's 
One item. 

The tanks, we have four big fuel 
tanks that have grown in the fuel farm area. 
That means more flights are expected. We 
have more hotels coming in, and the roads are 
being all switched to accommodate more 
Evatilic,.6o° 1. -dow tt know who's fooling who. 

T mean, it's like this runway is going to go 
in and this is al] just a formality... 

I hope that the runoff oe the de- 
icing, the fuel jet streams that come off the 
planes, the burning smell of the rubber, the 
shotguns early in the morning to get the 
ducks and birds away sound like a ladder 
thrown against the Side of my house. Every 
morning you hear it, and guess what? The 
water is getting cleaner, we're getting seals 
in. That means the fish are coming back, 
that means the birds are coming back, and 
we're going to have more and more birds in 
these estuary areas, and they're going to be 


shooting this thing off more and more. 
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In closing, I'd like to make the 
fairy tale Story of Cinderella where the 
airport is the Qlass slipper. The airline 
representatives who left are one of the evil 
stepsisters. Massport is the other evil 
stepsister. Cinderella is the environment, a 
group of communities trying to get together. 


They're trying to fit their £o0t “ine shoe 


that doesn't fit, and we need to stop it. If 
it doesn't fit, Massport must quit. Good 
night. 


THE MODERATOR: ‘Thank you for your 
indulgence. The only people that are left 
Since we've exhausted Ehe: Tist.6F people who 
have not spoken before, $0. 1 will now go 
through the six people who have Signed up to 
speak tonight who spoke last night. If 
they're still here, I would ask that they be 
very brief and cover Only points that they 
didn't cover last might. M.J. Quinn. 

MS. QUINN: Thank you very much. 
I’m Mary Quinn. ft live on the Chelsea 
waterfront, and 7 will keep this brief. I 


appreciate your patience although I must 


12.96 
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admit I'm getting pleasure from keeping 
Massport folks up but it's all in good humor. 

I'd like to mention one of the many 
of Massport data's Statistical sins of 
omission or commission. Massport data's 
title, quote, Noise Exposure Population by 
Community, and then it has several 
communities and it has Chelsea listed as zero 
noise exposure population, people noise 
exposure, Chelsea, zero. 

Jeremy Crawford was quote in the 
Globe last Sunday and we're not real happy 
about that because he talked about the cac 
delay report that came out, and he said it 
was statistical nonsense versus common sense. 
Noise exposure, population, Chelsea, zero, 
Statistical nonsense. Common sense, this is 
Chelsea waterfront. This is out of my 
bh) nannies window of a three-floor 
building. They can come in 256 feet, 1 
believe. It's a 40, 50-foot building. 

I'm not in the noise as I have zero 
noise exposure. This is a stealth plane. 


You can see it but you can't hear it. This 


2.06.1 
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is the end of my street, Admiral's Hill. 
This particular day I remember it was one 
every 60 seconds. 1 can't believe that. f[ 
mean, we're not supposed to tailgate cars 
that close. One every 60 seconds. I counted 
ie OIE somebody told me it was one every 60 
seconds, I'd say, it can't be. You can't put 
planes 60 seconds apart. They were that day. 
THE MODERATOR: Would you wrap it 
up, please? 
MS. QUINN: Thank you. That is 
JUSt. a=: fe Ss talking about the environment, 72.561 


it's talking about many impacts that you've (cont.) 


heard, but I just want to mention again and 


again as everybody else has is that the data 
that they're using is flawed, there are 
things missing, it's manipulated. 

To get to the studies and 
comparisons that they're required to show, 
they mention a second airport. I'ma little 
Suspicious why that was mentioned. It's a 
really big project with a lot of 
environmental impacts and it was shot down 


out of hand. It's not hard to believe it was 


be 
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Shot down out of hand. It's an awful big 
project. 

But do they put anything in the 
Study about alternatives that do not pollute 2.96.2 
such as improving the air traffic 
controllers' electronics which would improve 
safety, efficiency, and does not pollute at 
all? Do they talk about studies that they 
must have done about other airports that have 12.56.3 
Similar delays? 

What are these other airports 
doing? They're a good business. They must 
have asked these people how are they doing 
it. Are these other airports building 
runways which heavily impact on the natural 
environment and on millions of people? 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Ms. 
Quinn. 

MS. QUINN: Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Christopher 
Blackford? Mr. Blackford does not appear to 
be here. Arthur Hartnet? Mr. Hartnet is 


here. We'll wait for a second until he gets 


to the microphone. Then Peter Koff. 
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MR. HARTNETT: Good evening again. 12.57 
On April 4th of this year, which is just a 
very short time ago, upon a visit to Castle 
Island there was a very strong wind blowing 
from the direction of Logan Airport toward 
Castle Island. The resulting wind carried an 
extremely high odor from jet emissions. It 
was really very obnoxious, and I had never 
experienced that before so I know firsthand 
now what the peopie living very close to the 
airport experience on a daily basis,., 

Unfortunately, a lot of che 
business people have left, and one of my 
concerns that I didn't really address to them 
very well last night was the fact that no 
conscientious businessman that would want to 
grow his business would rely ona Single 
Source of raw materials or Tabor “or any other 
item, se why do they want to rely ona Single 
airport? It does not make good business 
sense, 

One other item. The acoustical 
treatment as soundproofing should really be 12.57. 


known as is restricted to 65 decibel yearly 


204 


1 average but only to homes that are up to 
2 building codes, and they do not Provide air 
3 conditioning. Try to live inside a house 257] 


when it's a very hot, humid day, try not to Kcont.) 


think about that when you want to use your 
backyard and you can't because you can't 
acoustically treat your backyard. 

One other item and this is 
primarily for MEPA. you know, when we were 
presented, the citizens who work every day, 
take care of their kids, their dogs,, their 


homes, and run errands to the stores, we 


rs 


don't have the time to really sit down with 


multiple volumes of documents that we were 


presented. 

You know, I received a document 
that looked like the Boston White Pages, and 
that was followed by another document that 
was a little bit bigger, and then 1 got three 
appendices that looked like the Yellow pages, 
and I said to myself, my God, if I have to 
Swallow all this, I'm really doomed. 

The length of documents that are 


presented to be reviewed should determine the 
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length of review time that the average 
Citizens have, and I would strongly recommend 
that the law of the review be Changed. If a 
Proponent of a project comes in and they have 
documents up the ying yang, then the people 
should be given ying yang time to review 
these documents. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Jeff Buck? He 
doesn't appear to be here. Ronald Taylor? 
Mr. Taylor does not appear to be here. That 
exhausts the list of people that have Signed 
up. Is there anybody who did not saga up who 
wishes now to speak? 

MS. MILLER: I can appreciate the 
lateness of the hour. T'm Gail Miller. t'm 
currently the chair of the Conservation 
Committee. We are Submitting written 
comments but I just want to make a public 
comment that we are Opposed to this Proposal, 
and we will certainly illuminate why in our 
written documents, and that's all I really 
have to say. But I would just like to yield 
30 seconds to My comrade, Fran Riley, who 


omitted something. 
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THE MODERATOR: T'm not going to 
allow any yielded time. 

MS. MILLER: Fifteen? 

THE MODERATOR: No. I'm not going 
to allow any yielded time. The next person 
in the back who wishes to speak. 

MS. RILEY: This is a question I've 
got for you. Why don't you tell us and why 
doesn't Massport disclose that more than five 
major airlines tiled waivers with the FAA? 

It was never told to anybody in this room and 
that's a fact and it's in Washington. And I 
think MEPA, Mr. Pugsley, shoulda investigate 
that fact. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Ms. 
Riley. 

MS. RILEY: Those airlines are not 
being in compliance with the stage 2 or 3 
aircraft, don't you think that's going to 
raise pollution? pon ® you think that that 
disclosure should have been made by Massport 
to ali the communities? 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mrs. 


Riley. Anybody else? This gentleman in the 


72.59 
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front. 

MR. CHOQUET: My name is Roland 
Choquet. I'm with CARE and the citizens 
Organization. I left something out last 
night when I spoke. Back when Chelsea was 
induced into receivership, we were allowed to 
have financial troubles and go into 
receivership. At that time, Massport was in 
violation of the FAA standards for pollution 
at the airport in Bast Boston and they 
basically encroached on Chelsea's land and 
took a huge parce} of land and called it the 
airport-related Overlay district. 

Now they have five parking garages 
there to alleviate the pollution in East 
Boston from the Overabundance of pollution 
they had. Now we've got some of it, and I'm 
Just wondering how, after hearing 411 this, 
Logan Airport can expand to double Capacity, 
but back then during receivership it was 
called Logan 2000, the program. They were 
granted double expansion for passenger and 
Eréeignt handling. 


If they were at the limit back then 


72.60 
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when we went into receivership, and they've 2.60.1 
taken over five parking garages to alleviate 
the pollution, how can they double its 
Capacity and still be within the limits of 
pollution? How can that happen? It's a 
mystery to me. 

Also, their terrorist organization 
is allowed to tyrannize the people who are 
trying to get a night's sleep but I mentioned 
this last night, too. Amnesty International 
declared that the number one form of. torture 
in the world is sleep deprivation. We've 
heard again this evening too many people 
aren't sleeping and it's not right. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Mr. 
Choquet. The gentleman in the center and 
then I'll go to mr. McGovern again. 

MR. STAMOS: My name is Jim Stamos, 12.61 
S-T-A-M-O-S. I'm from the Squantun section 
of Quincy on the other side of the bay. Last 
night at the hearing for Massport at the 
transportation center, Mr. Cohen from the 
South Shore Chamber of Commerce spoke very 


eloquently about his 2500-member organization 
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in full support of the 14/32 runway and the 
center field taxi for economic reasons and 
the benefit of the businesses. 

IT am a member of the South Shore 
Chamber of Commerce and so is another 
Organization that I belong to with Over 642 
members, and in talking to many of my 
Baeinese associates, none of us were polled 
by the South Shore Chamber of Commerce 
regarding our views on this Logan Airport 
PMOWEY 2) EVERY Lame ERS Soak h Shore Chamber 
of Commerce has an issue, and they are, as 
far as I know, one of the most accredited 
Chambers of commerce in the United States, 
they send out a letter, they send out a poll, 
what is your view, what is your concern, and 
nothing was brought from them to any of the 
members that I know. 

I know Mr. Blute did @ presentation 
down there and the board of directors 
unanimously Supported him, but in my city of 
Quincy, we were told that we asked too late 
to have a presentation done by Massport and 


they're now too busy. In talking to several 
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other South Shore communities, none of them 
that I have Spoken to have had a presentation 
by Massport, and 1 don't know how we can make 
any type of decision, environmental, 
economic, or otherwise, when everybody south 
of Boston has not had the presentation. It 
just doesn't make sense, 

I've been involved in environmental 
issues from Marina Bay and Lot 23, to the 
Neponset River Watershed Association, Save 
the Beaches, Save the Bay. We live on the 
bay. We get the noise. We don't get a lot 


of the Overflights, but we get the noise and 


“the vibrations, and my new home of three 


years is cracking walls, and the vibration 
that we get al] morning and again all night. 

Five planes few over my house 
tonight from 6 to about 20 minutes past var 
and my wife and ~* decided that we would get 
in the car and drive back up here in support 
of the rest of the residents because it's 
intolerable. 

When we went to a meeting in South 


Boston at L Street, Mr. Silva from -- I think 
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that's your name -- Said to us that the 
accuracy of the planes flying in is 68 
percent, not a hundred percent. You have to 
drive 100 percent straight down the highway 
Or you'll crash, and now ft know why the 
planes are flying from Neponset River over 
Squantum, over Quincy Bay, over West Quincy. 
Te Ss tatelerabie:, 

I realiy don't understand how we 
can make and participate in the environmental 
Process through MEPA when we have not had a 
presentation. I've called my state senator, 
Michael Morrissey, and our Mayor and our city 
council voted unanimously against this, and 
we're going to demand that we get a 
Presentation or it's going to be a flawed 
process. Thank you. 

THE MODERATOR: Mr. McGovern, I'm 
going to give you 60 seconds more. 

MR. MCGOVERN: Very quickly, this 
winter I heard a news story where a couple 
was stranded at the airport because American 
Airlines were on Strike, and the children 


were getting ready to go to Disney World, and 
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they sat there in the airport and they came 
up with an answer to their problem. They 
rented a iimousine and went to Disney World. 
They got the kids down there. 

Boston is a place that is a 
destination like Disney World. and guess 
what? People will find a way to come here. 
Tf it's not by a plane, it will be another 
Way: SO what I think. we need to do is get 
together with the citizens and be good 
neighbors because they're very creative 
people, and come up with some solid solutions 
that everyone can live with. 

But they're my two heros, I don't 
know what their names are, but the parents 
that brought their kids to Disney World. 

THE MODERATOR: Thank you all. I'm 
going to declare this hearing now Closed, and 


that concludes tonight hearing. 


(The hearing concluded at 10:50 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.01 
MA Aeronautics Commission, 
Sherman Saltmarsh 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 


Comment Response 
2.01.1 Altermatives == Runway 14/32 


_ | think Massport has got an obligation to the people that - Comment noted. 

_ surround this airport, all the communities thathave been 
_ mentioned, to do anything they can to lessen the impact on 
_ the homes, their residences, their businesses, and their 

_ schools, et cetera, in that area...[T]hey will take 

_ approximately 75,000 flights over water. To me, that's an 

| improvement to the people in this area...[W]e at MAC owe 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Topic 2 Comment 


Runway 
1 | Approach 
_ Minimums 


| heights for landing on runway 22F[R] in poor visibility 
| weather...With lowering the decision height, the control 
» tower will allow more planes to approach over Beachmont 


_ Hill during weather with poor visibility because planes 

_ would be allowed to fly closer to the airport before the pilot 
_ has to see the hill under worst conditions...Given the 

_ already narrow envelope between the existing approach 

_ down and the top of Beachmont Hill, an early decision 

_ height would increase the potential of a hazard for the 
Beachmont residents. 


_ Runway 14/32 — Weare not totally convinced that the construction of 
runway 14/32 will result in less air traffic over the city of 
Revere...Itis Revere's opinion that the new runway will 
increase airport capacity which will obviously result in 
increased air traffic congestion and additional air traffic 
over our community. 


roun 
| Transportati 
on 


we are talking about increasing airport traffic, passengers, 
_ over the next ten years by almost 20 million passengers, 
- people coming from the north have to go through 
_ [Revere]...in order to get to the airport...we in Revere will be 
in complete gridlock 


Transcript T2.02 
City of Somerville, 
Bob Haas, Mayor 


Response 


- Reducing the current landing minimums for Runway 22L at 

_ Logan Airport does not equate to a reduction in the existing 

| levels of safety and doesn’t change noise levels. Aircraft would 
follow the same arrival paths, at the same altitudes as today, 

© but the location at which a missed approach decision must be 

_ made would be moved closer to the airport. Both Appendix D 

_ and Section 3.4 include discussions of reduced minimums. 

_ Even under existing approach minimums, aircraft are already 
beyond Beachmont Hill before reaching the decision height 

_ (refer to Section 3.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). 


_ The new runway at Log p 
_ the annual capacity at Logan Airport. Rather, it is proposed to 
_ reduce delays, particularly on days with strong northwest 

_ winds. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR analysis shows that 
_ this runway also provides more flexibility in runway use, 
allowing the FAA controllers to adhere more closely to the 
PRAS goals with attendant benefits to the neighboring 
communities that are most highly noise impacted 


The runway will substantially reduce the delays that now occur 
uring northwest wind conditions. Preventing these delays will 
epresent a real benefit to the passengers and airlines that 
urrently experience them. However, because these wind 
conditions and the associated delays are not regular or 
redictable, and cannot be readily anticipated by passenger or 
irlines, it is not expected that their prevention will stimulate 
rowth in Logan Airport passenger demand above and beyond 
he rates that would have occurred absent the runway. 


instead, growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be 
rincipally driven by local and national economic conditions, 
ompetition and pricing within the airline industry, and the 
istribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 

_ Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. The broad 
_ range of forecasts examined in the airside operational and 

_ environmental analyses would capture any potential variation in 
_ future passenger and aircraft activity at Logan Airport. 


Neither Massport nor the FAA has a program to increase 

: passenger demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of both 
organizations is to accommodate demand safely and efficiently. 

_ The recommended Airside Project is intended to enable 

_ Logan Airport to accommodate current and future aircraft activity 

_ with minimum delay. The construction of unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32 would not be expected to induce additional 
"aircraft operations or passenger traffic at Logan Airport. Refer 

© to Section 4.2. 


Transcript T2.02: City of Somerville, Bob Haas, Mayor 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Comment Response 


_ We are not totally convinced that the construction of _ The new runway at Logan Airport is not proposed to increase 
| runway 14/32 will result in less air traffic over the city of » the annual capacity at Logan Airport. Rather, it is proposed to 
' Revere...It is Revere's opinion that the new runway will | reduce delays, particularly on days with strong northwest 


' increase airport capacity which will obviously result in _ winds. The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR analysis shows that 
| increased air traffic congestion and additional air traffic | this runway also provides more flexibility in runway use, 
_ Over our community. _ allowing the FAA controllers to adhere more closely to the 


PRAS goals with attendant benefits to the neighboring 
_ communities that are most highly noise impacted 


| The runway will substantially reduce the delays that now occur 
_ during northwest wind conditions. Preventing these delays will 
| represent a real benefit to the passengers and airlines that 

: currently experience them. However, because these wind 

: conditions and the associated delays are not regular or 

_ predictable, and cannot be readily anticipated by passenger or 
- airlines, it is not expected that their prevention will stimulate 

| growth in Logan Airport passenger demand above and beyond 
_ the rates that would have occurred absent the runway. 


| Instead, growth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be 

_ principally driven by local and national economic conditions, 

| competition and pricing within the airline industry, and the 

_ distribution of airline services and passenger traffic between 

_ Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. The broad 

_ range of forecasts examined in the airside operational and 

_ environmental analyses would capture any potential variation in 
future passenger and aircraft activity at Logan Airport. 


_Accessto —-—_—if we are talking about increasing airport traffic, passengers, Neither Masport nor the FAA has a program to increase 


3 | Transportati = Logan ' over the next ten years by almost 20 million passengers, | passenger demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of both 
/ on _ people coming from the north have to go through _ organizations is to accommodate demand safely and efficiently. 
» [Revere]...in order to get to the airport...we in Revere will be _ The recommended Airside Project is intended to enable 

_ in. complete gridlock _ Logan Airport to accommodate current and future aircraft activity 


_ with minimum delay. The construction of unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32 would not be expected to induce additional 

_ aircraft operations or passenger traffic at Logan Airport. Refer 
to Section 4.2. 


Transcript T2.02: City of Somerville, Bob Haas, Mayor 
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Transcript T2.03 
Private Citizen: Preston Galarneau 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ The fact is that actual, that is, measured noise results in The dispersion model portion of the LDMS is an EPA- 
| Chelsea have been year after year above 65, and the | approved model. The methodology is consistent with FAA 
_ predicted number used by Massport to assess the noise and EPA guidelines. 


_ impact on [Chelsea]...is below 65...Without an accurate 

_ assessment, the true impact of health, environmental, and 
_ real estate value effects cannot be clearly defined, making 
"any mitigation offer unreasonable. 


Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have | 
been reported in Logan Airport's various GEIRs and 
Annual Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in 
locations were significantly reduced in 1996 through 

modification of source levels to better account for over-water 
sound propagation and apparent use of higher engine power 
settings than are normally assumed in the noise model's 
database (Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 

_ Annual Update). 


_ In 1998, differences between measured and modeled noise 
_ became even less when Massport upgraded its monitoring 

_ system and began to report noise caused only by aircraft - a 
metric directly comparable to the DNL exposure levels : 
_ predicted by the noise model. At sites having exposure levels of 
_ 60 dB or more, this improvement to the monitoring system 
_ brought measured and modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of 

_ each other. (Refer to Chapter 5 of the Logan Airport 1998 

_ Annual Update). Massport continues to investigate possible 

_ causes for remaining differences (such as from hill effects) but 
_ believes the FAA’s INM noise model used in the Airside Project 
" noise analyses accurately represents expected noise exposure. 


[T]he noise monitor location, that's [shown on] Figure 5.2-1 Comment noted. 
__ on Page 5-13, indicates that there is a permanent noise 
| monitor on Admiral's Hill in Chelsea, while all subsequent 
analysis of measured noise data is placed on Shirtleff and 
_ Essex Street in Chelsea. That's a site that has not had a 


permanent monitor since 1991, and then for only one year. 


| Also refer to response to Comment T2.3.1. 


Transcript T2.03: Private Citizen: Preston Galarneau 
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City Council on March 3%, 1999, Massport representatives scenario if the Preferred Alternative is implemented, the 
said runway 33 departures will increase from 4.8 percent to appropriate basis for comparison of the Preferred Alternative is 
2 percent of total departures. That's a 150 percent _ the No Action Alternative. Equivalent jet operations would 
increase. And runway 15 arrivals will increase from 1.5 _ increase by more than 75 percent over the Preferred Alternative 
percent to 7.7 percent. That's a 413 percent increase. The —_if no action were taken. Despite the increase in equivalent jet 
ssociated increase in noise is large enough that even | operations, the Airside analysis indicates that overall noise 
sing the understated predicted noise measures, 1100 impacts decline over time with the elimination of Stage 2 aircraft 
jomes will be eligible for soundproofing. __ and the replacement of hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft with | 
non-hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. By allowing aircraft operations 

to shift from over-land to over-water routings and by providing 
greater flexibility in the use of Runways 27 and 33L for takeoff, 

the Preferred Alternative further reduces the highest noise 
impacts to the close-in neighboring communities. Furthermore, 

the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also demonstrates the more 
equitable balance of noise impacts among communities 
surrounding Logan Airport that can be achieved with the 

Preferred Alternative as opposed to the imbalance that occurs 
today and would occur in the future if no action is taken. 


_ Massport's Noise Rules and FAA-approved sound insulation 
: program have been only two elements of its overall noise 
| abatement program. Massport is currently supporting 
_ FAA's effort to improve conformance to the new Runway 27 
_ flight corridor and is exploring means of extending its 
: i i _ sound insulation program through innovative investigation of hill 
effects on sound propagation. Massport is also actively involved 
_ in encouraging growth at Worcester Regional Airport and other 
alternative airports, and is committed to monitoring and 
improving the PRAS. 


Topic 2 Response 
| | Sound While equivalent jet operations increase by more than 
| Insulation impacts of this proposal...In a presentation to the Chelsea 50 percent from a 1993 base to the future 37.5M High Fleet 


| While we feel sound insulation cannot fully mitigate the 


4 / _ Insulation _ impacts of increased ambient noise levels, many of the __ responsibility to bring a building up to code when the structure 
i : _ older homes will not be eligible for funding due to FAA | is sub-standard but otherwise qualifies to participate in an 
_ order 5100.38A which requires the property owner to bring ' airport sponsored sound insulation program. However, to 
_ homes up to code before they pay. _ address impacts in particular projects such as the proposed 


_ Airside Project, FAA has discretion to use grant funds to bring 
_ buildings up to code as part of the mitigation program to the 
‘ _ extent such improvement are required to proceed with the 
i | sound insulation work. The mitigation program for the 

_ Airside Project includes use of grant funds for such purposes. 

_ For the eligible residences, the FAA will fund building code 
_ improvements, to the extent necessary, to implement effective : 

sound insulation treatment. i 


Transcript T2.03: Private Citizen: Preston Galarneau 
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Code Topic 1 i an at ediptnnhdt Response 
| 72 03. . Environmental | 's conclusion [that] ["]Given the reduction in the The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 
5 _ Justice Data _ highest noise-exposed population and this mitigation, | Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 


| soundproofing, the low-income and minority populations will _ populations were defined in accordance with Federal 

_ not experience disproportionally high adverse impacts in | Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the 

: : | comparison to the affected population as a ' Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 

+ whole[’]...conflicts with President Clinton's environmental environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 
justice executive order 1289A... Essentially, the four-page populations was expanded to include households at 
"environmental justice analysis contained within the EIR _ 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 
_ does not adequately analyze the environmental effects _ no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 

: including human health, economic, and social effects of the and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 
_ Proposed expansion, and | would suggest the analysisis | a dverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 


"yet another clever obfuscation of the truth, and the analysis ee : : 
| in the EIR does not meet the standards of the Department or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 


: _ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

_ of Transportation order. minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 

associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 
predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 
predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 
increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 

is not a significant adverse impact. The minority and 
low-income populations in South Boston.and East Boston 
affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 
almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 
contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 
_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be provided _ 
_ to affected communities in the form of residential sound 
_ insulation. 


A discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 
| presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


. Alternatives Other Non- Alternatives under discussion such as comprehensive The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
: — Construction eak hour pricing analysis using a range of operations per ~~ DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 

" Alternatives hour levels instead of the single higher operational | demand management alternative at Logan Airport. The 

| threshold that underestimates the delay reduction. _ analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 
_ airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating capacity 
_ of the airport and provides an assessment of the extent of the 

_ benefits from PPP under such circumstances. See 

_ Section 4.5.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


/ Regional / Regional _ Hanscom should not be a piece of the second major airport is not a solution to the current delay 
7 _ Transportation _ Airports regionalization solution, and a second major airport should + and congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed 
/ _ have at least been considered. _ Project to reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport 
/ _ must be implemented in the near term to address current and 
future operating conditions. Even if a second major airport 
| were to be pursued, the planning period for site selection and 
© environmental review would require ten to 15 years, in 
_ addition to a multi-year construction period. Rather, 
: Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
includes the T.F. Green/Providence, the Manchester, and the 
Worcester Regional airports. Service development and 
increased passenger traffic at these airports are an important 
part of the region’s long-term strategy to accommodate 
passenger and activity growth. Greater use of the regional 
airports will provide passengers within the service area of 
' such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 
_ demand within Logan Airport’s primary service area will i 
_ remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports will 


i 
i 
i 


not eliminate the need for airside projects at Logan Airpo 
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Response 


ise and air quality equipment should be along flight 
_ paths. Chelsea's air monitors at the Soldier's Home, out of 
_ harm's way. 


There is a noise monitor located at Shurtleff and Essex 
_ Streets on Admiral’s Hill in Chelsea. It is essentially directly 
"under the flight corridor for aircraft departing from 

_ Runway 33. It is referred to as Site 15 in tables and text 


td Ecosystems 


: Rare Species —_[A] plan to relocate or mitigate [impacts to] the upl 
_ sandpiper....is inadequate and also indefinite. 


_ Masspol jas developed a comprehensive on-site and off-site 
Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close coordination | 
with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered | 
Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such habitat at 

Logan Airport from construction of the Centerfield Taxiway. 

The plan strives to enhance protection of remaining 

Upland Sandpiper habitat at Logan Airport without increasing 
the aviation safety hazards typically associated with birds or 
hazards to the birds. Additionally, it is expected that an area 

of former Upland Sandpiper habitat totaling approximately 

150 acres at Camp Edwards on Cape Cod will be restored to 
grassland habitat by removing woody and shrub vegetation to 
encourage enhancement of the Upland Sandpiper regional 
_ population. This restoration effort provides a unique 

opportunity to expand grasslands in the Commonwealth far 

_ exceeding the +40 acres to be lost at Logan Airport. A 

_ Memorandum of Agreement has been signed between 
_ Massport and the Massachusetts Army Air National Guard for 
_ implementation of the program and long-term maintenance of 
_ the area as Upland Sandpiper habitat. Additional details of the 
_ Upland Sandpiper mitigation plan are presented in Section 6.5 
_ of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Additional details of the Upland Sandpiper mitigation il are 


| 72.03. ' Access to study g 
- 10 | Transportation — Logan communities should be as comprehensive as possible. 


mplementation of the Pralered Alternative would not 
_ increase capacity, but rather it would correct a series of 
_ deficiencies in the airfield geometry and operation. Massport’s 
_ plans to handle the ground access requirements of future 
| passenger levels are discussed in the Logan Airport 1999 

_ ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent Environmental 

_ Data Reports (Annual Updates). 


Transcript T2.03: Private Citizen: Preston Galarneau 
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Response 
: s there a] commitment to maintain the new runway's The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
1 nidirectional status? _ DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all aircraft 


_ arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the Runway 32 

: | approach and all departures would initiate from the Runway 14 
"heading out over Boston Harbor). State approval under MEPA 
"and federal approval under NEPA will allow Runway 14/32 to 
_ proceed only on a basis consistent with the stated unidirectional : 
_ limitations. Consistent with any such approvals, Massport will 
| light and stripe Runway 14/32 to accommodate unidirectional 
_ operations only. 


| Furthermore, the location of proposed Runway 14/32 involves 
_ physical limitations that reinforce the unidirectional requirements 
_ of that improvement concept. The Hyatt Hotel and 

_ Conference Center, which is 174 feet high, is within 1,300 feet 
_ of the Runway 14. The location of the Hyatt Hotel and 

_ Conference Center invades applicable FAA approach surface 

| glide slope requirements, thereby precluding arrivals from the 

| west to the Runway 14. Another factor limiting westerly 

| operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack of available facilities to 
| allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 


_ The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow maximum 
"| use of over-water operations and thereby limit operational 
_ impacts over residential areas. To strictly reinforce these 
| important environmental benefits, Massport has designated the 
intended unidirectional limitation on Runway 14/32 as a 
_ mitigation measure. Refer to Section 8.7 of the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR Draft Section 61 Findings, and the discussion in 
: _ Section 8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR regarding 


_ ...Data used for this analysis is over five years old and 
12 | Assumptions/ _ does not reflect current conditions _ not based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
: | Methodologies i _ during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the 

: _ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective 
_ to the delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model 
_ calibration. The analysis contained in the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR has been updated to include modeled delay 
_ results for 1998 to provide more current context to airfield 
conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to Section 4.2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a description of the delay 
_ analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 
~ Logan Airport. 


Transcript T2.03: Private Citizen: Preston Galarneau 
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Transcript T2.04 
US Congressman Michael Capuano 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
_ 72.04. . Environmental — Cumulative _ I don't think it takes [a lot]...to understand that building this The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 
4 | Justice » Impacts | runway before adequate and fair consideration and every _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 
i ' single effort is taken to reduce the impact, the negative _ populations were defined in accordance with Federal 


| environmental impact, on the most densely-populated area Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order, and the 

_ in New England, one of the poorest areas in New England — Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 

_ No matter how you measure it, one of the most racially- _ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 

_ diverse areas no matter how you measure it in this country. | populations was expanded to include households at 

: _ 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 
_ no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 
_ and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 
within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 

_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 

_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an i 

_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change _ 

_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and 

_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

__ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

- almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 

_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 

_ Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 

_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

- sound insulation. 


A discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 
_ presented i i mental DEIS/FEIR. 
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Transcript T2.05 
City of Chelsea, 
Paul Nowicki, City Councilor 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
' 72.05. . Environmental » [T]hese things, [the bridge, MWRA, and the new runway] _ The population that will be served by the Preferred Alternative 
a ' Justice : _ benefit the entire state and region, but instead we're the _ is the same population that is currently served by 
: _ ones that take the full burden and it's not fair, it's not proper, _ Logan Airport. Approximately 21 percent of passenger traffic 
it's not right. _ is generated within the City of Boston, 29 percent within 


~ Route 128 (not including Boston), and 29 percent from the 

_ region between Route 128 and |-495. Logan Airport is also a 
_ major employer for the metropolitan region with the largest 

_ percentage of those employed at Logan Airport (19 percent) 
_ living in Boston. Other communities with significant : 
_ employment at Logan Airport include Revere, Winthrop, Lynn, 
_ Peabody, Malden, Saugus, Chelsea, Everett and Salem. 
_ These communities account for 49 percent of the 

_ employment at Logan Airport. 
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Transcript T2.06 


Wintrhop Airport Hazards Committee, 


Topic 1 Topic 2 


. | Regional _ Regional 
1 _ Transportation Airports 


alization of airports. They came back within six months to a 
_ year with a [report] ...recommending that's how we should 
| goin the future. That was years ago and Massport nor the 
_ Commonwealth has taken any action on it. 


. | Altematives Runway 14/32 [Quoted from letter from Edward J. Markey]..."The 


_ construction of the new runway would expand Logan's 
| capacity for operations and increasing current potential for 
future growth..." 


_ Governor Weld appointed a commission to study the region: 


_ The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 

_ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 

_ This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of : 
_ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate _ 
_ ononly one or two runways, compared to the typical 
_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 


Jerome E. Falbo 


Response 


_ The Strategic Assessment Report, completed in July 1998 for 
_ the Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission, examined a 

_ broad range of scenarios for meeting future high-speed inter- 

_ city travel demand in eastern and central Massachusetts. The 
_ scenarios examined included high-speed rail, use of Air Force 
_ bases, use of other regional airports, construction of a new 

__ airport, and construction of vertiports. A principal finding of the 
_ SAR was, “Regardless of the type of additional facility element 
_ added, the Commonwealth would have to make infrastructure 
__ improvements at Logan Intemational Airport if demand growth 


is to be fully satisfied.” 


runway will not increase Logan Airport's normal operating 


» Capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
_ operations. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code ‘Topic 1 Comment 
72.06. — Regional 
3 _ Transportation _ Airports : examine closely the status of our regional aviation 


| transportation system before we implement any new 

| structural] changes at Logan Intemational Airport....t is the 
responsibility of both the federal and the state govermments 
_ to devise a strategy that insures some of the burden at 

_ Loganis relieved by those regional commercial airports that 
_ would welcome increase in regular[ly] scheduled passenger 
_ service." 


~ [Quoted from a letter from Edward J. Markey]..."(A] blue 
_ ribbon panel should be established to drive such a regional 
_ aviation transportation strategy.” 


4 | Review 
: Process 


_ Panel 


Transcript T2.06: Wintrhop Airport Hazards Committee, Jerome E. Falbo 


_ Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
| discussion of the specific role played by the regional : 
_ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
| to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
_ recognized and has been a proponent of options to 
"Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 
_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 
_ options to Logan Airport. In the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport 
_ identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that could be 
_ absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 
__ T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
- airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 
_ these developments will slow Logan Airport’s passenger 
traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 
| passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 
_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be : 
_ achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play — 
"an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airpor'’s inability _ 
_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 
_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport’s layout, is 
» Necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Logan Airport. 
In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 


_ EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 

_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the : 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed _ 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and — 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 


Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 


_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 
total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
_ Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 

_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
- and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 

_ Series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 

_ industry experts. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS 
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Transcript T2.07 
Winthrop Board of Selectman, 
Jerry Ogus, Chair 


Comment Response 


_ How can we consider doing something like [increasing the In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
_ number of flights out of Logan Airport] without really having _EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental DEIS 
scientific evidence? How can we take a chance with people, _ to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 

_ with people's health, welfare, their very lives, their children's _ input from an Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA’s 
lives? How can we go forward on something like this without _ direction, three Panel members were appointed by the 

_ doing the necessary health studies...[BJefore this iseven Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 
_ considered any farther, | think what we really need to dois were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the _ 
' we need to go back and we have to do some really detailed direction of the New England Region FAA, the Panel / 


_ analysis, and care about people and the health of people convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly 
: before we start talking about building more runways and _ with a final meeting in December of 2000. To provide the 


: having more people coming into the area. _ appropriate background, the Panel was presented with an 
_ Interim Supplemental Draft EIS, the Airside Project Draft 
EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written by members of the 
_ public, concerned agencies and public officials responding to 
_ the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 visual 
_ and written presentations from the Airside Project's technical 
consulting team and other independent industry experts. 


_ The other projects cited in this comment are not related to the 
_ Airside Improvements Project. Any impacts associated with 
» those projects will be addressed in individual project filings, if 

_ required under NEPA and/or MEPA and also in the ESPR 

_ (formerly GEIR) process. 


_ The ongoing state ESPR process provides information to the 

_ federal and state agencies and the general public on the 

" environmental effects of existing and future operations at 

_ Logan Airport, on the cumulative effect of airport operations, 

» and on the planning context for individual projects at 

_ Logan Airport. The GEIR/ESPR is specifically incorporated by _ 
_ reference in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR as a background document. 


_ Massport has provided the City of Boston and public health 
_ agencies with air quality and emissions data. 


_ In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health 

» data, including mortality and morbidity from each 

_ neighborhood in Boston and cancer incidence data available 

_ from the Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These 

_ data indicated that causal relationships cannot be determined : 
at this time. A review of the 1999 Report to the Mayor, Health — 

__ of Boston prepared by the Boston Public Health Commission 

_ leads to a similar conclusion. In addition, Massport has 

_ Shared the results of the Soot Deposition Study with public 

_ health agencies and is cooperating with the Harvard School 

_ of Public Health on the South Boston Particle Source 
Apportionment Study. 


_ Information on public health issues is provided in Chapter 6 of - 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


[I]f we allow ...[Massport] to build this runway, we remove 


_ Transportation Airports all the incentive to look at the other alternatives. 


Transcript T2.08 
Private Citizen: John Nucci 


Response 


Regional carriers that provide service to Logan Airport and 

_ the passengers they serve are an entirely different market 

_ than the airlines that and passengers that have generated 

_ tremendous growth at the regional airports over the past 

_ several years. As a result, regional carriers serving Logan 

' Airport are unlikely to shift operations to the regional airports 

' and the low-fare carriers that provide service from the 

_ regional airports are unlikely to shift operations to Logan 

_ Airport. 

_ Regional carriers serving Logan Airport carry a mix of local 

' and connecting passengers. A significant number of 

_ passengers are either traveling to Boston or connecting to 

_ flights that are not available from the outlying airports. For 

_ example, service to Manchester would not be a viable 

alternative for a Provincetown passenger traveling to a 

location in downtown Boston. Likewise, service to Providence _ 
would not be attractive to a Provincetown passenger trying to 
reach Denver, since there are no nonstop Denver services at 

"TF. Green/Providence Airport. 


_ Market forces have been responsible for the shift in airport 

_ usage from Logan Airport to the regional airports and the 

_ induced growth at the regional airports. Regional airports 

: have become attractive alternatives to Logan Airport because _ 

_ Of airline decisions to increase the frequency and quality of 

_ regional airport services (i.e., jet versus turboprops), the 

_ availability of lower airfares, convenient access relative to 

_ Logan Airport, and increased public awareness of the 

_ regional airports. Until Southwest Airlines, Delta Express and 

_ MetroJet introduced low-fare services into the region, the 

' New England region had been one of the only regions in the 

_ United States without a significant low-fare carrier presence. 

_ The resulting stimulation of traffic at the regional airports 

_ consists of both induced demand and diversion from 

_ Logan Airport. This diversion results from a recapture of 

- traffic within Manchester and T.F. Green/Providence airports 

_ primary markets that was previously using Logan Airport. 

_ Since 1996, when low-fare services were first established at 
T.F. Green/Providence Airport, eight out of ten new air 

_ travelers in New England have chosen to use the regional 

_ airports over Logan Airport. 


_ Massport considers Logan Airport to be part of a regional 
_ system of airports that includes T.F. Green/Providence, 
Manchester and Worcester Regional airports. Service 

_ development and increased passenger traffic at these 

_ airports are an important part of the region’s long-term 

_ Strategy to accommodate growth in air travel demand. Refer 

_ to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 

_ of the roles of Logan Airport and these regional airports in the 
_ eastern New England aviation system. 


Transcript T2.08: Private Citizen: John Nucci 
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Transcript T2.09 
City of Chelsea, 
Juan Vega, City Council President 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


[I ask you] to measure the environmental injustice that this The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 


4 | Justice ; | proposal represents, and the disproportionate impact that it _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 
: : will have in the surrounding communities given the ' populations were defined in accordance with Federal 


_ economic, the socioeconomic of this community. _ Executive Order 12898, the U.S. DOT Final Order and the 

~ Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance on 
_ environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of low-income 
_ populations was expanded to include households at 
- 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis found that there is 
' no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income 
_ and minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 


_ Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 
minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 

_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 

_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour / 

_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 

_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 

_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and : 

_ low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 

_ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 

- contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 
Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 

_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

: provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

- sound insulation. 


A discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 
presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Transcript T2.09: City of Chelsea, Juan Vega, City Council President 
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Transcript T2.10 
City of Chelsea, 
Chelsea City Council, Rochelle A. Bennett 


Comment Response 


_ [T]he health impact isn't being addressed as much as it should + Massport has provided the City of Boston and public health 
_ be. agencies with air quality and emissions data. 


_ In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health 

_ data, including mortality and morbidity from each 

_ neighborhood in Boston and cancer incidence data available 

_ from the Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These 
_ data indicated that causal relationships cannot be determined — 
_ at this time. A review of the 1999 Report to the Mayor, Health — 
__ of Boston prepared by the Boston Public Health Commission 
- leads to a similar conclusion. In addition, Massport has 

_ shared the results of the Soot Deposition Study with public 

_ health agencies and is cooperating with the Harvard School 

_ of Public Health on the South Boston Particle Source 

_ Apportionment Study. 


_ Information on public health issues is provided in Chapter 6 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Transcript T2.10: City of Chelsea, Chelsea City Council, Rochelle A. Bennett 
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Transcript T2.11 
Greater Boston Chamber, 
Jim Kloche, Director of Economic Development 


_ Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


We believe that we need a two-step approach to address Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
| the air travel issue. Step one is to do more with regional | discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
| airports. Step two is an expanded 14/32. _ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
_ to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 

_ Tecognized and has been a proponent of options to 

_ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 

_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 

_ options to Logan Airport. In the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport 

| identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that could be 

_ absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 

_ TF. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In the i 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that these 
_ developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger traffic 

| growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 
_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 2015, - 
_ and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be achieved 
"until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play an 

_ important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth at 
_ Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability to 
__ efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 
_ to-correct the problem with Logan Airport’s layout, is necessary | 
_ to correct this deficiency and provides clear benefits at current | 
_ aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will only increase inthe 
| future, even as developments at the regional airports act to 

_ reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 


1 _ Transportation —_ Airports 


Transcript T2.11: Greater Boston Chamber, Jim Kloche, Director of Economic Development 
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Transcript 72.12 
Private Citizen: Kathy Callahan 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


72.12. 
cf 


ee ee ey er ear reerrvan es PS eT alata 
: support of Representative O'Flaherty and Delio's legislative 


_ bill 1576 which opposes the runway. 


General 
_ Opposition 


Transcript T2.12: Private Citizen: Kathy Callahan _ 
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Transcript 72.13 
Continental Airlines, Inc., 
Glen Morse, Senior Director, Industry Affairs 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


| Taxiway _ [Continental Airlines] supports] all of the taxiway - Comment noted. 
_ Improvements improvements, most notably, the mid-field taxiway, because _ 
: _ they will enhance the safety and efficiency of aircraft 

' movements on the airport. These efficiency gains translate 
_ to environmental benefits as stated in the draft EIR/EIS 
| because they reduce taxi times and consequently reduce 
engine and noise emissions. 


. Altermatives 


: . | Alternatives _ Runway 14/32 — Continental supports the construction of unidirectional 
2 _ 14/32. ...in good weather when the winds are from the 
i _ northwest...and delays are caused because there's only a 
single arrival runway, this program will serve to eliminate 

_ those delays. 


Comment noted. 


Transcript T2.13: Continental Airlines, Inc., Glen Morse, Senior Director, Industry Affaiis ==SSSsStS™S~S~*S 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.14 
Private Citizen: John Tardif 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


No specific comment. General opposition only. 


: Comment noted. 
if Opposition 


Transcript T2.14: Private Citizen: John Tardif 
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Transcript 72.15 
British Airways, 
Gail Visentin, Dir. Passenger & Cargo Operations 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
72.15. Alternatives Preferred The airport improvement program proposed by Massport is Comment noted. 
i Alternatives in the interest of all citizens around Boston because it 


Transcript T2.15: British Airways, Gail Visentin, Dir. Passenger & Cargo Operations 
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Transcript 12.16 
Winthrop Noise Air Pollution & Airport Hazard 
Committee, Bob Driscoll, Senior Vice Chair 


Topic 1 Topic 2 
.  Altematives Runway 14/32 


Comment Response 


: Last night, one of your speakers mentioned that Logan To accommodate seasonal on- and off-shore winds, the 


| needed a fourth runway. Logan Airport has five runways. _ Major runways at Logan Airport are set up at 60 degree 

_ What Massport is asking for is a sixth runway, and Ithink angles to each other and have multiple intersections that 

| this is very important when you realize that the other major greatly reduce the capacity of the airport compared to most 
airports in our country, most of them do not have five _ other major facilities in the country. Also, Logan Airport's fifth 
' runways. _ runway, Runway 15L/33R, is just 2,557 feet long and can 


_ only be used by a few small propeller aircraft so that it does 
"little to help reduce delays. Logan Airport needs the new, 

_ more useful Runway 14/32 if it is to improve its delay 
roblems. 


| Regional Regional 
2 _ Transportation —_ Airports 


_ Inother words, [itis unclear why]...other [regional] airports Airport capacity varies according to weather conditions and : 
© [will] reach full capacity but Logan never reaches full _ traffic volume as well as the airfield layout, facilities and 

_ capacity. _ equipment such as ILS, and operational procedures such as 

- approach minimums and aircraft separations. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.17 
US Airways, 
Robert A. Hazel, General Manager 


Topic 2 Comment 


_ In order for U.S. Airways and other airlines to pr 
_ teliable and affordable air service, itis important that we are 
' able to operate efficiently. Current airfield limitations at 
_ Logan do not permit efficient operations. The resulting 

| delays are costly to the airlines, and also costly and 
inconvenient for our customers. 


Transcript T2.17: US Airways, Robert A. Hazel, General Manager 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.18 
CARE, 
Rick Rodes, President 


General 
Opposition 


Transcript T2.18: CARE, Rick Rodes, President 
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Transcript T2.19 
American Airlines, 
Ed Freni, General Manager 


_ Topic: 20 Comment 


: We believe that a new unidirectional runway for regional 
: aircraft will benefit all of Logan. The new runway will help 
' reduce delays at Logan and allow the airport to operate 


_ more efficiently when the winds are northwesterly. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.20 
Private Citizen: Richard Dimes 


Topic 2 Response 


- Runway 14/3 


Transcript T2.20: Private Citizen: Richard Dimes 
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Transcript T2.21 
United Airlines, 
sean Donohue, City Manager 


Comment 


Topic 2 
_ Runway 14/32 


Response 


| United supports the new runway for three critical reasons. 
_ The first reason is safety...while Logan is a very safe 

» airport, itis clear that this new runway will make it even 

| safer. 


Comment noted. 


he second reason is service...this new runway, in reducing _ Comment noted. 
_ delays, will allow the airlines to serve our customers better 
' and meet their needs. 


Runway 14/32 


The third reason is air quality... [Dlelays cause the airlines omment noted. 
_ in many cases to be out on the runways for 45 to 60 
_ minutes before we're allowed to take off... The new runway 
: will alleviate those issues and be able to improve the : 
ution in the area and to improve air quality. 


Transcript T2.21 United Airlines, Sean Donohue, City Manager 
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. | Altermatives Runway 14/32 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.22 
Community Advisory Committee, 
Ronald Taylor 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


_ The Federal Aviation Administration and Massport have yet The flight tracks (included the approach paths for Runway 32) : 
» to provide a traffic pattem for ...[RJunway [14/32], and to _ used in the modeling are presented in Chapter 6 of the 
explain what the approach will be, what type of an approach Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Arrivals to Runway 32 and 

' there will be, how the aircraft will be directed to that given departures from Runway 27 are dependent operations, and 

| runway as itis referred to the combination of 33 left 27. It FAA controllers will ensure adequate separation between the 
! appears that 27 and 32 will be a conflict and there will be a _ two types of operations. All separation standards, operational 
safety issue. _ procedures, and capacities used in the modeling were 
_ reviewed by the FAA. 


Transcript T2.22: Com 


munity Advisory Committee, Ronald Taylor 
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Transcript 72.23 
Air Transport Association of America, 
Scott Godfrey, Director East Region 


Comment Response 


_ The ATA cannot stress enough the importance of the _ Comment noted. 
_ reduction of the current level of delays which plague Boston 

_ Logan Airport, and the corresponding level of service which 
_ we are able to provide to our passengers and shippers 
utilizing the airport. 


Itis our position that the implementation of the entire project | Comment noted. 
_ will lower the overall noise impact on the surrounding 
_ communities. This is due to the unidirectional orientation of 
_ the new runway and the efficiency gained which will cause a 
_ reduction of delayed late-night operations which currently 
_ impact citizens at the most intrusive time of the day. 


Transcript T2.23: Air Transport Association of America, Scott Godfrey, Director East Region 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript 12.24 
Private Citizen: Steve Stoddard 


Code Topic 1 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


| 72.24. Purpose and Delay ...the EIS, as currently constituted, should be thrown out _ In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft 
1 Need _ and reworked with an independent group and be sentback _EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental DEIS 


- to the public for further comment. _ to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from an Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA’s 
| direction, three Panel members were appointed by the 
_ Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 
i / : _ were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the | 
_ direction of the New England Region FAA, the Panel 
: _ convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly 
_ with a final meeting in December of 2000. A total of 12 
_ meetings were held. To provide the appropriate background, 
_ the Panel was presented with an Interim Supplemental Draft 
EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key letters written by 
_ members of the public, concerned agencies and public 
_ Officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a series of 15 
_ visual and written presentations from the Airside Project's 
_ technical consulting team and other independent industry 
"experts. 


Over the next five years, Massport has stated that the flights 


Analysis Massport has developed a range of potential future traffic 


_ Assumptions/ —_ Period __ over my town would be reduced. When asked what the _ levels for planning purposes. For a variety of reasons, 
_ Methodologies — _ impacts of 10, 15, and 20 years are, they have been unable — Massport believes that the forecasts described as 1999 and 
: or unwilling to answer. _ 2010 projections in the Logan Airside Improvements 


| Feasibility Study, Phase | Report and the DEIS/EIR will not 

_ be achieved until after 1999 and 2010, respectively. The 

_ Airport is likely to reach 29 million passengers (formerly the 

_ “4999” forecast) in 2003. Developments at the regional 

_ airports and Amtrak’s high speed Acela Express rail service 

_ to New York are expected to further slow Logan Airport's 

| passenger traffic growth. As a result, Logan Airport is now 

| expected to reach 37.5 million passengers in 2015 and 

_ 45 million passengers in 2024. Thus the planning forecasts 

_ that underlie the delays and environmental analyses cover a 

_ planning period that extends beyond 2020. Refer to : 
_ Chapters 1 and 4 of the Supplemental Draft ElS/Final EIR for 
a complete discussion of the planning forecast: 


_ The main reason they want 14/32 is to reduce delays. There Chapter 4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 

_ is conflicting data that shows Massport may be overstating discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays 
_ the delays at Logan. _ used in the Airside Project. Chapter 1 and Appendix C 

: include a description of measures used by FAA and 

_ U.S. DOT to calculate delay, the limitations of those 
measures, an explanation of computer models for estimating 
__ flight delays, and historical delay data at Logan Airport and 

_ other major United States airports. 


Model 


_ While regional alternatives will relieve traffic growth pressures 
_ at Logan Airport, the proposed airside improvements are 
_ necessary and provide clear benefits at current traffic levels. 

_ These benefits will only increase in the future, even as 

_ developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail 

_ services act to reduce the rate of future growth at 

| Logan Airport. 


Transcript T2.24: Private Citizen: Steve Stoddard 
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Response 


_ Environmental onmental impact statement should present the he improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 

_ Review _ environmental impacts of the proposal and the alternatives Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan — 
_ Process _ ina comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 
providing a clear basis for choice... | Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 


_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 
_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 : 
_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 

_ numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 

| for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 

| International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 
recommended several improvement concepts, including 

_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 

_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other i 
_ studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 
Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995. Basedon 
_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected and the 
| most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
i alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 
| _ consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 
i _ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 
| that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 
rovide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 


| 72.24. gional am advocating enclosing a comprehensive up-to-date 

15 _ Transportation — Airports | study showing all alternatives that are available. We should 
i i © be looking at Otis Air Force Base, Worcester, Green Field, 

_ Hanscom, and further regionalization as well as a new 

_ airport to develop a plan that compares what is the best 

_ long-term strategy, not a quick, short-term fix. 


ystem of airports that includes the T.F. Green/Providence, 
Manchester and Worcester Regional airports 


Refer to Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of regional 


Transcript T2.24: Private Citizen: Steve Stoddard 


xx 
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Transcript T2.25 
Private Citizen: Richard Salini 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


effects on the Jeffrey's Point neighborhood. Well, | beg to Jeffries Point will increase from the 1993 level of 
| differ with him. According to his chart in Volume 4 of the | 225 micrograms per cubic meter (g/m ) to 448 pg/ms under 
| environmental draft, Appendix M, Table DM1-8, thisison the 45 million passenger scenario of Alternative 1. Notably, 
| VOCs, right now in 1999, you're around a level of 200. With average concentrations will be lower than the values above. 

_ a higher build in 2010, it goes to 448. | There are no standards for odor to which to compare this 

level. 


_ Regional _ Regional _ [Whhat are they doing to increase use of other airports? ' Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
2 | Transportation — Airports _ discussion of the specific role played by the regional : 
i i _ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
_ recognized and has been a proponent of options to 
_ Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 
_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 
_ options to Logan Airport. In the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport 
_ identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that could be 
_ absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 
_T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 
: : _ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 
_ these developments will slow Logan Airport's passenger 
| traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 
| passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 
_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be 
_ achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play 
_ an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 
_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport's inability 
| to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 
_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 
_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 
| Necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 
"only increase in the future, even as developments at the 
_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 


Transcript T2.25: Private Citizen: Richard Salini 
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Transcript T2.26 
East Boston Land Use Advisory Council, 
Joe Palenza, Chairperson 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


2.26. _ Alternatives _ Preferred The East Boston Land Use Council voted to oppose the _ Comment noted. 
1 _ Alternative _ building of runway 14/32, the center field taxiway, andthe i 
_ lowering of the minimum of the height of the approach. : 


Transcript T2.26:East Boston Land Use Advisory Council, Joe Palenza, Chairperson 
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Transcript 12.27 


Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association, 
Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 


Code =‘ Topic1 Topic 2 


'm opposed to 14/32 and the center field taxiway. 


Environmental We're concerned about the quality of life. We want 

2 _ Justice | environmental justice in our community. They talk about 
i i soundproofing, but there's noise, air quality that we're 
concerned about, the health hazards particularly to the 
elderly, the children. 


' Comment noted. 


Response 


The available public health studies for communities adjacent 


_ to Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in 

_ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Public health 
status reports were available for the City of Boston; however, 
' comparable public health reports were not available from the 
_ Public Health Departments of Chelsea, Revere, and 

_ Winthrop. A review of the available information did not 

_ indicate any causal relationship based on proximity to the 
airport, nor did it identify hearing loss as a public health 

_ concern. 


_ Noise was identified as the only off-airport impact from the 

_ Preferred Alternative with the potential for environmental 

_ justice impacts. The environmental justice analysis found no 

| disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income 
"and minority populations from direct project impacts. 

_ However, because the area added to the 65 dB DNL contour 
"is primarily within the City of Chelsea, other environmental 
_ and health issues were also considered in an effort to assess 
_ other cumulative or multiple adverse exposures. Refer to 
_ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional 

_ information. 


No alternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Alternative 
| shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 


Transcript T2.27: Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association, Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 
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Sac ace ac ee a re ate ns eg ee te eee eye he 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


What about Hanscom Airport? | read in the Boston Globe 
hat Blute talked about Worcester Airport. He never 
mentioned Hanscom Airport. 


egional 


DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
| serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
_ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 
_ operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
_ activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 
| operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 
| newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 
operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 
_ services to short-haul regional markets - Trenton, Buffalo, 
_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
_ operations between Hanscom and 
| New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
_ commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
/ : : _ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
| | Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
"aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its : 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
_ a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 
_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 
| passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 
» other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 
_ passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 
_ commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 
_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 
: | (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 
_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 
_ Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
| of Hanscom Field. 


i 


_ Since 1995, Massport has worked closely with the 

_ City of Worcester to aggressively market the / 

_ Worcester Regional Airport to airlines. Massport increased its 

_ involvement with the Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 

_ operational responsibility of the airport on January 15,2000. 

_ By its agreement with the City of Worcester, Massport could 

| assume ownership of the Worcester Regional Airport by 

/ 2005. On February 1, 2000, Delta Connection began serving 

_ Worcester Regional Airport with two daily nonstop roundtrip 

| flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta. On July 6, 2000, 

_ American Eagle began service to New York JFK Airport with 

three daily nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. 

_ Massport is in ongoing discussions with other carriers 

_ regarding potential new services at Worcester Regional 

| Airport. In addition, MassHighway is analyzing alternative 
i _ highway routes that would improve surface access from I-90 : 
_ and |-290 to the Worcester Regional Airport and filed an ENF 
i _ in December 1999 and is in the process of preparing a Draft 
_ EIS/EIR, which is expected to be filed in October 2001. 


Transcript T2.27: Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association, Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 
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Transcript T2.28 
CARE, 
John O’Connor 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


[T]here's talk about the delays. Well, if you really read the Logan Airport flight delays, as measured by the FAA, did 

_ numbers in here, the delay situation has gotten better in the | decline between 1993 and 1997. Nevertheless, the same 

| last few years, not worse...[I]f you read FAA statistics, they _ data show that Logan Airport was consistently ranked as one 
say there's only a 3 percent delay factor. Massport is saying _ of the nation’s most delayed airports throughout this period. 
| it's 20 percent. Where does the truth lie? _ In 1998, delayed flights at Logan Airport, as reported by the 
_ FAA increased by more.than 30 percent, and continued to 

| increase in 2000. In 200, Logan was the second most 

_ delayed airport for arrivals in the U.S. This represents the 
worst delay ranking in Logan’s history. Refer to Chapter 1 of 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Logan 

_ Airport delays caused elsewhere in the system. 


_ There are three reasons for the decline in delays between 
_ 1993 and 1997. First, in 1997, the number of hourly 
/ _ scheduled flights was less than Logan Airport's normal 
i i | operating capacity of 120 flights per hour, unlike 1993, when 
: airlines scheduled flights well beyond Logan Airport’s hourly 
capacity. Second, Logan Airport's hourly demand profile is 
flatter than it was in 1993. Airlines are spreading scheduled 
flights throughout the day taking advantage of Logan Airport's 
off-peak hours (@.9., 10 AM to 1 PM). Finally, airlines are 
carrying more passengers per flight. In fact, with roughly the 
same number of flights as in 1993, Logan Airport 
accommodated over 3 million more passengers. One reason 
for this is that the regional carrier network serving New 
England is more efficient. In 1993, there were three regional 
carrier systems serving 2.1 million regional passengers at 
Logan Airport. Since 1994, Logan Airport has been served by | 
two regional airline systems (Business Express, now 
American Eagle, and US Airways Express). These carriers 
handled 2.2 million Logan Airport passengers in 1998. 


Key lessons learned from this are: 1) while PPP might work in 
conditions of overscheduling, such as the 1993 environment, 
because there is no sustained period of flight overscheduling 
at Logan Airport today, PPP would not provide meaningful 
delay reduction in the current operating environment; and 2) 
_ while delays declined from 1993 to 1997, Logan Airport 

_ continued to be one of the most delayed airports in the 
country because, even though carriers were more efficient at 
| scheduling flights, delays caused by wind and weather 

_ continued to occur. 


Transcript T2.28: CARE, John O’Connor 


ry 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 1 
: | Purpose and | Airfield | They ig the capacity of this airport... hey're 
2 | Need - capacity | expanding this airport to almost double the traffic in the 

_ coming years and you don't see that clearly in this report. 


| Fleet Mix There's little or nothing about these new planes. These new 
lanes are going to be able to accommodate upwards of 

00 to 600 passengers and will reduce some of the noise, 
hey say, but the pollution from these new planes is going to 


be a lot worse. 


5 an a 


Public Health “Finally, there is little or nothing as to how this airport impacts 


our public health. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


eH HTT TR OR 


Response 


implementation of the recommended Airside Project, 
specifically unidirectional Runway 14/32, would not increase 
Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of 

approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity is 
available at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the 
time. Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 
this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that 


| Now require controllers to operate on only one or 
_ two runways, compared to the typical three-runway 
configurations used at Logan Airport. 


The runway would substantially reduce the delays that now 
_ occur during northwest wind conditions. Preventing these 


lays would represent a real benefit to the passengers and 
irlines that currently experience them. However, because 

hese wind conditions and the associated delays are not 

egular or predictable, and cannot be readily anticipated, it is 

ot expected that their prevention will stimulate growth in 

ogan Airport passenger demand above and beyond the 

ates that would have occurred without the runway. Instead, 
rowth in Logan Airport passenger demand will be principally 
riven by local and national economic conditions, competition 
nd pricing within the airline industry, and the distribution of 
irline services and passenger traffic between Logan Airport 

nd the surrounding regional airports. The broad range of 
orecasts considered in the Airside Project operational and 


_ environmental analyses capture any potential variation in 
_ current and future passenger and aircraft activity at 


So-called New Large Aircraft (NLA): carrying up to” 

_ 1,000 passengers are still just in the discussion phase. No 

_ manufacturer has undertaken serious development of such 

_ aircraft yet, which would be a multi-year process. These 

aircraft would probably require modifications to existing 
airport jetways and apron areas along with increases in 

__ taxiway width and turning area. Their use would be limited to 
_ extremely high-density markets, and it is not likely that Boston 
_ would be among these. In fact, the number of ‘jumbo jets” 
_ serving Logan Airport has declined in recent years. 

_ Consequently, the NLA was not included in the Future Fleet 


scenarios. 
Massport has provided the City of Boston and public health 


agencies with air quality and emissions data. 


In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health 

_ data, including mortality and morbidity from each 

_ neighborhood in Boston and cancer incidence data available 

_ from the Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These 
_ data indicated that causal relationships cannot be determined 


_ at this time. A review of the 1999 Report to the Mayor, Health 
| of Boston prepared by the Boston Public Health Commission 
| leads to a similar conclusion. In addition, Massport has 

_ shared the results of the Soot Deposition Study with public 
health agencies and is cooperating with the Harvard School 

_ of Public Health on the South Boston Particle Source 

_ Apportionment Study. 


Information on public health issues is provided in Chapter 6 of 


the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Transcript T2.28: CARE, John O’Connor 
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Code Topic 1 


72.29, 
_ _ Need 


Purpose and 


© Environmental MEPA 
13 | Review 
| Process 


Transcript T2.29 


Private Citizen: Richard C. Lynds 


Topic 2 Comment 


ithough Massport plans to construct a new runway which 
_ promises to place less flights over the surrounding 

_ communities, their approach serves only as a temporary 

_ band-aid solution to a much bigger problem that they're 

_ ignoring. Massport predicts that passenger growth at Logan 
_ will increase from 25 million or so passengers to 35 or 40 

| million in the next ten years...[O]perations at Logan which 

| currently peak at 120 per hour are expected to increase as 
" well...While Massport cites the need for a new runway at 

| Logan to help solve efficiency problems, a better solution 

_ might have been something that solved their capacity 


y constructing a new runway, Massport and the FAA will 
ble to operate many more flights into Logan while keeping 


his is a capacity increase, not an efficiency increase... 


[T]he scope for the draft environmental impact statement 
issued in 1995, Secretary Trudy Cox required Massport to 
xamine alternatives of using existing airports instead of 
constructing a new runway. In fact, she referred to 
comments which suggested expanding the use of 
Hanscom Field which is close to Boston and owned by 
Massport, but the DEIS and the DEIR ignore Hanscom's 
potential for relieving anything other than general aviation 
raffic...Massport continues to ignore expanding the use of 
Hanscom despite the relatively low number of operations at 
hat facility. 


lelays down to the so-called acceptable level. In my opinion 


Refer to response to Comment T2.29.1. 


Response 


either Massport nor the FAA. has a program to increase 
assenger demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of 
both organizations is to accommodate demand safely and 
ficiently. The recommended Airside Project is intended to 
nable Logan Airport to accommodate current and 

uture aircraft activity with minimum delay. The construction of 
Runway 14/32 would significantly reduce delays associated 
with northwest wind conditions, but would not be expected to 
induce additional aircraft traffic or passenger activity at 

ogan Airport. Refer Section 4.2. The availability of 

Runway 14/32 is projected to produce a small improvement in 
air quality from improved efficiency of airfield operations. 


The Airside Project Draft EIS e Supp jemental 
DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 
operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 
operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 
newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 
operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 
services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, 
Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 
and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
Operations between Hanscom and 

New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 


_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 


aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 


_ Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
_ commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
"a significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

' Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

| passengers on Logan Airport’s commuter flights connect to 

_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 

_ passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 

| commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 

_ shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 

' (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 

_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 


_ Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 


of Hanscom Field 


Transcript T2.29: 


Private Citizen: Richard C. Lynds 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 
trian sas ga sac a a ct ee ee ee ae 


Topic 1 Response 


lassport cites the project will provide improvements to The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
lleviate the arrival and departure problem, but in the very _ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
ame breath, they talk about how in order to meet the _ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 


. Purpose and 
Need 


projected demand of passengers at Logan, a new runway is This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
_ necessary. Massport can't have it both ways. It's either | 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 


| efficiency for today or expansion for tomorrow. | Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of : 
i _ strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
_ on only one or two runways, compared to the typical ' 

_ three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 
_ runway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating i 
_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft 
perati : 


Transcript T2.29: Private Citizen: Richard C. Lynds 
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Transcript T2.30 
Private Citizen: Mary Beringer 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
72.30. | Purposeand | Please do not be swayed by the argument that this runway — Runway 14/32 would: serve to reduce delays under northwest 
4 : Need _ is needed to help alleviate delays at Logan International _ wind conditions when arrivals are restricted to a single arrival 
i | Airport for the tourist industry or for business travelers _ Stream. These reduced delays would benefit all users of the 
_ coming to Boston. _ airport, not just tourists and business travelers from out of 


_ town. Local business travelers and residents would share in 
_ the benefits, and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR has 

_ demonstrated that construction of the runway would also 

_ provide local environmental benefits in terms of increased 
PRAS goal compliance and increased over-water flights. 


72.30. 


Regional Regional By Massport's own figures, fully 57 percent of all The MassHighway i is analyzing alternative routes that would 
2 : Transportation — Airports _ passengers arriving at Logan or departing Logan are _ improve surface access from I-90 and 1-290 to the 
_ residents of communities located west of Route 1-95 and ' Worcester Regional Airport. MassHighway is in the process 
_ Route I-495. Clearly, the logic of siting another airport _ of preparing the EIS/EIR for these highway improvements. 
_ nearer to those residents cannot be denied. Such a new _ Massport supports this project. - 


airport would serve to enhance the justice of not allowing 
_ more negative burdens here in Boston, and would bring 
: those ‘Passengers Closer to their homes. 


would also ask that you consider the impact the airport Massport has provided the City of Boston and public health 

» currently has on the health of residents of East Boston. Our agencies with air quality and emissions data. 

' children's overall well-being is being compromised daily by 
_ the negative effects of the pollution created by the airplanes 
_ and the attendant traffic going to and from Logan. 


In January 1996, Massport reviewed available public health 
' data, including mortality and morbidity from each 
_ neighborhood in Boston and cancer incidence data available 
_ from the Massachusetts Department of Public Health. These 
_ data indicated that causal relationships cannot be determined 
_ at this time. A review of the 1999 Report to the Mayor, Health 
_ of Boston prepared by the Boston Public Health Commission 
"leads to a similar conclusion. In addition, Massport has 
_ shared the results of the Soot Deposition Study with public 
_ health agencies and is cooperating with the Harvard School 
_ of Public Health on the South Boston Particle Source 
_ Apportionment Study. 
_ Information on public health issues is provided in Chapter 6 of © 
_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


_ Noaltematives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Altemative 
_ shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Code Topic 1 


. _ Alternatives _ Runway 14/32 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.31 


Private Citizen: Mary Ellen Welsh 


Comment 


_ [Alt the very beginning of the hearing Mr. 

| [Chairman of the Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission] 
__...Was touting the advantages of having the runway 

_ because it would send more flights over the water, but in 
"fact, the runway, the flights that go over the water would 

| impact ...[many residential areas including] East 

_ Boston...the seaport district...the housing that's along the 

_ waterfront now, and the new housing that's being proposed 
| including that being proposed by Massport Authority... And 
_ at the other end, it would send three times as many flights 

| over very populated neighborhoods beginning in East 

_ Boston's Eagle Hill, and then on to Chelsea, Everett, 

_ Malden, Somerville, and so on. So the advantages of the 


_ This representation of data to 
" view is found throughout the EIR...As an example, in 
Jeffrey's Point with takeoffs on the new runway 14, the 

| day-night contours in, the EIR show that the noise level 

_ would not reach 60, but yet in another table called [Times 

_ [Above [NJoises [Levels, the information contradicts those 
_ figures. The [T]imes [A]bove [NJoise [L]evel in the appendix 
_ show there would be an increase to the 65 DB threshold 
"under option. 


_ The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 

| the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an / 
_ environmentally responsible manner. 

_ Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would also give the controllers 

_ considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 

_ achievement of PRAS goals, and redirect many flights to 

_ overwater routes. During very high demand periods, the 

_ controllers currently have little or no flexibility for 
_ runway selection. The addition of Runway 14/32 would be the 
_ single most important mechanism to achieve 
_ equitable geographic distribution of aircraft operations. 

_ Massport and the FAA are committed to the PRAS system 

and have been making improvements since 1982. 


Response 


ere is no contradiction between the tables of Day-Night 


| Sound Level (DNL) values at the noise monitoring sites and 
_ the Time Above (TA) threshold values. 


_ The graphics in Appendix L of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
_ and the new graphics in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR (for 

_ example Figures 6.2-7 and 6.2-8 showing exposure levels for 

_ the 29M Low and 37.5M High fleets) indicate that both sensor 

| sites (Sites 14 and A, respectively) are properly situated on or : 
_ between the 60 and 65 DNL contours, their locations accurately 
_ matching the tabular values of DNL listed in Tables 6.2-8 and 

_ 6.2-10 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Comparable comparisons 
_ also exist between the noise contours of Figure 6.2-12 and 

_ Table 6.2-26 for the 2015 High Regional Jet Fleet. However, 

_ the commentor appears to be confused over the difference 

_ between the DNL and Time Above noise metrics. The 

_ time-varying sound level of a passing aircraft can rise to a 

_ numeric value that exceeds a threshold of say 65 dB, then fall 

_ back below that threshold and in so doing will add several 

_ seconds to the Time Above noise metric. Yet that threshold 

| exceedance does not mean the DNL value (a cumulative 
measure of exposure for a full 24-hour period) will be greater 

_ than 65 dB. Readers unfamiliar with these technical issues 

_ should refer to Section 5.2.3 of the DEIS/EIR, Appendix G of 

_ the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update, or Airside Project Draft 
_ EIS/EIR E of this document for background explanations of the 
| noise metrics used in this evaluation. 


Transcript T2.31: 


Private Citizen: Mary Ellen Welsh 
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Transcript T2.32 
Private Citizen: Tony Gambale 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
_ 72.32. Regional _ Regional _ Can anyone from Massport tel 'S ever n October 1996, the civilian Naval Air Station Planning 
| | Transportation Airports _ Suggested using the South Weymouth Naval Air Station, Committee rejected redevelopment the South Weymouth 
: : _ other than the fact that the people in South Weymouth say —_Naval Air Station as a commercial airport because of 


_ they dont want it used as an airport because it will bring the —_gpposition from the surrounding communities - Weymouth, 
_ Value of their property down? Is that why you don't wantto Rockland, and Abington. 
use it? 


Transcript T2.32: Private Citizen: Tony Gambale 
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Transcript T2.33 
Private Citizen: Stephen Brown 


Code ‘Topic 1 _Topic 2 Comment Response 


i 33. General No specific comment. General opposition only. | Comment noted. 
_ Opposition 


oe T2.33: Private Citizen: Meiailali Brown 
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Transcript T2.34 
Private Citizen: Anthony Nester 


Topic 2 Comment 


Response 


lo specific comment. General opposition only. 


- Comment noted. 


Transcript 72.34: Private Citizen: Anthony Nester 


(Rae ecs Ranutsifigniailed 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript 12.35 
Private Citizen: Art Flavin 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
- 72.35. . Cumulative _ MasterPlan —_ [There is no master plan that the runway fits into.] p concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
1 _Impactsand : _ Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA’s Logan 


| the GEIR _ Capacity Enhancement Plan (October 1992); the Logan 

: : » Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan/Taxiway Relocation Study 
_ (December 1993); the Logan Final GEIR (July 1993); and the 
_ Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, Phase 1 : 
_ Report, published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a 
_ numerous physical, operational, and administrative concepts 
_ for reducing Logan Airport delays in its Boston Logan 
_ International Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan. The FAA 
_ recommended several improvement concepts, including 
_ unidirectional Runway 14/32, for further study. These 
_ improvement concepts, as well as concepts from other i 
_ studies, were individually examined by Massport in the Logan 

Airside Feasibility Study, published in July 1995.Basedon 
_ the Feasibility study, some concepts were rejected andthe 
_ Most promising concepts were combined into the Alternatives 
_ considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. The 
alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is 

' consistent with state and federal scoping directives for the 
_ Airside Project. The results of the Airside analysis indicate 
that alternatives that include unidirectional Runway 14/32 
_ provide the most benefit in terms of delay reduction and 

ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Transcript 72.35: Private Citizen: Art Flavin 


ual, 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL El 


Transcript T2.36 
Private Citizen: Fred Moore 


Code _—‘ Topic 1 Topic 2 Response 


No specific comment. General opposition only. Comment noted. 


: General 
1 | Opposition 


Transcript T2.36: Private Citizen: Fred Moore 
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Transcript T2.37 


Private Citizen: Anthony Petrucelli 


_ [don't understand why Massport can't understand th 
_ order to build this runway, you need to expand into our 
_ neighborhoods [to rebuild the existing cargo facilities that 
_ would be demolished to build the runway]. That's a point 
_ that needs to be made. There's no more room to go...Go 
_ elsewhere. Go to Hanscom, go to Worcester... 


ig rport’s real estate is admittedly less than the 
| desirable size. Since the existing area cannot be expanded, 
_ Massport proposed the Airside Project and is investigating 
_ other redevelopments to maximize efficiency, including the 
_ North Cargo Area and Bird Island Flats. Runway 14/32 will be — 
» located on fill that was prepared for this purpose 25 years 
» ago. The runway will not increase airfield capacity, but will 
| dramatically reduce aircraft and passenger delays during 
_ northwest wind conditions. Refer to Chapter 2 for a full 
nalysis of the regional airports. 


Transcript 72.37: Private Citizen: Anthony Petrucelli 
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Transcript T2.38 
Private Citizen: Hugo Ascolillo 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


T2.38. eneral No specific comment. General opposition only. Comment noted. - 
1 : Opposition i 


Transcript T2.38: Private Citizen: Hugo Ascolillo 
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Transcript T2.39 
Private Citizen: Thomas McCarthy 


Code  Topic1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Environmental justice is something that should be The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a detailed Environmental / 
considered. __ Justice discussion in the airport context. 


The Environmental Justice analysis was significantly 

_ expanded in Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

_ Low-income and minority populations were defined in 

_ accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. : 
_ DOT Final Order, and the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
| guidance on Environmental Justice. In addition, the analysis 
of low-income populations was expanded to include 

_ households at 150 percent of poverty level. This analysis 

_ found that there is no high and adverse disproportionate 

_ impact to low-income and minority populations from the 

_ Preferred Alternative. TEST 


| Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income | 

_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population | 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternativehasa 

| household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 

_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 

_ associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 

_ predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 

i _ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. Mitigation of the increased 
_ noise within the 65 dB DNL noise contour will be provided to 

' affected communities in the form of residential sound 

insulation. 


72.39 _ Regional _ Regional _ Asecond airport bearing one-half of the burden we've been Because the development of a second major airport would 
2 _ Transportation | Airports _ bearing for years is something which should be considered require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
i : i __ and which the agency should be pushing for. _ review in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 


_ option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
: _ demand over the next 20 years. Service developments at 
_ other surrounding airports, including Manchester, 
_ TF. Green/Providence and Worcester Regional airports, 
| preclude the need for a second major airport. 


[O)ne last thing is they keep talking about the runway The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
_ bringing the flights out over the water...If you're taking off the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 
_ over the water, it's because the wind is blowing off the water _ environmentally responsible manner. 

into our neighborhoods, so when those jets are taking off, | Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would also give the controllers 
_ the roar of the sound is being carried by the wind even more _ considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 

| into our neighborhoods and the fumes are being carried off achievement of PRAS goals, and redirect many flights to 

_ the water into our neighborhoods, so saying they're going overwater routes. During very high demand periods, the 

_ over the water is not doing us any justice because we're still _— controllers currently have little or no flexibility for 

_ getting the same amount of pollution and noise. _ runway selection. The addition of Runway 14/32 would be the 
_ single most important mechanism to achieve 

_ equitable geographic distribution of aircraft operations. 

_ Massport and the FAA are committed to the PRAS system 

| and have been making improvements since 1982. 


Tene T2.39: Private Citizen: Thomas sigaite 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.40 
Private Citizen: Roberta Horn 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


Regional Regional In Volume 1 on Page 2-9, they show a map of all the _ Hanscom Field was not listed in Figure 2.3-2 on page 2-9 of 
1 : Transportation = Airports _ commercial [airports]... Hanscom is not there. _ the Draft EIS/EIR as a commercial service airport, because 
_ the Figure only listed airports that have supported scheduled 
_ commercial passenger jet services. 


| The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

_ DEIS/FEIR specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 

_ in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 

_ serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 

_ already accommodates a significant number of 

_ aircraft operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The 

_ Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, charter, 

_ and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 

_ Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was 

__ filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began 

_ commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 

_ limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets — 

_ Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, 

_ Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is 

» also conducting operations between Hanscom and : 

_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 

_ established policy (60-seat regulation), it believes that 

_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a 

_ major general aviation reliever, and that its 
geographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional and 

_ Manchester airports will prevent its development as a : 

_ significant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 
serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a : 

_ significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 

_ Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 

_ passengers on Logan Airport’s commuter flights connect to 

_ other Logan Airport flights. However, any new commercial 

_ service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field shall be 

_ reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), 

_ its Annual Updates, and applicable regulatory limitations, and 

_ shall be considered by the 

_ Hanscom Field Advisory Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of 

_ Hanscom Field. The environmental impacts of 

_ commercial services at Hanscom Field are summarized from 

_ the HGEIR and appear in Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR B of 

_ the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


72.40. Environmental MEPA/INEPA | [Inj Volume 3on Page 4, ..the graph shows Saratoga : Refer to the new graphics in Chapters 4,5 and 6 of the 


2 - Review ' Street as the last street before the water... There are two _ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
| Process _ streets after Saratoga Street towards the water, St. Andrew 


_ Road and Bays Water Street. 
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Transcript 72.41 
Private Citizen: Anthony DiBennedetto 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


7241. 
- _ Opposition ; 


Transcript T2.41: Private Citizen: Anthony DiBennedetto 
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Transcript T2.43 


Private Citizen: Debbie Santiano-McHatton 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
T2.43. | Alternatives _ Reduced I'm here.. ‘on n behalf of | my ‘community ‘who sits under the 
4 | | Approach _ bad weather runways 4 and 22 which brings out the point of 
| _ the lowering of the minimum which is, from what | 


_ Minimums 
: | understand, an FAA concern. Massport has presented this 
| tous as a 94-hour gain... Your 94 hours relates 

: approximately to 3,000 flights in inclement weather...We 

: have asked over and over that you look at the Beachmont 

_ Hill again. We are sure that all of you understand that this 

_ hill has a school on the top of it. This is not reflected in your 
_ report. The pictures still show it without the 50-foot schoo! 


_ makes a big difference. 


this inadequate. We find that our main concem is excessive 

| traffic and excessive noise. To be exact, 104 decibels. 

_ During a day when I received your noise abatement 

_ follow-up, we can see that we're at 75, mostly in the 80s, 

_ lots in the 90s, and a few in the hundreds. That's excessive 

and intolerable. For you to mitigate with us with the Stage 3 

_ aircraft is absolutely ludicrous. Stage 3, | believe you are 

_ currently flying at 85 percent... Those still wake me up at 

_ night when you're flying only stage 3 at 10 

_ p.m...Please...find another way that your airplanes will be 
louder than 65 decibels. That would be a 


- 72.43. = Noise _ Impacts [Wie fi fi nd your report inadequate that you've only addresse 

ne) z ! [noise] in short term. The long term, your growth, far 

_ outweighs anything that we might gain in the short term in 
_ our community. 


- Aircraft 


_ onit. When you are flying above our heads 500 feet, 50 feet 


In your report, t, you ac address noise mitigation stage 3. Wefind 


Response 
The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR indicates that the 


_ Preferred Alternative would promote runway use in a manner 


that is more consistent with annual PRAS goals. The PRAS 


_ goals were established after community input in the 1980s. 
_ The goal of PRAS was to distribute noise equitably, based on 
_ demographic considerations. 


/ Massport’s intial efforts have been to focus discussion with — 
Logan Airport carriers to encourage substitution of full Stage 3 


» Certified aircraft for hushkitted aircraft where feasible. Both the 
_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR 

_ (previously GEIR) discuss the status of and potential for 

_ reducing the use of hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. Refer to 

_ Section 8.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


urrent trafic trends at Logan Airport andthe = 


_ regional airports indicate that Logan Airport may not reach 

_ 29 million passengers, presented in the Draft EIS/EIR as a 

_ “1999” projection, until 2003. Continued air service expansion — 
_ at the regional airports and the introduction of high-speed rail 
_ to New York in December 2000 is expected to further slow 

_ Logan Airport’s passenger traffic growth. With these 
_ developments, Logan Airport is expected to reach 37.5 million - 
_ passengers in 2015 rather than 2010, and the 45 million 


passenger forecasts will not be achieved until 2024. Thus, the 


_ planning forecasts that underlie the delays and environmental 

_ analyses cover a planning period of at least 20 years. Refer : 
_ to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a complete 
_ discussion of the planning forecasts. 


Transcript 72.43: Private Citizen: Debbie Santiano-McHatton 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.44 
Private Citizen: Rob Strelitz 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


No specific comment. General opposition only. 


Transcript T2.44: Private Citizen: Bob Strelitz 


PENG 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.45 


Private Citizen: Gregory Curci 


Topic 1 Comment 


. | Public Health 


Code 


What's happening in Winthrop is we're being impacted by 

| the air pollution from the airport, and we've also been 
excluded from any real scientific studies of that impact. 

_ Regional 

2 _ Transportation 


Massport has not spent a single nickel on promoting the 
_ regional airport aspect. 


=r = 
Airports 


| 


_ No alternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Alternative 
_ shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 


Response 


The analysis of regional alternatives presented in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR relies on air to high-speed rail diversion estimates 
published in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and Section 4(f) 
Statement, Northeast Corridor Improvement Project, 

prepared by the Federal Rail Administration in October 1994. 

In preparing the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport 


' contacted Amtrak for more recent estimates, but Amtrak did 
_ not have any updated ridership estimates that could be 
released to Massport. Amtrak’s written response to 

_ Massport’s request for updated ridership numbers is 


_ contained in Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR B of the 
| Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 


Transcript T2.45: Private Citizen: Gregory Curci 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/Finat EIR 


Transcript T2.46 


Private Citizen: Linda Jolliffe 


Topic 2 Comment 


The pollution and the noise g 
| increased jet aircraft operations promises to increase 
_ intolerable living conditions. 


"Impacts 


Massport claims that building 14/32 would reduce Logan 
2 » Need : congestion. That statement merely reflects one of the many 
: _ dishonest assessments Massport is promoting. 


Response 


e Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
EIS/FEIR analyze the environmental impacts of the 
irside Project, consistent with established federal and state 


_ Scoping directives. Appropriate mitigation associated with the 
_ Airside Project has also been established. Massport has 

_ programs in place to reduce the environmental impacts 

_ associated with Logan Airport as a whole. These initiatives 


are described in the Logan Airport ESPR and its updates. 
Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 


_ 120,000-hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
"are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
_ as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
_ Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 

_ benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if ithad 
_ been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
_ future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of 
_ the regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not _ 
_ expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 

_ efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue 
_ over time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 

_ that delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic 

_ levels increase. 


Transcript T2.46: Private Citizen: Linda Jolliffe 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.47 


Private Citizen: Harry Powers 


Code ‘Topic 1 Comment 


. | Public Health 


Topic 2 


: Effects 


[E]nvironmentally | believe that a whole lot more studies 

: need to be done to find out how traffic that we have at the 
_ airport now is affecting the people and the residents in the 
: surrounding communities. 


Response 


The purpose of the Airside Improvements Planning Project is to 


__ reduce current and projected levels of airfield congestion and | 
_ delay and to enhance the safety of aircraft operations at Logan. 
_ Massport’s proposed landside improvements are plannedto 
_ enhance the efficiency of passenger processing, and include 

_ terminal modernization, as well as roadway, parking and 

_ service area improvements. The landside projects will not affect 
_ the design or implementation of the Airside Project, which has _ 
_ independent utility, nor will the Airside Project improvements 
_ affect the design or implementation of any of the landside 

_ projects. All airside and landside projects, where required, will _ 
_ continue to be the subject of separate comprehensive 

» environmental analysis by project proponents in accordance 

_ with federal and state regulations. 


_ As expressed in the May 7, 1999 EOEA Certificate, 

_ Massport’s Environmental Planning and Status Report 

_ (ESPR, formerly GEIR) process “is expected provide a big 

_ picture cumulative impact analysis of Logan operations, 

_ impacts and mitigation. It complements the project-specific 

_ EIRs,” such as this one for the Airside Improvements, “helps 
_ to focus the review process of individual ElRs, and ensures 
_ that segmented project review does not occur in the context 
_ Of MEPA review at Logan Airport.” 


Transcript T2.47: Private Citizen: Barry Powers 


Cie 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.48 
Private Citizen: Pamela Smith 


Comment 

_ The residents of East Boston and all the surrounding goals are based on the fact that DNL levels : 

| communities today suffer an unacceptable level of noise _ above 75 dB are considered unacceptable for residential land 

and air pollution. _ use and that DNL levels above 70 dB are also excessively 

: _ high and should be reduced if feasible. PRAS 

_ recommendations are thus designed to shift operations off of 

_ runways where these high levels still exist — primarily in : 
Winthrop and to the north of Logan Airport in East Boston and 

' Revere. No one in Chelsea or Charlestown currently 
_ experiences noise that is this high. 


‘Transcript 72.48: Private Citizen: Pamela Smith 


eeidl Carine NSE 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


: | Regional : Regional _ Massport...should maximize the use of airports inRhode A second major airport is not a solution to the current delay 

2 | Transportation _ Airports _ Island, New Hampshire, Bedford, Worcester, and New _ and congestion problems at Logan Airport. The Proposed 

: i _ Bedford...[Massport should] build a new major New _ Project to reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan Airport 
+ England Intemational regional airport at Fort Devens. : must be implemented in the near term to address current and 


_ future operating conditions. Even if a second major airport 

_ were to be pursued, the planning period for site selection and 

_ environmental review would require ten to 15 years, in 

_ addition to a multi-year construction period. Rather, 

_ Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 

_ includes the T.F. Green/Providence, the Manchester, and the 

_ Worcester Regional airports. Service development and 

_ increased passenger traffic at these airports are an important 

part of the region’s long-term strategy to accommodate 

_ passenger and activity growth. Greater use of the regional 

_ airports will provide passengers within the service area of 

» such airports with a viable alternative to Logan Airport. Since 
demand within Logan Airport's primary service area will 

_ remain strong, the improvements at other regional airports 

_ will not eliminate the need for airside projects at 

_ Logan Airport. 


_ The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
_ DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
_ inthe analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
_ serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
_ already accommodates a significant number of aircraft 
_ operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The Hanscom Field 
_ activity includes private, business, charter, and air taxi 
_ Operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. Since the 
_ Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was filed, Shuttle America, a 
_ Newly founded airline, began commercial scheduled 
_ operations at Hanscom Field, offering limited turboprop 
_ services to short-haul regional markets — Trenton, Buffalo, 
_ Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, Delaware (discontinued), 
_ and Greensboro. Shuttle America is also conducting 
_ Operations between Hanscom and 
_ New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its : 
_ established limits (60 seat regulation), Massport believes that 
_ Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a major general 
aviation reliever, and that its geographic proximity to Logan, 
Worcester Regional and Manchester airports will prevent its 
_ development as a significant commercial airport. Additionally, 
- commuter airlines serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move 
_ asignificant number of flights from Logan Airport to 
Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 
_ passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 
_ other Logan Airport flights and a significant number of 
_ passengers are travelling to Boston. However, any new 
- commercial service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field 
shall be reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR 
' (HGEIR) and its Annual Updates, and shall be considered by 
_ the Hanscom Area Town Selectmen (HATS). Refer to 
© Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
_ of Hanscom Field. 


Fort Devens was an alternative considered as a 
potential airport site in the Second Major Airport Site 
_ Selection study conducted in 1991 by the 
_ Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission. However, 
_ Fort Devens was not selected. The site has since been 
_ developed for other uses. Development at 
_ T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
_ Pease International Tradeport has superseded the need fora 
second major airport. 


Transcript T2.48: Private Citizen: Pamela Smith 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Transcript T2.49 
Private Citizen: Kathleen McAuley 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


[lam opposed to the proposal for] a new center taxiway, 
: anew runway, lowering] the ceiling for landing, and 
_ continufing] the increased usage of Logan Airport. 


_ Preferred 
_ Alternative 


Comment noted. 


Transcript T2.49: Private Citizen: Kathleen McAuley 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.50 
Private Citizen: Fran Riley 


Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


ject a dresses delays from constraints at 

- Logan Airport. Section 1.6 and Appendix C of the 
upplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a detailed discussion 
_ of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and historical data, 
_ along with comparisons of Logan Airport delays within the 


: | Purposeand _ Delays _ Ifthe flights are late arriving at Logan, it is not 14/32 th 

4 | Need _ has to be built. The FAA has failed at a national level to look 
: _ at the points of origin of those delays. That is a poor, lame, 
_ ignorant excuse and contention to build 14/32. 


72.50. | Environmental — Impacts : This is a class issue. This is an n environmental injustice. It's. y pop 
2 _ Justice _ social injustice. ccordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. 
i : : OT Final Order and the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
uidance on environmental justice. In addition, the analysis of 
_ low-income populations was expanded to include households 
_ at 150 percent of poverty level. The data presented are based 
_ onthe most recently available census data (1990) using 
_ Geographic Information System (GIS) technology to analyze 
_ impacts at the most detailed level possible. Refer to 
_ Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
methodology and results, ‘respectively. 


“72.50. Altematives Runway 14/32 [HJow does Massport propose to build a new runway 
3 : [claim] it won't further pollute East Boston and the 
: _ surrounding communities? 


é shown to decrease with the Preferred Altemative ' 
_ when compared to the No Action Altemative. 


_ Noalteratives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Alternative 
shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 


Transcript T2.50: Private Citizen: Fran Riley 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript 12.51 
Private Citizen: Martin Kaufman 


Topic 2 Comment Response 


0 specific comment. General opposition only. 


_ Comment noted. 


Transcript T2.51: Private Citizen: Martin Kaufman ~ 


and Pesaran Tamanint @dos 


SUPPLEMENTAL DraFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.52 


Private Citizen: Blossom Hoag 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


It's the hundreds of thousands of people in the city of 

4 : Justice / _ Boston and surrounding areas that this project would affect, 
_ it's the environmental injustice that's being done to these 

: people, to this city. 


. 72.52. | Regional _ Regional i 
2 _ Transportation — Airports _ northeast, how to develop it regionally with all the airports, 
i i " with all the alternatives in transportation, and it's not just 
"airports, it's the rail, it's high-speed anything else that can be 
_ done, and the roadways and everything has to be looked at 
» together. 


Response 


Adverse impacts are not predominately borne by low-income 


_ or minority populations. Only 21 percent of the population 

_ within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative is 

_ minority, compared to the Suffolk County minority population 

_ of 38 percent. Less than two percent of the population within 

_ the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative has a 
_ household income less than 150 percent of poverty level. The 
_ additional area within the 65 dB DNL noise contour 


associated with the Preferred Alternative includes a 
predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea which is 


_ predicted under worst case assumptions to experience an 
_ increase of 0.6 dB or less. Under FAA standards, this change _ 
_ is nota significant adverse impact. The minority and 


low-income populations in South Boston and East Boston 


_ affected by the Preferred Alternative 65 dB DNL contour are 

_ almost identical to the No Action Alternative. The 65 dB DNL 

_ contour for the Preferred Alternative does not extend into 
Jamaica Plain, Roxbury and the South End. Mitigation of the 

_ increased noise within the 65 dB DNL contour will be 

_ provided to affected communities in the form of residential 

_ sound insulation. 

We would like to work on working out a plan for the entire 


Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR providesa 
discussion of the specific role played by the regional 


"transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
_ to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
_ recognized and has been a proponent of options to 


Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, Massport 


_ has implemented a regional strategy to enhance the use of 


options to Logan Airport. In the Draft EIS/EIR, Massport 
identified up to 7.3 million annual passengers that could be 


_ absorbed by regional alternatives that include use of 
__T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and Worcester Regional 
_ airports, as well as the new high-speed rail to New York. In 


the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport recognizes that 


_ these developments will slow Logan Airport’s passenger 

__ traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 37.5 million 

_ passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather closer to 

_ 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may not be 

- achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives can play 

_ an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic growth 

_ at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport’s inability 

_ to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand during 

_ northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is designed 

_ to correct the problem with Logan Airport’s layout, is 

_ Necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 

_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 


Transcript T2.52: Private Citizen: Blossom Hoag 


Response 
All this project is doing in putting more runways and more 
 planes....[is] bring[ing] much more...air pollution and traffic 
_ pollution in our neighborhoods. 


. Alternatives Runway 14/32 


SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FiNAL EIR 


_ The proposed Airside Project will not stimulate 

_ additional growth in passenger activity levels at Logan Airport. 
_ Off-site motor vehicle emissions estimates are shown in 

_ Table 6.4-9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Increases in the 

_ number of vehicles accessing Logan Airport are not analogous 
: to increases in emissions. As indicated in the table, these 

_ emissions generally decrease in the future; as a result of 

_ improved motor vehicle emission standards, the increased use 
_ of alternative fuels, and other factors. 


Transcript T2.52: Private Citizen: Blossom Hoag 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.53 


Private Citizen: Albert Van Buskirk 


| [Thhis [airport expansion] is going to create more pollution, 
: increase more noise, and create more traffic. 


_ [Thhe only economics behind this [project] is to create more 


Purpose and Economic 
_ business for big business. 


Response 


_ The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 

_ Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport’s normal 

_ airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 

» This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 

_ 80 percent of the time. Runway 14/32 would allow 

_ Logan Airport to maintain this capacity during periods of 
_ Strong northwest winds that now require controllers to operate 
"on only one or two runways, compared to the typical 
| three-runway configurations used at Logan Airport. The 

_ runway will not increase Logan Airport’s normal operating : 
_ capacity, nor will it encourage or induce an increase in aircraft _ 
operations. 


No altematives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Altemative 
_ shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 


_ Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 

_ substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 

_ enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 

_ PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

_ most severely affected. For example, implementation of the 

_ Preferred Alternative will reduce the population affected by 

_ Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 70 dB by 

_ four percent with the 29 M Low Fleet scenario, by 67 percent 

_ with the 37.5 M High Fleet scenario, and by 39 percent with 

the High Regional Jet Fleet, while increasing the population 
_ exposed to Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65dB 
_ by two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these 

_ three fleet scenarios, respectively. 


_ Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-8 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
_ The benefits of Runway 14/32 are significant: (1) It provides a 
_ third runway for operations during northwest winds; (2) it 

reduces total annual delay by 27 to 37 percent 

(Preferred Alternative vs. the No Action Alternative); (3) it 

_ reduces delays during VFR conditions by 47 to 57 percent 

_ (Preferred Alternative vs. the No Action Alternative); (4) it 

_ allows controllers to separate aircraft of differing size classes 

_ during northwest winds; and (5) it increases the controllers’ 


ability to achieve PRAS goals. 


Transcript 12.53: Private Citizen: Albert Van Buskirk 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.54 


Private Citizen: Michael Herbert 


Code ‘Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 


Regional ' Logan is not the only tool. We've got New Bedford, 
: Transportation | Airport Worcester, Hanscom. 


Response 
Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 


_ discussion of the'specific role played by the regional 
_ transportation alternatives and steps that Massport has taken 
_ to foster use of these alternatives. Massport has long 
_ recognized and has been a proponent of regional alternatives 
_ to Logan Airport. Together with the regional airports, 

_ Massport has implemented a regional strategy to enhance 

_ the use of regional alternatives to Logan Airport. In the 


Draft EIS/EIR, Massport identified up to 7.3 million annual 


_ passengers that could be absorbed by regional alternatives 

_ that include use of T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 

_ Worcester Regional airports, as well as the new high-speed 

_ tail to New York. In the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport 

_ recognizes that these developments will slow Logan Airport's 
' passenger traffic growth. Logan Airport may not achieve the 

_ 37.5 million passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather 

_ closer to 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts may 

_ Not be achieved until after 2020. While regional alternatives 

_ can play an important role in reducing the rate of future traffic 
_ growth at Logan Airport, they do not address Logan Airport’s 


inability to efficiently accommodate current levels of demand 


_ during northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32, which is 
_ designed to correct the problem with Logan Airport's layout, is 
_ necessary to correct this deficiency and provides clear 
_ benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will 

_ only increase in the future, even as developments at the 

_ regional airports act to reduce the rate of future growth at 

_ Logan Airport. 


Transcript T2.54: Private Citizen: Michael Herbert 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Transcript 12.55 
Private Citizen: Susan Powers 


Response 


j ell... "The Airside Project leads to a decrease in odor-causing 
: Saircraft...burns more fuel. | feel this will be detrimental to hydrocarbon emissions, when compared to the 
: Our community as well...We're being deprived of clean air. No Action Alternative. This is illustrated in Table 6.4-7 and 
i | Figure 6.4-5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Small changes in 
- odorous emission concentrations will be imperceptible as i 
_ measured against the No Action Altemative. 


_ All scenarios include the future aircraft fleet mix, including 


Transcript T2.55: Private Citizen: Susan Powers 


inka! 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.56 
Private Citizen: Mary Quinn 


Comment 
| 


Response 


'd like to mention one of the many of Massport data's _ Tables 6.2-4 and 6.2-5 show the noise exposed population 


4 Statistical...omissior|s]...[The table in the DEIR/DEIS titled] for Chelsea for the 29M Low and 37.5M High Fleet scenarios, 
i : Noise Exposure Population by Community, [lists] several _ respectively. Although both show no noise exposed 
: communities, and it has Chelsea listed as zero noise _ population in DNL 70 dB and above, both show noise 


' exposure population...[T]he data that they're using is _ exposed population in the DNL 65 dB and DNL 60 dB and 
flawed, there are ‘things missing, it's manipulated. above categories. 


- Other Non- But do they, put anything i in the study about altematives that The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce | delay, it increase 

_ Construction _ do not pollute such as improving the air traffic controllers’ —_airport efficiency and improve airfield safety in an : 
Alternatives electronics which would improve safety, efficiency, and does _ environmentally responsible manner. They do not reflect an 

: » not pollute at all? _ “airport-wide growth and expansion plan’, nor increase the 


_ capacity of the airport. Future passenger and operations 

levels can be accommodated by Logan Airport without any 
_ airside improvements but not without delays and resulting : 
_ adverse environmental impacts. Long-term aviation growth is a 
_ recognized worldwide condition that is beyond Massporl’s 
_ control, which means that the sooner the airfield efficiencies are 
implemented, the more benefits they | will accrue over the future. : 


Other Non- (0 they talk about studies that they must have done about Delays occur when wind or weather conditions require the 

Construction = other airports that have similar delays? _ use of configurations with fewer than three active runways, 

_ Alternatives when poor weather requires increased separation distances 

_ between aircraft, or when airlines schedule more flights than 

_ Logan Airport can handle. The Airside Project is designed to 

_ reduce delays at Logan Airport from adverse winds and taxiway 

_ congestion. The Airside Project addresses delays from 
constraints at Logan Airport. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the — 

_ Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a detailed discussion 

_ of the FAA and U.S. DOT delay measures and historical data, 
along with comparisons of Logan Airport delays within the 

_ context of ‘delays at 


Transcript T2.56: Private Citizen: Mary Quinn 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL Drart EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.57 
Private Citizen: Arthur Hartnet 


Topic 2 Comment 


_ Sound : “The acoustical treatment as soundproofing should really be g e of Stage 3 aircraft operating at 
Insulation _ known as is restricted to 65 decibel yearly average but only Logan Airport is expected to decrease with time as the low 
i _ to homes that are up to building codes, and they do not _ bypass JT8D powered aircraft, which have been hushkitted to 


| provide air conditioning. Try to live inside a house when it's meet Stage 3 requirements, are retired from the fleet and 
_ avery hot, humid day, try not to think about that when you _ replaced by the quieter new high bypass powered Stage 3 
» want to use your backyard and you can't because you can't - aircraft. 

: 


Transcript T2.57: Private Citizen: Arthur Hartnet 


aE C5, 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


SUPPLEMENTAL Drart EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.58 
Private Citizen: Gail Miller 


Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 


m currently the chair of the Conservation Committee...[W]e 
re opposed to this proposal. 


Comment noted. 


Transcript 12.58: Private Citizen: Gail Miller 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Aircraft 


Transcript T2.59 


Private Citizen: Fran Riley 


more than five major 


y po 
_ airlines filed waivers with the FAA?...Those airlines are not 
_ being in compliance with the stage 2 or 3 aircraft, don't you 
_ think that's going to raise pollution? Don't you think that the 
' disclosure should have been made by Massport to all the 
- communities? 


Transcript T2.59: Private Citizen: Fran Riley 


Response 
A did not approve any of the five waivers identified by the 
ommentor. The only waiver that FAA has granted on the 
00 percent Stage 3 fleet requirement after December 31, 
999, has been to allow an operator to fly a Stage 2 aircraft 
into an airfield so that it can be converted to a Stage 3 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DrarT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.60 
Private Citizen: Roland Choquet 


Comment Response 


...[Massport was] at the [pollution] limit... when [Chelsea] Massport is separately studying measures for reducing 
ent into receivership, and they've taken over five parking. Logan Airport’s contribution to air emissions in the region, in 
arages to alleviate the pollution, how can they double [the the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR). 
ifport's] capacity and still be within the limits of pollution? Consideration is given to all emissions sources, and analysis 
_ is conducted for the airport, East Boston and regional study 
/ areas. 


Transcript T2.60: Private Citizen: Roland Choquet 


LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 


Topic 1 


: Environmental — Public Process 
1 | Review 
_ Process 


_ [really don't understand how we can...participate 
_ environmental process through MEPA when we [in Quincy] 
_ have not had a presentation [from Massporl]...[W]e're going 
| to demand that we get a presentation or it's going to be a 
| flawed process. 


SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 


Transcript T2.61 


Private Citizen: Jim Stamos 


Comment 


an extensive public participation and review 


| process during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public 


comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 


_ the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public 
_ Scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 
_ subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To 


_ assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with 
_ awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport _ 
_ Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), 
_ which consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 
_ fepresentatives from 24 communities surrounding 


Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry ; 
organizations. Massport also funded independent consultants 


_ for the CAC to provide them with the capacity to 

_ professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the 
_ Airside Study. Between 1995 and 1999, Massport held 

_ 16 meetings with the ARC, an additional 15 meetings with 


just the CAC, and several meetings with the 


_ CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 

_ 29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
_ Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
_ 45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching 
_ an audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public 

- comment period on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held 


two public hearings. 


In January 2000, in response to the FAA’s review of the Draft _ 


EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft 


_ EIS to address specific issues identified by the FAA following 
_ input from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the 
_ FAA's direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed 
_ by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
_ three were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. 

_ Under the direction of the New England Region FAA, the 

_ SDEIS Panel convened in March of 2000 and then met at 

_ least monthly with a final meeting in December of 2000. A 

_ total of 12 meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 

_ background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 


Supplemental Draft EIS, the Draft EIS/EIR, answers to key 


_ letters written by members of the public, concerned agencies 
_ and public officials responding to the Draft EIS/EIR, and a 

_ series of 15 visual and written presentations from the 

_ Project's technical consulting team and other independent 


industry experts. 
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